FIRST CORINTHIANS

INTRODUCTION TO FIRST AND SECOND CORINTHIANS

General Introduction:
Paul’s correspondence with Corinth comprises more than one third of the Pauline letters.

The letter to the Romans is the longest single letter.

The Corinthian Correspondence gives us a full range of Paul’s mind and soul.

Two of the most important and treasured Chapters in all of scripture—namely the Hymn of Love (Ch 13) and the Essay on the Resurrection (Ch 15) are found in First Corinthians.

The Corinthian correspondence provides us with a variety of problems that faced the Corinthian Church.

In the Corinthian correspondence and especially in 1 Corinthians Paul centers in on particular problems that existed in the Church at Corinth.

Paul applies the gospel to particular problems that existed in the Corinthian Church, whereas in Romans he seems to be at first concerned with providing a rather systematic statement of his understanding of the Christian faith.

This is not so in the Corinthian correspondence because his concern here is to apply the gospel to existing problems among the Corinthians.

The City of Corinth:
It was one of the greatest trading and commercial centers of the ancient world.

Its geography:

The southern part of Greece is almost an Island.  There is a small neck of land called an isthmus that connects northern and southern Greece.  It is on this small neck of land (this isthmus) where Corinth stands.  Corinth is located at the southernmost part of this isthmus.

Its location is significant because all traffic from North to South or from South to North passes through Corinth.  Also much of the traffic from east to west went through Corinth.  Around the southern tip of Greece were rocks that were dangerous for oceangoing vessels so they Chose to go through the Isthmus of Corinth to transport their goods.

There were to harbors in the area – one at Chencrea and the other at LeChadeum.  Much of the commerce went through these harbors and in turn it flowed through the city of Corinth.

A factor of importance:  There was a cluster of cities I the area.  There was LeChaeum, Chencrea and Schoemus that were very close to the Isthmus of Corinth.  These cities caused Corinth to be a metropolitan area.  This became a factor in Corinth being noted for its wickedness.

The Immorality that prevailed in Corinth:

Sarrar a scholar called Corinth “the vanity fair of the ancient world.’

Corinth had obtained a reputation for material prosperity but also it was known for its vile debauchery.

The term Corinth became synonymous with immorality and sin.

An important fact that points to the cause of immorality in Corinth:

There was a temple of the Greek goddess Aphrodite, the goddess of love. The priestess that served in the temple was prostitutes and they would enter into Corinth and ply their trade.

The young Christians that came out of paganism and living still in Corinth where sin was rampant brought much of what was part of their lives (that was prior to conversion) into the Church. They attempted to integrate their old lives into their new lives and integrate old beliefs into their new beliefs.  Therefore attempting to make Christianity a blend of Hellenism and Truth as it was taught by the apostles.

Paul’s Stay at Corinth
What was Paul’s relationship with the Corinthian Church?  Acts will help establish this point.

Paul came to Corinth on his second missionary journey (Acts 18).  He seems to have understood the Character of the city, why?  “He determined to know nothing among them save Jesus Christ and Him crucified.”

Paul remained in Corinth on his first visit for 18 months (Acts 18:1-17).  What do these verses tell us regarding his stay?

When Paul arrived in Corinth he first took up residence with Priscilla and Aquilla.  With a great deal of success he preached in the synagogues.  The hostility of the Jews finally drove Paul out of the synagogue.  Paul later took up residence with Justus who lived next to the synagogue.  It is at this point that Gallio enters the scene.

In 51 A.D. Gallio was appointed governor of Corinth.  This is one of the pegs we use for dating Paul’s ministry.  This would put Paul in Corinth about 52 A.D.  Using this, biblical scholars reconstruct the time period in which Paul’s ministry covered.

The Jews tried to use Gallio against the apostle Paul Charging Paul with teaching against the Jewish laws.  They brought him before Gallio.  But Gallio knowing the Roman law refused to take any action in the case.

One other visit to Corinth is recorded in (Acts 20:1-3).  No details are given.  This was probably Paul’s last visit but in (2 Corinthians 13:1) Paul speaks as if the last visit was a third visit.  We can however say with certainty that Paul was in Corinth two times.

Who were Paul’s Opposition?
Are they the same in First and Second Corinthians or has the opposition front Changed by Second Corinthians?

The Butoman Scimitars School insisted that Paul’s opposition if First and Second Corinthians were the same.  They insist they were the same in all his letters.  Who were Paul’s opposition according to Schmithal?  They were the Jewish Christian Gnostics, but nevertheless, Gnostics.

Paul’s opposition in First Corinthians

F.C. Bauer – understood Paul’s opposition to be representatives of Jewish Christianity.  He assumes there was a division in the primitive Church that Jewish Christianity was set over against Gentile Christianity.  The Church was split right down the middle.  Paul was set over against the Jerusalem apostles.  Bauer finds evidence for a clash between Jewish Christianity (represented in Corinthians by the Peter party) and Gentile Christianity (represented in Corinth by Paul.)

Bauer, then sees a tendency to harmonize and to reconcile this conflict in the Christ party.  This party is sympathizing the thesis and antithesis to bring together the synthesis.  His thesis was Jewish Christianity.  His antithesis was Hellenistic or Gentile Christianity.  
The synthesis was early Catholicism which was represented in the Christ party.

So Bauer understands that within primitive Christianity you have emerging Early Christianity and early Catholicism which seek to harmonize the difference between Jewish and Gentile Christianity.

Bauer saw Jewish Christianity (represented by the Peter party) which emphasized  the Law and thus tended to be rather legalistic.

Bauer also saw in the Corinthian situation evidence of the tendencies that were Characteristic of Gentile Christianity, especially in the Paul and Apollos parties.

Bauer identifies a group as the Christ party, who attempted to mediate the clash between Jewish Christianity and Hellenistic Christianity.  This group attempted to harmonize the difference between Gentile and Jewish Christianity.

Most biblical scholars have discounted Bauer’s interpretation of Christianity.  There is no indication in the New Testament that the Church was divided as Bauer sees it that is split down the middle.

It is true that there was some tension between Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians. The Jewish Christians came out of Orthodox Judaism which placed strong emphasis on law.  They brought much of this into the Church when they received Jesus Christ.  So they were very concerned about the law and keeping it.  The Gentiles when they came into the Church did not have that kind of background (that of the Jews) and thus the Jewish Christians had some question about the liberties that the Gentiles took.  The Jews felt the Gentiles should keep the law and that included circumcision.

Some scholars have discounted Bauer’s position however some of the standard works on Paul’s thought are influenced by Bauer’s conclusions -- such works as by Dabalius, A.D. Knox, W.L. Knox, Nesmand and others.  While these men disown conclusions of Bauer, yet they are influenced by him. 

Schmithals view:

His work is entitled Gnosis at Corinth.
He contends that Bauer was right in attributing Paul’s opposition everywhere to the same party.  He agrees with Bauer that there was one party that opposed Paul but he does not agree with who that party was.

Schmithal says that Paul’s opponents were not as Bauer says – Jewish Christians but they are Jewish Gnostic Christians

He insists that the Jewish Gnostic Christians followed Paul’s paths everywhere he went.  They did this in an attempt to undo what Paul had done. But these people had nothing to do with the Jerusalem apostles. 

What is Schmithal assuming when he says that Paul’s opponents were Jewish Christian Gnostics? 
 He is assuming that Gnosticism was as early as the first century and also that there was full grown Gnosticism in Paul’s day.  We find problems with this supposition.

Other evidence shows that Gnosticism was a later development, no earlier than second century A.D. in its full grown state. It was in the second century that men like Balentius Easidaleus systematized Gnosticism and put it into an organized system of thought but Shmithal says that Paul contended with this full grown Gnosticism.

What Paul deals with is a beginning to Gnosticism.  Especially in three ways:

(1)  The emphasis on knowledge – as we find his opponents did emphasize.  Knowledge was the most important

(2)  Over realized eschatology – which the end has come and thus we are already living in the kingdom of God.  That we have left death behind and are now in the age of resurrection

(3)  Libertianism – this Gnostic belief said that the body was evil or all matter was evil.  This idea seems to be reflected in the Corinthian situation

Parallels and similarities of second century Gnosticism as what Paul contended within the Corinthian Church before the second century

There is no evidence that Paul contended with full grown Gnosticism.  He contended with ideas and practices that were later incorporated into the schools of second century Gnosticism 

In First Corinthians the seeds of Gnosticism had begun to germinate and were present but the seeds had not grown into full grown Gnosticism.

R.M. Wilson an authority on Gnosticism in one of his books Gnosis and the New Testament makes a distinction between what we call Gnosis and Gnosticism.  Gnosis he says is not full scale Gnosticism.  Gnosis is the kind of thing out of which Gnosticism full y develops

So what we have at Corinth is a beginning of full scale Gnosticism a beginning of what later develops into full grown Gnosticism?
The term used to describe what Paul faces at Corinth is Quasi Gnosticism or Semi Gnosticism.

Paul’s opponents in Second Corinthians.

The concern:
Were his opponents the same in 2 Corinthians as they were in 1 Corinthians?
The situation:
As reflected in 2 Corinthians the situation seems to be some what different from that of 1st Corinthians.

It seems that the opposition front had Changed by the time Paul had written 2nd Corinthians.

Situations in the first century could change rather quickly because we know that it was only six months between Paul’s letters to the 1st and 2nd Corinthians.

In comparison:

There are three factors that distinguish 1st Corinthians from 2nd Corinthians.  They are as follows:

First – the free use of the terms “wisdom” and “knowledge”. In 1 Corinthians these two terms are very prominent.  These terms also are Chief concerns of Paul.

Second – The Libertarianism –In 1 Corinthians there was moral laxity.  But in 2nd Corinthians we do not see this concern.  It is no longer a problem.

Third – a misunderstanding of the resurrection.  In 1st Corinthians there we see this problem.  In 2nd Corinthians this problem is not as prominent as in 1st Corinthians.

It seems quite clear then that the opponents in 2nd Corinthians were not Gnostic as they had been in 1st Corinthians.

In 2 Corinthians there is terminology such as wisdom and knowledge.  Paul no longer combats Libertarianism.  The resurrection is not given the prominence as it was in 1 Corinthians

Who are Paul’s opponents in 2 Corinthians?

His opponents used certain self-designations that reflect their understanding of themselves.
Some of these designations they used in referring to themselves reflect their understanding of their work, i.e., ministers of Christ, apostles of Christ and workers (Cf.  2 Cor. 11:13).

These titles or self-designations reflect that they understand that they were part of the ministry of the Church -- men who had been duly commissioned by the Lord.

On the other hand they used self-designations to indicate their origin.  They speak of themselves as Hebrews, Israelites, and the seed of Abraham (2 Cor 11:22)

The term Hebrew: 
This was an archaic term for the Jewish people, and it was a title of honor, a title that expressed respect.  With this term, Hebrew, it seems that they are identifying their origin of the Jewish nation.

The term Israelites: 
They used this term also.  This was a title of privilege.  It refers to the particular content of the Jewish faith. It seems to have had its origin in the incident at Jabbok.  This is where Jacob had his name Changed to Israel. Jacob’s descendents became known as Israelites. So the opponents in using this term to disciple themselves understood that they embraced the faith of Israel or Jacob had first known.

The term “seed of Abraham”:  
This term suggests that they were of the same blood as the Jews were.  They were part of the “blue blood.”  They did not have any Gentile blood flowing in their veins.

Paul’s opponents are described in terms of Hucksters (peddlers)

They attached people to themselves.
They in turn criticized Paul for refusing to accept or take pay for his ministry.  They said the reason Paul did not accept pay was because he did not love the Corinthian Church.  Pay for them was not only an honor to the preacher but it was an honor to the Church (2 Cor 12:13).  Paul’s refusal to take pay was evident that Paul had not bestowed upon the Corinthian Church all the spiritual gifts. He was withholding some of them.

Conclusion about the opponents in 2 Corinthians

They were Jewish Christian missionaries because they moved around a lot preaching and teaching.
They were Jewish Christians who professed to have gifts of the Spirit.
They sought to capitalize on the success of the gospel in the Hellenistic world.
Their behavior and their scale of values were Hellenistic more than genuinely Christian.
Dieter Georgi – identifies Paul’s opponents as “divine men of God” -- Men who were super spiritual.

Paul’s Correspondence to the Corinthian Church
Most scholars feel that Paul wrote four letters to the Church at Corinth.  The basis for this is as follows:

Gallio – identified as the proconsul of Achaia (Acts 18:12-17)

Gallio probably served in the position from 51 A.D. How do we determine this date?

At Delphi a city north east of Corinth there was discovered an inscription which refers to 
Gallio as proconsul. It is not clear as to whether that was a title or whether he was actually in office at that time.  We would say however that he was in office.
Claudius the emperor of Rome is also in the inscription and he is given the date of “imporitor 26”.  Claudius served as emperor of Rome from 41-54 A.D.  This inscription was written in the twelfth year of his reign.  So this would have been about 52 A.D.  On this ground we assume that Paul came to Corinth at about 51 A.D.

Gallio must have been proconsul about that time.  He had been proconsul long enough for some problems to have developed.  He wrote to the emperor Claudius seeking some advice.  This inscription is part of that.

Conclusion: 
The letter that we call 1 Corinthians was written about 53 or 54 A.D.  Why do we date it at 53 or 54 A.D.?

In light of the Delphi inscription discovery is one reason.

We are told in Acts that Paul stayed in Corinth for about 18 months on his first visit.  Then he crossed by sea to Ephesus and visited Antioch and other places of his earlier missionary Journeys.  He then returned to Ephesus on his third journey and stayed there over two years (Acts 18:11, 18-23; 19:1).  It was while he was in Ephesus on his third journey that he had written 1 Corinthians in about 54 A.D.

Why did he write this letter?  
It was to condemn the action among them, to deal with the gross immorality of one of their members and to answer questions which they had raised in some previous correspondence with Paul. 
 These questions raised were about (1)  marriage, Ch 7; (2) eating meat, Ch 8, 9; (3) spiritual gifts, Ch 11-12; (4) resurrection, Ch 15.

This letter was not the first letter that Paul had written (1 Cor 5:8) there is reference here to a previous letter.  Scholars call this the “previous letter.”

The letter we call 2 Corinthians was probably written from Macedonia about six months after the composition of 1 Corinthians.

It has been suggested that the one who carried the letter of 1 Corinthians to Corinth returned to the apostle and reported to him the deplorable conditions that existed in Corinth about the Church.

At one time Paul could have written a letter and have sent it by Titus – reference for this is given in (2 Corinthians 2:3, 4, 9; 7:5-16)  After having written that letter Paul then left Ephesus and went to Troas and then to Macedonia when Titus met him and gave him good news.  He told Paul that the Church at Corinth had responded in a positive way to the letter Paul had written, the “severe letter” as often referred to.

Then Paul wrote what we call 2 Corinthians, the Canonical letter of 2 Corinthians.  Paul in this letter points out the lessons of the quarrels in Chapters 10 -- 13

There is a letter known as the “severe letter” or “scolding letter,” which is identified with 1st Corinthians (reference to this is found in 2 Corinthian 2:3-9; 7:12). 
Paul said he was writing it out of much affliction and anguish of heart and with many tears. 
From the context of Paul's statement it must have caused the Corinthians to grieve and pain.  This could not have been said about the Canonical 1st Corinthian letter. So what we are proposing here is that there is a letter written between 1 and 2 Corinthians known as the “severe letter.”  The letter written prior to 1 Corinthians is known as the “previous letter.”

In conclusion it seems that Paul had written four letters to the Corinthian Church.

FIRST CORINTHIANS:  COMMENTARY

Introduction   (1:1-9)  pp. 34-38

Overview
An identification of the author:  
Paul called to be an apostle of Jesus Christ.

Reference to the recipients:  the first readers of the day to the Church which is at Corinth.

Paul also expresses his thanks for the results of preaching the gospel in Corinth that it has been received there.

Salutation (1:1-3)
Paul speaks of his apostolic authority.  He is identifying himself as an apostle.  He was aware of his calling and he was conscious of the hand of God in his life. He wants the believers at Corinth to be aware of his apostolic authority.

The reference here (v. 1) to his apostleship is a hint that his apostolic authority had been called into question.  There were those who did question Paul's authority (See 1 Cor 4; 9:1-23)

Term:  “I am called to be an apostle” (v. 1)

The word “called” is a significant term.  He has in mind more than the Damascus experience.  He connects this term with the will of God.  It is in reference to his entire apostolic ministry. His entire ministry was determined by the will of God.

Paul does not stand alone.  He identifies a brother who has stood with him.  His name is Sosthenes.  They are brothers in Christ Jesus.

Sosthenes was with Paul at Ephesus.  He had been a Chief ruler in the synagogue in Corinth (Acts 18:17) and had been brought before Gallio's seat and beaten.  He was a fellow Christian that was well known by the Corinthian believers.  He may have been converted under the ministry of Paul.  He was a companion of Paul.

In 1:2, and 3 Paul addresses the Church “to the Church of God which is at Corinth.”

It's not the Church of Corinth but the Church of God at Corinth.  The Christian men and women were representatives of the universal Church, the “one” Church of God, the Church at large.

Term:  “Church” (v. 2)

This term is translated in the Greek εκκλεσια which in ordinary Greek could apply to any secular assembly -.  It is used of the rioting Ephesians in Acts 19:32, 41; Cf. v. 39)  It points to the fact that the Church is not merely one religious group among many.  It is unique.  Ordinary words will not do.  But it is not any “assembly”:  It is the  εκκλεσια of God.

This term  εκκλεσια (ecclesia) appears 22 times in 1 Corinthians.  It is a significant term throughout the book.  The apostle seems to give us a description of the Church.

What is the Church then, as Paul describes it?  

Here the Church is further defined as “them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus” and as “called to be saints.” (v. 2)

Both expressions bring out the thought that Christians are set apart for the service of Christ.

The Church had been set apart and consecrated when it had been brought into union with Jesus Christ.  However imperfections and carnality prevailed among the Corinthians.

The purpose of the enemy was to destroy the Church from within as well as from without.

The Corinthian Church was set apart and yet the sanctification had not been realized on the practical plain.  That body of people were set aside and consecrated through the vocation of holiness but they had not been an instrument or a tool in doing something in their own lives.

This term “called to be saints” emphasizes the Christian position before God.

A saint is one who has responded to a separate course.  The new course marks the Church out as especially belonging to God.  The Church is empowered to be saints.

The fact that the Church had been brought together in such a wicked place at Corinth was a clear witness to the power of God.  Only the power of God could have brought into existence a people separated unto holiness there in that wicked place.

In (v. 2) Paul adds yet another phrase to describe the Church, “to all that call upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
What does Paul mean?  
Scholars propose that there are three interpretations to this. 
They are as follows:

First – some would connect it with Paul and Sosthenes.  That is the whole company of believers, all believers in the Roman Empire who join with Paul and Sosthenes in greeting the Corinthian Church.  The entire Church does not join with Paul and Sosthenes in this letter.  This interpretation is not correct and must be excluded.

Second – Some would say that Paul is addressing all local Churches (the whole Church).  This is not true.  Paul did not expect the letter to be read in all the Churches.  He wrote this letter to one Church and dealt with its problems.

Third – This is connected with the saints.  This phrase, “to all that call upon the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,” should be connected with “called to be saints.”  In essence it means that the vocation of all the Christians is the saints.  The same for all Christians in every place wherever he may be.  Paul is emphasizing the solidarity of the entire Church.

Paul now concludes his salutation in (v. 3) with “grace be unto you and peace from God our Father and from the Lord Jesus Christ.”

Grace is the foundation to Christian existence.
Under this grace, can be placed all that God has revealed and has done in Jesus Christ.

Grace is all that God has done that is unmerited or unearned by anything that we might be.

Grace is a fact that is contributed to one's total well being.  For peace in Corinth as Paul has in view here would be realized in the Church.  Then there would be no more  party strife and division because peace heals bridges and reconciles brother to brother.

The source of peace and grace is from God our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ.

Thanksgiving (1:4-9) pp. 36-38

Here Paul picks up this motif of grace again.  Paul is thankful for the blessings that the Corinthians had received. The preaching of the gospel had been instrumental in many of them receiving the grace of God.  He is thankful for the grace of God.

He states first that they had been enriched but the Corinthian had an exaggerated wealth. 
They had exaggerated the measure of the wealth and had not understood the term in what they held their riches in Jesus Christ.

It is noted here that Paul doesn't mention that their wealth included such things as faith, hope, and love.  There is a reason for Paul not referring to these at this point. 
It is as follows:

These (faith, hope, love) did not appeal to the Corinthians as much as knowledge and speech.

Paul does not question that knowledge and speech are not a part of their wealth, but he knows a more excellent way.  In thanking God for grace being given to them, he mentions here only speech and knowledge.  
What do these two terms (speech and knowledge) mean?

Speech:  translated utterance.

Some had contended that this has reference to eloquence.  That the Corinthians had been blessed with this oratorical art of eloquence to speak fluently and speak well their thoughts and ideas.

In 1 Corinthians speech seems to have foremost a reference to prophecy and speaking in tongues.  It seems to be the case that these gifts were granted unto the Corinthians as we see later in Chapter 12 and 14.  Speech then has reference to the gifts of the Spirit.

Knowledge:  a key term in Corinthians.  It occurs 10 times in this letter.

It seems to refer to a comprehensive insight to what the truth really is.

It is significant in that Paul discusses the difference between true and false knowledge

It seems that what the Corinthians conceived as knowledge was not knowledge in its highest sense of the word

The problem with the Corinthians was that they had become inflated because of their spiritual enrichment.  Paul lets them know that knowledge is an inferior base to love as a ground for action.  
The problem here seems to be that of individualism.  Their conception of spiritual gifts and of their insight into spiritual truth had led them to evil that each of them could do their own thing.

Paul's statement:  “they did not come short in any gift of grace.” 
His point is this:
Their problems were not in any deficiency of the gifts, but the problem was a lack of proportion and a source of balance in using the gifts of the Spirit.  Those gifts are vital but they are not the end of the Christian life. 
What is the end of the Christian life?

Paul tells us in (v. 8)  “who shall also confirm you unto the end, blameless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.”  The day of the Lord is the End.



Therefore Christian existence is to be Characterized not by pride regarding spiritual gifts and knowledge but is to be Characterized by expectations of what God or Christ will do on the “day of the Lord.”

Paul has pointed his finger at a Characteristic error among the Corinthians, where there has been an over realized eschatology.



The Corinthians assumed that they are already in the kingdom.  Therefore, judgment was behind them and they are already living the life of resurrection.

Paul points out that the end had not come and it still was in the future.  Yet the new age had been introduced to a degree through the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.  But the new age had not come as yet.  The resurrection of the dead had not occurred.  This is a fundamental error of the Corinthians (note:  This is discussed in Arrington's book Paul's Aeon Theology.)

Paul reminds them about “the day of our Lord”.  It is the Day of Judgment. But Paul does not feel that that should strike fear in their hearts.  For this is what he says, “Who will keep you firm unto the end blameless.” 
NOTE:  Paul has set forth here the doctrine of justification by faith without using the terminology in Romans.

What is the basis for their confidence?

It is the faithfulness of God.  “God is faithful by whom ye were called unto the fellowship of his son Jesus Christ our Lord.” (v. 9)

This word “fellowship” is a significant term.  It means more than just associated with, but it signifies participation in or sharing in as well as association with.  Here it means that God has called them into community that is into the Church to have fellowship with Jesus Christ. (See Ch 10:16, and 2 Corinthians 13:13.)

So Paul assures the Corinthians that the “faithfulness of God” is the ground for Christian existence in the present and in the future.  This is the basis for his thanksgiving.

THE BODY OF THE LETTER

Division In the Church (CH 1:10-4:21)

Introduction: 
This is one of the major themes of the epistle

He exhorts them to display unity.  The word he uses signifies putting back into place, i.e., the body is out of joint so it needs to be put back in to its proper order.  
This is what Paul is calling for here.  There was disunity among the Corinthians. 
This disunity is a matter of opinion and attitude.  
Paul calls for reconciliation of fellowship.  He calls them to reflect this in their lives one with the other.

Paul identifies one of the sources from whom he receives the information about this division in the Church:  Members of Chloe's household.  We're not sure just as to who these members might have been.  She was a member of the Corinthian Church.  One of the members of her household took a report to Paul about the conditions at Corinth. 
The first six Chapters are a response to this oral report. 
Chapter 7 picks up on some correspondence that the Corinthians had with Paul in a letter they had written him concerning some questions. 
From Chapter 7-15 Paul responds to these questions that the Corinthians had raised in the letter they wrote.

The Fact of Division (Vs. 10-17)  -- A Divided Church
The Parties (Party Spirit).

There were three or more rival parties in the Church.  Each party had its own slogan.  
They are:

(1)  Those who were followers of the apostle Paul:

They were emphasizing in the name of Paul, Christian liberty and freedom.  Paul had set this forth by justification by faith (freedom from the law) apart from the works of the law.

(2)  Those who were followers of Apollos;

Information is given about him in Acts 18:27-19:1 and his visit to Corinth.

In Chapter 3:6-9 we see what Paul describes Apollos as his colleague in the ministry. 

It could be that Apollos introduced at Corinth the pursuit of wisdom.  He had the ability to give profound discourses on scripture.  His followers could have thought of themselves as intellectuals of the Corinthian Church because Apollos was so eloquent in knowledge and good speech.

(3)  Those who were followers of Peter:

Peter being a Jew it seems that his followers would have been Jewish Christians who found his teaching and preaching emphasizing the law.

Possibly there was a fourth party:  the Christ party.

Some have taken this “I am of Christ” as Paul's motto.

You say that you are of Paul and of Apollos and of Peter, but I declare unto you that “I am of Christ.”

The question is was there a Christ party?  
Why did they lay claim on Christ in a special way?  
Christ is for everyone, but they laid claim to Him in an exclusive way.

What was their basis for such a claim? 
It could have been that there were some there who had known Jesus during his earthly ministry.
It could have been that they emphasized some facet of his ministry and thought of themselves as being identified with Christ more than other Christians, i.e. His miracles.

So they thought of themselves as superior to other Christians such as these other parties because they had accompanied themselves with Christ.

In 1 Corinthians we find the emphasis on Freedom:  This could have been the motto of the Christ party:  “All things are lawful.”

There is also an emphasis here on philosophical monotheism:  The Christ party could be responsible for that.

Also there is a concern on the emphasis on immortality. It was realized as over emphasized eschatology.

There are some scholars that believe that there were not any parties at Corinth in a doctrinal sense.

A man named Munck is an example of one scholar. 
He suggests that what we see at Corinth is not parties but “cliques” who thought that the gospel was just another version of Hellenistic wisdom.  These cliques had already attached themselves to Paul, Apollos, and Peter as convenient labels primarily from motives of snobbery and pride. 

Paul does not tell us what the nature of the parties were.  He doesn't tell us whether they were parties in the true sense of the word or whether they were cliques.

Looking at the Conditions of the Corinthians, the parties, the cliques that existed there, Paul emphasized “That Christ only counts.”

Paul raises a number of questions.  Is Christ divided?  Was Paul crucified for you?  Were you baptized in the name of Paul?  
We need to ask, what are the implications?

Is Christ divided?

If we translate this in an active sense it would read, “Has Christ shared you with others?”  Others meaning Paul, Apollos and Peter.

The passive would rather be accepted as translated, “Is Christ himself divided?”  
What does this mean?  
There are different interpretations of this. 
They are as follows:

Is Christ divided into individual men? 
This would have been true had the Christ party laid some special claim to Christ.  Maybe they emphasized Christ as the miracle worker.  They saw him in terms of the miracles he had wrought in his ministry.  They were claiming this special part of Christ.  You can have other facets of his ministry but give us his miracles.  So in light of that the question that Paul raises is Christ divided into a miracle worker, a good teacher, etc.  This is not very convincing in this context.

Another possibility is: 
Christ divided according to the Spirit and according to the flesh? 
Here Schmital emphasizes full grown Gnosticism here at Corinth.  He assumes that there were those at Corinth that were emphasizing Christ according to the Spirit. 
This is what was important to the Gnostics.
The Gnostics did not want anything to do with Christ according to the flesh, only the Spirit.  
So Chital sees here that Paul is countering  Gnosticism, a Gnosticism that denied the humanity of Jesus Christ.

Some feel that Christ here equals the Church, meaning is the Church divided? 
The verb “divided” is significant. It means “to divide up and distribute out.” 
The implication is that Paul is asking, is Paul divided into fragments and distributed out to various groups or parties. 
The answer is, No!  But from the Corinthian situation we could assume the answer to be, yes!  Paul's answer is that there is only one undivided Christ. 
Christ is not divided but the Corinthian Church was.  So Paul asked the question, is Christ divided?

Was Paul crucified for you?  

This was the 2nd question that he asked. 
NOTE:  Chapter 1:23, “But we preach Christ crucified.” The results of his death, that accomplished fact, that historical event, the result of it “abide”. We preach Jesus Christ crucified and the abiding results of it.

The theme of preaching was Christ and him crucified.

A third question raised, “were you baptized in Paul's name?

Baptism in the primitive Church seems to have been, into Christ, Romans 6:3 or in the name of Christ, Acts 2:38.

It was under the authority of Christ that baptism was administered and that it took place. 
Paul had only baptized a few converts but he baptized not in his name, but in the name of Christ.
Paul singles out a few that he had baptized, he mentions Crispus and Gaius:

Crispus should be the synagogue head that is mentioned in Acts 18:8.

Gaius could be identified in Romans 16:23

Paul also baptized the household of Stephanas.  
This word household gives rise to debate.  The question is, were there Children in the household of Stephanas.  This is tossed around by those who advocate “infant baptism” and those who do not. 
 NOTE: In 1 Corinthians 16:15 there is significance.  We are told “that the household of Stephanas set themselves to the service of the saints” that could not have been said of Children.

Paul states in (vs 17) that the essence of his commission was not to administer rites like baptism, but “to preach the gospel.” 
Paul had baptized no more than a few. 
His practice seems to have been to baptize his first converts and then perhaps they assumed the responsibility to baptize the others.

In Ch 6:11 evidence that the early Christians baptized themselves

What preaching was for Paul is expounded in the remaining verses of this Chapter.  In fact in the remaining Chapters of 1 Corinthians only through the preaching of the gospel could one repent, believe and receive baptism.

So, Paul, we could say, gives us a brief commentary on preaching.  The first thing he says in this commentary is:  

It is not in wisdom of speech. 
Paul understood himself to be a preacher, not an orator.  He did have the oratory facilities as mentioned in 1 Corinthians 13 and Romans 8 and other material will bear out.  Speech, not orator was Paul's main concern. 
What is preaching then according to Paul? 
It is the proclamation of the cross.  The content of his preaching was the cross.  Rhetorical argument, rhetorical speech would have diminished the power of the cross.  He wished to preach the cross unadorned so that the convincing power of the cross might be fully exposed.

Here Paul rejects wisdom as a mere rhetorical device, i.e. Elegance or niceties of speech. 

Here the cross is mentioned in the discussion of the partisan spirit at Corinthians.  These divisions are dealt with to the end of Chapter 4.  The gospel is the underlying theme of Paul's treatment of the factions and party disputes.

The content of his message is the cross.  Here the cross could be understood to be a synonym to the gospel of Christ. They seem to be used interchangeable.

The “foolishness” of the gospel (Ch 1:18-2:5)  True and False wisdom.

The message was “foolish” (Ch 1:18-25)

NOTE:  True and False Wisdom:  It was a very important thing at Corinth.  So here he contrasts true and false wisdom.  He expounds the meaning of true wisdom, the wisdom of God and human wisdom.  Some see similarities between the content of these verses and Jewish sermons.  There are those scholars who feel these verses were originally part of a sermon that Paul preached in Jewish synagogues.  This is seen in St. John Thacaries' book, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship.

There are three steps in Paul's refutation of Human wisdom:

General Proposition:  that the gospel is not a new wisdom (verses 18-25)

This is proved by the nature of the Corinthian community.  That is, the gospel is not a new wisdom was clearly demonstrated by the kind of people that were members of the Corinthian Church (vs 26-31)

That Paul's entrance into Corinth proved it was not  a new wisdom.

If this were originally a sermon that Paul preached what was his text: 1 Corinthians 1:31?  
An outline of the above three steps as Paul has dealt with in his refutation of wisdom as he finds it at Corinth.

The message of the cross is not a new wisdom.  The cross denotes the theme of the message.  The proclamation of Jesus Christ crucified, had a two-fold effect:

To those who were perishing it was foolishness

To those who were being saved it was the power of God

NOTE:  There are two participles: those who are perishing and those who are being saved and their present tense (which signifies process)  To those who were in the process of perishing it was though of as folly.  To those who were being saved the cross was the power of God.  So both parties are denoting they are incomplete, in process.  Both destruction and salvation are eschatological and will be consummated in the last day.  The opposite here is not foolishness – the opposite of foolishness here is the power of God.

The opposite of foolishness is the power of God. Why does Paul emphasize this?

The Corinthians were hung upon wisdom so Paul sets over against these estimations of some who thought the cross foolishness.

He sets over against that view and says the cross is the power of God.  We would have expected him to set wisdom over against foolishness but he does not.  The Corinthian converts know that the cross to be the power of God. 
Why? 
Because it was saving them and delivering them from their past lives. They were in process of being saved.

Here Christian wisdom as Paul uses it stands in distinct contrast.  It is the wisdom of this world which leaves God out and is man centered

The sense of the word wisdom from 1:17:  it means rhetoric.  An adjective of speech, to that here in this passage is a way of thinking

Paul cites Isaiah 29:14 “for as it has been written, I shall reject the wisdom of the wise and I shall set aside the understanding of those who understand.

What is Paul's point here?  
That the Old Testament predicts the overthrow of the wisdom of this age.  Paul finds a fulfillment of this in the preaching of Jesus Christ.

Paul raises this question:  
Where is the wise and the scribe?  Where is the disputer of this age? 
The Greek wise man or the Jewish scholars or Rabbi's and Greek philosophers are set aside.  God's act in the cross is foolish or folly in what this world considers wisdom and therefore was ineffective in saving those people.

The Jews of Qumran might have anticipated  that the Messiah would suffer.  But there was not anticipation that he would suffer crucifixion.  So there must have been a pre-Christian doctrine that Christ would suffer, but no doctrine prior to the death of Jesus Christ that the Messiah would suffer crucifixion.  No such doctrine was embraced by the Jews.

In (verse 21) Paul speaks of the wisdom of God:

NOTE:  We have noted already that Paul has used wisdom in two ways:  One was rhetoric.  Secondly, as a way of thinking.  Both are essentially man centered.  Here he speaks of the wisdom of God, vs. 21.

What is the wisdom of God?
It is a plan prepared and enacted by God for the salvation of mankind.  God carried out his plan through the preaching of the gospel, through the proclamation of the cross whereby the standards of the world was nothing but folly.  But the world by the exercise of its wisdom did not know God.  God had disclosed in himself what he had created.  Man in his own wisdom did not discern the revelation creative order. Human wisdom inevitably makes God in his own image or concept.

Paul looks at three groups which gives us a description of the world in which the gospel was preached, in whom the wisdom of God was declared.

The first group is the Jews (vs 23). Jews ask for a sign.  They were the miracle hunters, the seekers after the spectacular events.  When the Messiah came they thought they would see the spectacular.  But when they saw Jesus and the way he died on the cross so humbly, they could not conceive that he was the Messiah.  They could not see God in what happened at the crucifixion.  This implied a refusal to take God in trust.  They thought that the Messiah would demonstrate clearly that he was God's representative through the exercise of great power.  God therefore was required by the Jews to present his credentials in come visible form.  Only through visible acts would they accept the claims of Christ.  Only by a miraculous display of his power would they accept the claims to meet their spiritual needs.  In the text by Morris, he says this about the Jewish expectation:  “ A crucified Messiah was a contradiction in terms” (p.  45)  That was exactly the essence of the Jews that a crucified man could not be the Messiah.  The crucifixion disproved for the Jews that Jesus was the Son of God.  This was a sign of shame to them.  Paul says it became a stumbling block to the Jews (v. 23).  They could not fit the crucifixion into their theology and thus rejecting him as a false prophet.

NOTE:  On the above see Dan Ch 7 as the Jews interpreting Christ as the Messiah.  The kind of Messiah he would be.

The second Group is the Greeks (vs.23)







These are non Jews, they are Gentiles

Their wisdom was an intellectual persuasion.  They had a love of philosophy.

So the wisdom such as found in Gnosticism at this time was based on human construction of knowledge, human philosophy.  So, something higher was needed other than human wisdom.  That was Jesus Christ crucified.

The cross was foolishness to the Greeks because there was no apparent intellectual explanation for it.  So the Greeks just mark the cross off. They see no reasoning behind it.

The third group is the Christians: (v. 24)







Christians are those who have been called.  They consist of both Jews and Gentiles

To these Christ is God's power and wisdom.

Note how Paul here picks up the concern of the Jews and Gentiles, Power and Wisdom

The Jewish commands correspond with God's power.

The Gentiles Quest for wisdom corresponds to the wisdom of God

What does Paul mean by Christ the power and wisdom of God?
This is understood as a paradox in the context of the two ages, this age and the coming ages.
Does this age cause folly?
The coming age called wisdom

What is weakness in this age is power in the coming age

What is power in this age is weakness in the coming age

What God did in Jesus Christ is a contradiction to the standards of this age. 
It is a contradiction of human conceptions of power and wisdom, but the cross accomplished what human power failed to do and human wisdom failed to do. 
What appeared to be folly was the truth of God revealed in the event of the cross. God's truth, God's revelation of his redemptive plan was fully unveiled.

What seemed to be weakness was strength.  For through the cross redemption delivers from sin was accomplished in man's behalf.

So we see that Paul has made a very strong case for the truth -- that the gospel is not a new wisdom. 
The Corinthians could not file it alongside other forms of Hellenistic wisdom and forget it.  The gospel was wisdom but a unique wisdom.  It is a wisdom that stood out and in contrast from Hellenistic forms of wisdom.

Paul now looks at the Corinthian community. (The believers are insignificant Ch 1:26-31.

He says that the Corinthian community is evidence that the gospel is not a new form of Hellenistic wisdom.  Paul has in mind the social structure of the Corinthian Church.

There were not many among them who were wise by the standards of the world and not many who were nobly born.

It seems that Christianity at first especially appealed to the lower classes. So, among the early Christians there were not many who were on the higher levels of the social ladder.  Most of them were slaves.  The Corinthian Church did include a synagogue leader, Acts 18:8.  But for the most part the Corinthian Church included people from the lower levels of society.

Paul gives a description of the Corinthian Church:

He says, God has Chosen what is in the world's estimation folly to put to shame the world's wise men.






Even that what did not exist God Chose and used.  God Chose these despised that what did not exist to confound or bring to knowledge what did exist.

The Corinthian Church is now a new creation.  They are not like they were when Paul first came.  God brought into existence there at Corinth that which had not previously existed prior to the proclamation of the gospel.  There a new creation, a new age was pouring into the old age.  The reason for that was the existence of the Church there in Corinth.

Paul then says this has a purpose which God has done for the Church itself.

It was to humiliate the pride and to set aside the standards of the world.

But he had a purpose within the body of Christ, within the Church.  What is that purpose?

Paul tells us that no flesh may glory in God's presence. 
This spoke to the Corinthian Church. 
It was not to the arrogance and the pride of the people outside of the Church that caused Paul to write 1 Corinthians but it was the arrogance and pride within the Church (vs 29)  
They were glorying in men and having improper estimations of the gifts of the Spirit.  
They had forgotten that Christian existence had come from the grace of God.

Paul reminds them they are related to God indeed.  Related to God in Christ. 
This is saying that your existence and the gifts that you received are from God.  So the Corinthian Church was brought into existence solely in Jesus Christ.  
That alone rules out any boasting in the presence of God.

Paul now defines Christ's relationship to his Church.  And he uses a number of significant terms, vs. 30.

You are “in Christ” he says, but, note what else he adds, who became wisdom to us from God. 
(Paul is picking up again this wisdom motif which is so prominent.).  Here Paul gives this term wisdom more than before, gives it an Christological significance.  
Christ became the wisdom of God.  He is saying that true wisdom is not found in rhetoric or eloquence, it is not found in Gnostic speculations (philosophy) about the world and God, but in the plan of God for the salvation of the world. 
Christ crucified was the wisdom of the gospel.  In Christ God was reconciling the world unto himself.  God used the perfect means to accomplish the perfect end.  The perfect means (Christ's suffering and death).  The perfect end (salvation for all mankind.)

Paul now describes Christ as the “righteousness of God.”

He is the Father's gift of righteousness (NOTE:  this term, righteousness, comes from the courts of law)  The idea here is that when a sinner enters into God's court with His Son instead of condemning him, God declares him innocent.  He treats him as though he had never sinned.  Man himself can never satisfy the righteousness of God, but His Son can.

Paul uses “sanctification” in describing Christ's relationship to the Corinthian Church.

Man is not holy within himself.  It is only as a gift that man can receive holiness.  Christ is for the believer holiness whereas he may not possess otherwise.

Paul mentions “redemption”

This focuses on the theme of liberation.  This is what the word means, deliverance, to liberate.  A deliverance that is accomplished by the payment of Christ.

Liberation by God through Jesus Christ.  
The price: Christ himself – his suffering and death

So what is Paul saying to the Corinthians?  
He says if it being who you are now is from God you are what you are because of what God has done for you in Jesus Christ.

For what the Corinthians had received were gifts.  For God had given them existence.  And blessed them with His gifts in Jesus Christ who had brought them into a right relationship.

Paul concludes with Jeremiah 9:23ff “the one who boasts let him boast in the Lord.”  Not in Peter, not in Paul, etc.

Paul's preaching was not in human wisdom but divine power. (Ch 2: 1-5)

Paul's entrance into Corinth: (p. 51)

In his preaching of the gospel he determined not to rely on eloquence or wisdom.  He kept the cross in the foreground that his eloquence and his wisdom might be kept in the background.

Paul makes this first point.  That among the wisdom loving Corinthians he determined to know nothing but Christ and him crucified.

Some have seen this as a hint that Paul resolved after his limited success at Athens to preach nothing but Christ and his crucifixion.



In Acts 17:22-31 Paul used Greek philosophy to communicate the gospel to those in Athens.  Therefore some see this statement “I have determined to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ and him crucified” as a resolve on Paul's part as not to wed the gospel to Greek philosophy.

The assumption here is that we have a shift in Paul's missionary strategy. 
There is nothing in 1 Corinthians that supports this.  
There is nothing here that indicates him contrasting his method at Corinth with the method he had used at Athens.  
It was normal for Paul to emphasize the cross in his preaching and teaching.

Paul makes a second observation here.  
This especially reflects that he did not understand himself as a typical wise man (v. 4)

A wise man in the Hellenistic world was a man that appeared self-confident within himself and could do most anything he wanted to do.

In contrast to that, Paul says that his preaching was not impressive, but it was in fear and trembling.  
Yet we see in Romans 8 and 1 Corinthians 13 some of the best recorded classical literature from a literary point of view.  
But he says his preaching was not directed by persuasive words of wisdom.

“Persuasive words of wisdom,” that's a significant statement.


The genitive there of wisdom “persuasive words of wisdom.”  
The genitive is subjective which means the words are shaped and regulated by wisdom.  
So what Paul is saying is that his preaching was not shaped and regulated by words of wisdom by Hellenistic wisdom, as would have been found coming from the Hellenistic philosophers.

The question is then, what was Paul's speech regulated by?

His preaching was accompanied by the manifestation of the Spirit and power of the Holy Ghost.  
The Spirit and power are somewhat interchangeable.  
When Paul preached the powerful Holy spirit gripped the hearers and brought them to a saving knowledge of Jesus Christ, brought them to faith and repentance.

So Paul has looked at the Corinthian situation. 
He knows what the tendencies are there with regard to the gospel and absolutely denies in this block of scripture that the gospel is a new wisdom.  
They could not put it alongside other forms of wisdom that were prevalent in the 1st Corinthian world.  
For at the heart of the gospel was the cross and the cross was folly to the Hellenistic minds. (vs. 5).

A Revealed Message (Chapter 2:6-16 pp 53-62)  
Paul continues to talk about wisdom, here it is true and false wisdom.

The gospel is not human wisdom (2:6-9). 

Paul talks about wisdom here in two ways that are good.

One way is that wisdom is the plan of God for redeeming man by a crucified savior.

In this particular passage wisdom denotes content or the substance of salvation.  That is given through the wise plan of God.

The Corinthians want to view Christ as a wise man of philosophy and a wise teacher.  Paul would not have that kind of wisdom Christology. 
The Christology of his opponents was opposed to his theology of the cross.  
When they talked about Christ they did not want to talk about the cross (his death) but rather Christ's teaching as a great philosopher of the Hellenistic world.

But for Paul the crucifixion was the very center of the faith.

So he adopts here the vocabulary of his opponents.  He picks up this word, wisdom, and deflates it by calling it the worldly wisdom.

So here in developing this and what really true wisdom is he talks about the “infant” and “mature” Christian (vs. 6)

We speak wisdom among mature Christians.  He is not saying this wisdom is for only a special group of people, but it is given generously by the Spirit.  It is however for mature Christians.

A mature Christian is defined in verse 12.  It is one who did not receive the spirit of the world, but the Spirit that comes from God.  He is the spiritual man of Ch 2:15.  All Christians are potentially mature.  But like the Corinthians all are not what they should be.

Paul conceives that there are mature and immature.  Then he looks at what really is true wisdom and he develops this first in a negative way and secondly in a positive sense.

Negative:  It is not wisdom belonging to this age.  
NOTE:  here we have the apocalyptic idea of the two ages.

This age is marked by sin and decay.  It is marked by rebellion against God and man's attempt to elevate himself to the level of deity.  This may find expression in science or religion.  This age as Paul views it is essentially man centered rather than God centered.

Yet there is more involved in it than just man.  There are demonic powers, the rulers of this age.  And they are devoid of real wisdom, true wisdom, a Christian wisdom.

Now Paul shifts and talks about wisdom in a “positive” sense.

He says this, “We speak the wisdom of God in a mystery.”  
This word, “mystery” is significant.  
It refers to specific Christian truth, namely Christ crucified. 
It is a secret as Morris says in the textbook.  It signifies a secret which man is wholly unable to penetrate.  But that secret is now revealed.  
The description of it is a mystery contrasted with worldly wisdom which is openly persuasive.  Paul has talked about the persuasive words of wisdom.  
For those whose lives are directed by worldly wisdom the mystery, Christ crucified, remains a secret.  
But for those whose lives are directed by true wisdom, the wisdom of the coming age it is not hidden, it is not a secret.  
The hidden wisdom is the preaching of the cross.  
But it is a wisdom that has been disclosed at the turn of the ages.  Where the new age, the coming age had penetrated into this old age through Christ's death and resurrection.  The coming age was introduced into this old age.  It is hidden therefore because it was disclosed at the turning of the ages in the historical events of the cross.  
But it remains hidden to the unbeliever and cannot be disclosed in the persuasive words of man's wisdom.

Paul says something about true wisdom here (vs 7 and 8)

He said God determined it before the ages began.  
That is to say it was God's purpose to redeem man from the beginning and to do it through Jesus Christ.  
The death of our Lord was not an emergency resort.

He also said it was determined for our glory (our salvation).  
This stands in contrast to the rulers who are being brought to naught.

Paul had found himself where he was living in two ages, the old age and the new age.  
The old age Characterized by sin and evil, the new age Characterized by life, faith, and hope in Jesus Christ by the work of the Holy Spirit.  
Paul and his contemporaries were precipitated in the age to come.  
But the powers of the age to come were already at work in bringing the rulers of this age to naught.  
God's wisdom had been revealed in the crucified Christ.  
Which leads to our glory, but it brings the rulers of this age to nothing, they loose their glory.

What does Paul have reference to when he speaks of the rulers of this age? (vs. 8)

Some have identified the rulers of this age as the Sanhedrin, Caiaphas, Hellenites, etc, that is the rulers of this age are the religious political authorities who collaborated in the death of Jesus Christ.

How could they have known the secret plan of salvation?

Paul says here that if they had known they would not have crucified the Lord of glory. So in light of that, Paul may have more than just the religious political authorities in view.

We need to go back for a further interpretation to Origen, a Church Father.  
He proposed that the rulers of this age are the angelic powers or rulers who stood behind human agents and were the real cause of historic events.  
That is, they were the supernatural demonic forces that control the event in this age.  They were the angels and principalities of Romans 8:38 who were defeated at the foot of the cross not withstanding God's mystery.  
These principalities and powers conspired to bring Jesus Christ to the cross.  
The fact however in doing that it was their undoing for Christ triumphed over them according to Colossians 2:15 making and open show of them.  
These rulers are identified as the elemental spiritual of the universe in Galatians 4:3, 9; Colossians 2:8.  
These are no longer to be served since the crucifixion brought about defeat of the rulers of this world.  In fact the arch ruler Satan John 12:31.  
Paul'[s point here is that these rulers are already passing away because God had introduced into this old age the coming age and through the death and resurrection of Christ, Christ himself delivered a death blow to the demonic powers of this age.

NOTE:  Paul has talked about true and false wisdom and he has related here the rulers of this age to this concept of true wisdom.

Paul now talks about the “blessedness” of the age to come.

True wisdom is beyond the natural capacity of man.  Paul uses a formula here:

“It has been written”.  He uses this to introduce citations of the Old Testament.  
The problem here is what he cites is not found in the Old Testament.  
It may be he is paraphrasing Isaiah 64:3.  
Some have thought the source of this citation was either the apocalypse of Isaiah or the apocalypse of Eli, but it is likely he is paraphrasing some material in the Old Testament and perhaps Isaiah 64:3.

The apostle in citing this material indicates that none of the forms of human intellectual activity has grasped what God has done in his blessedness in the age to come.  
He says, “eye hath not seen nor ear heard neither have it entered into the heart (mind) of man.”  
These treasures, the blessedness of the age to come are prepared for the heart of those who love God.  Here and in Romans 8 does Paul only mention man's love for God.  He uses other concepts to indicate man's relationship to God.  He Chose to emphasize God's love for man rather than man's love for God.  
But he does say here, “For those who love God.” nor “for those who know God.”  
This is significant for Gnosis (knowledge, wisdom) is not the basis for Christian maturity but the love of God is. 
 Many of the Corinthians would have taken the opposite view that Gnosis was the basis and ground for Christian maturity. This was a great part of their problem.

Words “which the Spirit teaches” (Ch 2:10-13) pp 57-60

Paul has indicated that the natural man cannot grasp God's mystery which is the crucifixion of Jesus Christ.  Here he says the wisdom of God (Christ crucified is “revealed by the Spirit to us.”  This is the opposite of the ignorance of the rulers of this age.  They would not have a crucified the Lord of glory if they had known what God had prepared was unseen, unheard, unthought by them.  Only the Spirit of God can reveal the mind of God.

Paul makes this observation here: 
that the Spirit searches the deep things of God.  The assumption was that by searching, one could find God, which was a Gnostic emphasis.  
Man, by his intellectual search could find God and fathom the divine depths of God. 
But Paul does not share that belief.  There was no deeper truth for Paul than the cross.  Its truth cannot be fathomed by human agencies.

Paul here uses an analogy:  to illustrate this point;

Only the spirit of man can know the inward truths about man-- only the spirit of man really knows the truth about man.  In man's sub-consciousness, man knows the truth about himself. Likewise only God can communicate and know truth about Himself.  So, Paul says man is dependent on the Spirit of God.  
Man is not ignorant of God.  “We did not receive the spirit of the world”, (vs 12) but the Spirit who is from God,“  This would essentially mean the wisdom of this age, (vs. 6)  A condition in what man pursues his own interest and is unable to grasp the truth that is disclosed in the death of Jesus Christ.

Paul has good news.  God has given His Spirit to the Christian.  The presence and work of the Spirit in the Christian community was for Paul the Chief sign that the new age had come.  
God had given His Spirit to the Christians, Why?  
That we might know the things that God has freely given:  a here and now reality.

Paul goes on (vs 13) to indicate that the Spirit does more than just give us a comprehension of what God has accomplished in the cross, but also he provides the language that is necessary to communicate divine truth. 
What does Paul mean by this previous statement?  

What Paul is proposing is that the Holy Spirit does not only enable a Christian to gasp what God has done, but He enables him to use language with appropriate meanings to communicate the significance of the event of the death of Christ.  
What Paul had done was to redefine all their terms so in essence Paul says you've got the wrong meaning of your terms.  
They are defined incorrectly.  
You need the Spirit to determine the content of those terms.  
They had not baptized those terms with Christian meaning. 
Paul's position is that the Holy Spirit needs to take these terms and baptize them with new meaning and content.  The language was important in the communication of the truth.

In the second part of (vs 13) we see an expression of the Holy Spirit who provides the “words” to speak the deep truths of God.

Paul, at the end of this verse inserts a short commentary on this.

Morris notes (see commentary):  that this should be translated “combining spiritual words with spiritual truths.”

There are two problems here:

The Greek word συνκρινοντες (sunkrinontes) modifies “we.”  This word may mean to “combine” or “compose.”  Morris prefers to “combine.”   But in Genesis 40:8 and Daniel 5:7 the concept is used in the interpretation of a dream and a vision, so to speak.  Therefore there may be basis for rendering this concept “interpret.”

The Greek word πνευματικοις (pneumatikois) is this masculine or neuter.  If in the masculine it would mean(assuming this word means basically “to interpret”) interpreting spiritual things (spiritual truths) to spiritual men.

If the word  πνευματικοις (pneumatikois) was neuter it would render, interpreting spiritual truths with spiritual things or words.

What does the context seem to favor? 
It seems the first interpretation may have support that  πνευματικοις (pneumatikois) is masculine. 
Paul has spoken about the mature and the spiritual.  Paul may have in mind here interpreting spiritual truths to spiritually minded persons and if this is the case then the context would favor the masculine and would support he first rendering in interpreting spiritual things to spiritual people or to spiritually minded persons.

Spiritual Discernment (Ch 2:14-16) 

Here Paul talks about two kinds of people, the natural man and the spiritual man.

The natural man (vs 14) is the ψυχικος (psukikos) in the Greek.

He has not received the Spirit of God.  He may be religious and may be considered a good man, but he does not receive the truths of God.

The verb form here translated receive is δεχωμαι (decomai).  This is a verb form for welcoming a guest.

Morris says:  Thus, the point is the natural man does not welcome the things of the Spirit.  He refuses them.  He rejects them.

Paul explains here what the reaction of the natural man is to the truths of God:  There are two of these according to Paul:

The truths of God are foolishness to him.  The  wisdom taught by the Spirit is the work of the cross as we have noted already in Ch 1:18.  
Christ crucified is foolishness to the natural man. 
 Why?  
Because it is a contradiction by the values and the way he lives.

Paul adds that without the Spirit we cannot know spiritual truths. 
Why?  
They are spiritually discerned. What does this word “discerned” render:  It is a compound verb ανακρινιται (anakrinitai).  It means to examine, to judge, to appraise.  Liking the Spirit of God, the natural man is not able to appraise the truths of God.  He is not properly able to estimate the truths of God.

Paul (vs 15) places over against the natural man, the spiritual man.  The spiritual man is the natural man's counterpart.  He is able to appraise all things.  He is not only enabled by the Spirit to understand what he sees, but he is furnished a moral standard by which he may appraise all things.  This does not make the spiritual man infallible.  It does not indicate the spiritual man is not prone to error, but he can judge accurately the measure of grace that God has bestowed upon him.

Paul adds:  that by no one is he judged.  He himself is judged by no man.

What does Paul mean? 
In what way is the spiritual man not open to the appraisal and judgment of others? 
That the spiritual man is not subject to the judgment of the natural man.  That the spiritual man is not to be exposed to the judgment of the unregenerate man. 
 NOTE:  Paul does not say that:  He says, the spiritual man himself is not to be appraised by anyone.  This could not mean that one through whom the gift of the Spirit operates is not subject to testing.  According to Ch 14:29 those who have some gift of the ministry operating through them are to be tested.

The solution to the problem seems to lie in Ch 4:3-5.  Paul says:  human appraisal and condemnation mean nothing to him for in the final analysis only the Lord's judgment counts.  This is likely Paul's point here that the appraisal rendered by the Lord of the spiritual man is that which really counts.  And so he says that the spiritual man is not appraised by anyone.

In verse 16 Paul cites Isaiah 40:13: “The mind of the Lord”

In this he indicates that no one can fathom the mind of God or instruct God.  Only the Spirit has complete knowledge of the depths of God's mind.  The truths of God are revealed through the Spirit (vs. 10).  Paul and his associates have the mind of Christ.  
Why? 
 The Holy Spirit had revealed to them and Paul the things of Christ.

What is he saying then?  
That we are able to judge from the view point of Christ.  Because the Holy Spirit has revealed to us the deep truths of God.  Therefore we do not propose to be the source of the knowledge of the things of God we shared with you but they have been revealed to us by the Spirit.  And only by revelation do we comprehend and know the truths of God that we share with you.

So we see again that Paul has rooted and grounded knowledge, not in man, not in himself, but in the work of the Holy Spirit.

A Carnal Misunderstanding (Ch 3:1-9) pp 62-66.

Carnal Christians (Ch 3:1-4) 
Paul emphasizes that Christian wisdom is for the mature.

While Paul was at Corinth he found the Corinthians there to be unable to receive the meat of the cross.  He had learned that he could not address them as mature Christians.  This was a trait of the Corinthians.  But he moderates it by addressing them as brethren.  He simply refers to them as immature (vs 1 and 2)

Two words of importance:  (vs 3)

σαρκινος (sarkinos) the “inos” termination signifies that something or some one is made out of something.  A newborn babe is fleshly because his nature is constituted flesh.

σαρκικος (sarkikos) the “ikos” signifies whatever is described is Characterized or controlled by something.  This word has more of an ethical connotation than does the first word.  Some feel it is improbable that Paul intended in this passage to make a distinction between the two.  But even if he does not intend a distinction it is clear that the Corinthians were Characterized by the flesh, controlled by the flesh.  Not necessarily by sensual sins (given to overindulgence of physical desires) but sins of the body.  This is not what Paul has in view.  But by consideration they reflected their very existence was not determined by God.  The Corinthian situation was obvious in what was present among them that clearly indicated that God did not determine their existence, strife, division, envy, etc.

In light of this Paul Characterizes the Corinthians (vs 1 and 2)

First as babes in Christ.  We want to note they are not heathen, but Christian.  Yet, they had only made a beginning in the Christian life.

Paul then adds a little commentary in Characterizing them.  They were milk and not solid food Christians.  He says, solid food you were not able to take.

We have to relate this idea of solid food to the concept that Paul has previously used, namely “the wisdom of God.”  
What is the relationship between solid food and the wisdom of God?  
We have noted that wisdom is essentially the work of the cross. What God accomplished through the cross.  Here then, the work of the cross is not for beginners.  Perhaps we need a further definition.  The wisdom that Paul spoke to the mature. What kind of wisdom did he preach to the mature.  The message that Paul preached to the mature and immature was the word of the cross.  But what did he do in preaching, that especially to the immature.  He varied the form rather than the content.  Both milk and meat are food but the two do vary in form.

This is Paul's point: 
Since you were immature and still are immature I have to vary the form that I present the word of the cross in. Paul varied the word of the cross in speaking to the mature or the immature.

Paul now uses the concept of worldly standards (vs 3)  He calls human standards:

He says according to human standards “you walk.”  NOTE:  here the verb form περιπατειτε from  περιπατεω (peripateo) is present.  So the implication is that they make it a practice of walking.  They live according to human standards. “are you not carnal?,” he asks.  Are you not self centered and self directed.  It was obvious that they were.  Strife was among them rather than love.  Paul uses an illustration to bring this down to where they were.

In verse 4 we see this illustration that no doubt reflects what they were doing.  Paul said, “whenever someone said, 'I am of Paul' and another, 'I am of Apollos,' are you not men (carnal)?”  That is what the Corinthians were.  Just men who had failed to let God determine their existence.

The point here is:

There is nothing wrong with Paul and Apollos.  There was no competition between those two men.  
What was wrong was the party spirit among the Corinthians?

Each of their slogans began with what “I am.” “I am of Paul” or “I am of Apollos,” etc.  So this brings Paul to take a look at the ministry.  Because one of their problems is a misunderstanding of the Christian ministry.

Verse 5-9.  The true relation between Paul and Apollos – pp 64-66

In verses 5-17 Paul gives us somewhat of an exposition of the ministry of the Christian ministers.

He uses himself and Apollos to make his point.

He opens here by raising a couple of questions.  What is Paul?  What is Apollos?

What are they?  
They are servants of Christ.  Servants through whom you became believers.  They were the instruments which God used to bring you to salvation.

Paul makes the statement “to each as the Lord gave to every man.”  There are a couple of interpretations as to the meaning here.  Both have some meat.

One refers to faith.  To each as God gave.  Faith came to each as God gave it.

This could refer in this context to the preacher.  To each preacher God has given a task.  To Paul and Apollos God has given a task.  Each of them had done what God had assigned.  

So, Paul attempts to improve the Corinthians understanding here of the Christian ministry.  He hopes they will realize that the ministry has no place for party rivalry.

In verse 6 we need to note the terminology, the pictures that Paul uses in setting forth the nature of the Christian ministry:

A picture from the art of agriculture.  The process is likened to agriculture.  He used it to illustrate the nature of the Christian ministry.  He says “I planted.”  He was the first to bring the gospel to Corinth and to establish a work there.  His desire was to build on another man's foundation.  Paul felt God had called him to places un-evangelized.  Next, he says “Apollos watered.”  He continued the work of evangelism that Paul had started.

Note what he says, ”that planting and watering are nothing” with the comparison of growth that God gives.

What is Paul's point? 
Christian leaders have a common subordinate role as far as the growth of the Church is 
concerned.

We need to note here in verses 5 and 6 two forms, “I planted,” and “Apollos watered.”  Paul adds “But God gave the increase,”  Which refers to the simple occurrence of something.  God caused the growth.  So Paul Chooses here the descriptive imperfect that indicates ongoing action in past time to describe the work of God.  Men work and they pass on.  Their work is vastly inferior to God's which has no end.  His work always goes on.

The analogy here teaches this: (vs 7, 8)

This is what Paul wants especially to convey to the Corinthians -- that ministers of the gospel are one.  The person who plants and the one who waters are one.  They are one thing and equal in their labor. Paul and Apollos were co-workers.  The divisions at Corinth presupposed  that they were rivals.  They supposed that one was superior to the other in ministry.  Paul makes a distinction here.  He insists on the unity of the workers.  For yet he does make a distinction for he says, each shall receive his reward. He does not indicate whether the reward is given in heaven or a more immediate reward.  Here he is interested in the gardeners (ministers) who planted and watered.

In (vs 9) “For we are God's co-workers”, “God's field,” “You are the building of God.”

NOTE:  God, is used here 3 times.  Paul emphasizes God in this context while he mentions the ministry.

His first statement “we are fellow workers in the service of God (KJV “We are laborers together with God”)  A better translation is “For we belong to God as fellow workers with one another.”  The context here stresses subordination of human leaders to God.  The subordination of the ministry under God.  They are viewed as God's paid agents rather than as His co-workers.

So, in light of the context we should preserve the sovereignty of God here, the subordination of the ministry to God.

His second statement “ye are God's field.”  this is describing the Church as God's field.  That is a field that is being cultivated by God.  He used men like Paul, Apollos, Peter and others.  But this is the way God was cultivating the Corinthian Church, the way God would till his garden.  So the Corinthians were a field at which God was at work and this is what Paul wished to emphasize.

The Foundation and the Building (Ch 3:10-17)
The test of good building (vs 10-15 pp 66-69)  Paul says here:  You are God's building”

This describes the Corinthian Church as a structure.  In addition to the agriculture the Corinthian Church was God's architectural structure (God's building.).  Paul picks up this picture and begins to develop this in (vs 10).  So, now he looks at the Church as a building whereas in the first picture the Church was that of farming.

In developing this concept he focuses on the builder who lays the foundation and the workers who build on it (vs 10)

He refers first to a wise, skilled master builder.  He contributes knowledge but does not actually do the building himself.  

He assigns the manual task, the actual labor of putting the building together, to workers.

So why does Paul have in mind what he speaks of as a wise master builder?

Because Paul was the first evangelist to visit Corinth.  He was the one who laid the foundation for the Church.  He had done the first work.  He had done the work that had made the first converts in Corinth.  But Paul had to leave Corinth and others built upon the foundation that he had laid.  Apollos was the one who came after Paul and Apollos built upon the foundation that Paul had laid.

Paul says that there are two ways that a builder can go wrong: (vs 11-15)
There is only one foundation for the Church that is Jesus Christ, says Paul.  For this is what he emphasizes.  Jesus Christ is the only foundation.

Why would Paul emphasize this (Jesus Christ the only foundation)? 
 It is possible that Peter could have visited Corinth.  We do know that there was a Peter party in Corinth.  Jesus had named Peter, Simon, which meant “rock..”  Jesus had promised that He would build His Church on this rock, Matthew 16:18.  In Galatians 2:9 Peter, James and John are identified as the “pillar apostles.”  It could be therefore that Peter was represented as the foundation of the Church.  In one sense that could be true.  Peter was the primary carrier of the testimony on what the Church rests.  “Thou are Christ the son of the living God.”  In that sense he was the foundation.  All of the apostles in fact were the foundation.  But he was not the foundation in the sense that he was an indispensable administrator.  He was not the foundation in the sense that Jesus Christ was.  For it was on Christ's work and not on Peter's work that the Church rested.  Also Paul says there is one foundation, Jesus Christ.

We see the first way a man can go wrong in building is the “foundation.”  Now, the second way is by using inferior materials in the superstructure.

Paul lists here building materials that a workman might use in constructing a building on the unique foundation.  Those materials would be: gold, silver, precious stones, hay, wood, stubble.

These materials represent the various teachings that are added. The quality of materials that a minister puts into his building.  The kind of teachings that he uses in building the Church will become manifest when it is tested by fire.  His contributions to the Church will survive or they will be burned up.  The day of judgment will reveal the quality of each man's work.  The day of judgment will disclose the quality of contributions that a man has made to the life of the Church.

What is the evidence of sound workmanship? 
It will stand the test and remain unharmed by the fire.  He says the workman whose contributions survive the test of fire will receive a reward (pay). Paul does not say what the nature of the pay will be.

There will also be evidence of unsound workmanship.  His works will burn up and he will suffer loss.  The fire of judgment will consume what he has put into the Church.

The context here does not suggest that there will be any purifying effect on the workman.  None at all.  But only his unworthy materials will be consumed (vs. 15)

The picture here seems to be that a man finds himself in a poorly constructed building while it is on fire about to be engulfed by the flames.  He flees to safety with the smell of smoke on him.  “He is saved though as by fire.”  
What is the point of this?

The disciples of Peter in building on the true foundation, Jesus Christ, may attempt to include in the structure of the Church legalism, circumcision, food regulations, Judaism.  The Apollos group may attempt Hellenistic wisdom into the structure of the Church.  The members of the Peter and Apollos party will be saved but the destruction of their work will involve them in pain and loss.  So Paul calls on the teachers and preachers to examine what they use in building the Church.  To examine the teachings, the doctrines that they are preaching and teaching in building the Church at Corinth.

The Temple of God (vs 16, 17)
Here Paul refers to the Church as the temple of God.

It is significant to note:  It is not “the Temple of God” (the universal Church) but it is a “local temple or Church.”  this still continues the motif  This still continues the motif of building here.  Paul speaks of the whole local Church, not the individual members, here.   The temple of God does not consist of brick and mortar but of believers.  For Paul says “the Spirit of God dwells in you.”  The Spirit of God dwells in the local Christian fellowship.  This concern is not which the individual, but which the whole local Church as the home of the Holy Spirit.  The Holy Spirit dwells corporately as well as individually in the members of the local Church (vs 16).

A warning:  We need to focus in on what Paul speaks of as a warning (vs 17)

“if anyone destroys God's temple, God will destroy him.”

Paul warns about inputting into the Church those teachings and doctrines that would transform his structure of the Church.  The importation of legalism or that of Hellenistic wisdom would have transformed the very structure of the Church.

Here Paul shifts from putting inferior materials into the building:  hay, wood, stubble, to that of destruction of the temple or the Church.  Should legalism or Hellenism be brought into the Church the Church would be transformed and Changed basically in essence.  The result would be the destruction of the Church and the offender the one who imparted legalism or Hellenism into the Church.  We should not view this as revengeful but simply as an indication of the one guilty of this who has rejected his own salvation.  His offense has rejected the day of his salvation.  He has denied his relationship with Jesus Christ.

There are those who reject the translation of the verb form hear as destroy.  The Greek form is “phtheiro” (φθειρω) it basically signifies destruction.  But at times it does have the nuance of corrupt.  And those who would question the rendering of it as “destroy” would press this nuance that it signifies “to corrupt.”  They point out that the Church cannot be destroyed because of the gates of Hell will not prevail against the Church (Matt 16:18). But it is well to remember that Paul is not addressing the universal Church which Matt 16:18 has in view, but rather a local Church.  That it is a known fact that heresies have caused local Churches to go out of existence.  In view of this it seems that the nuance of destroy as in the context that Paul uses it.  He recognizes the seriousness of the situation that existed in Corinthians and who uses this appropriate language to warn the Corinthians of the consequences namely that destruction of the Church  and destruction of the offender in terms of the result of personal salvation.

The Preacher’s Lowly Place (Ch 2:18-4:13) 
Worldly wisdom is foolishness (Ch 3:18-23)  
Wisdom and foolishness:  This is a conclusion to the discussion of these two main concerns:  wisdom and foolishness.

“Let no man deceive himself.”  Paul says, self deception was the plight of those who thought themselves to be wise.  In Corinthians self deception was the overestimation of wisdom on the basis of the standards of the world.  That is why Paul calls it a worldly kind of wisdom.

At this point the two ages come into focus again.  Here Paul's motif is especially mentioned.  No distinction should be made between the wisdom of this world and the wisdom of this age.  It seems that Paul uses world and age interchangeably.  The essence of the wisdom of this age is man's determination to love without any real reference to God.  It is a way of living or a form of religion that is rooted and grounded in man himself.  It is man centered rather than God centered.

Paul makes a contrast between human and divine wisdom:  (vs 19, 20)

The man who is wise in this world is advised he will become a fool that he might be wise. The wisdom of this age is foolishness with God.  To God the wisdom of this world is foolishness.  To God, says Paul, the Gnostics who were pressing wisdom at Corinth are fools.  But to truly be wise it is necessary to become a fool by this world's standards.

Paul under girds this with two citations from the Old Testament::  

The First comes from Job 5:13:  God catches the wise in their own craftiness.”  The point here is that the wise of this world are like cunning beasts, but the cleverness of the hunter exceeds that of the beast.  Thus the craftiness (cunning) of the wise of this world are ineffective against God.

The second thing Paul cites is Psalm 94:11 “The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise are vain.”  This word “vain” signifies emptiness.  God knows the emptiness of man's thought out plans.  What the wise in this world conceive passes away into emptiness.

Paul now, again, returns to the party divisions (vs 21-23)

The party conflict:  Paul says “let no man boast in men.”  The Corinthians had done just the opposite.  They had boasted in the Church leaders of Paul and the others.

The slogans “I belong to Paul, etc.” are reversed here.  Paul inverts these slogans and he says to them, you do not belong to this ministry or to that ministry.  You do not belong to Peter, Paul, or Apollos, but they are yours.  
They belong to you, why? 
They are servants of the Church.

Paul explains why Paul, Peter, and Apollos belong to the Church and not the Church to them.  
ONE- the general sovereignty of the Church.  This is encompassed in the statement, “all things are yours” through Jesus Christ man recovers his lost lordship, why?  
Christ is the Lord of the world, of life, of death, of this present age, and the coming age.  The Christian that lives in this age is not dominated by the powers and forces of it.  He is exposed to the perplexities of this world yet he survives to the dawn of a new age.  He lives in this old age where there are those opposing forces in this age are present, yet he lives in the age to come.  Therefore the Church itself being redeemed have recovered in measure the Lordship that was forfeited in the garden.  You are not many groups as the party spirit assumes.  Paul says, but you are one.  And your recovered status belongs to Jesus Christ.  So you do not owe your loyalty to the ministers, but to Christ.  “All things belong to you and you belong to Christ.”

Paul adds, “Christ belongs to God” (vs 23).  Here it does not view the essential nature of Christ.  But his roll as the suffering savior.  It views the humiliation of Christ.  The roll of Christ as the suffering servant to bring men including the Corinthian salvation.  So “all things belong to you and you belong to Christ and Christ belongs to God.”  The new status that they enjoyed was due to the fact that they belonged to Christ and Christ to God.  Paul has placed here the party spirit within the context of Christology and theology.  He clearly indicates that there is no basis for rallying behind this minister or that minister pledging loyalty to one or the other.  But rather one owes his loyalty to Christ.


God's Commendation is What Matters (pp 74-76)

Here Paul emphasizes the servants of Christ and their work.  This is the conclusion to Paul's treatment of the problems that arose out of the Corinthian attitude they had toward their ministers.

Paul here emphasizes a number of things. 
First he looks at the ministers and uses two terms here that are rather significant.  The two terms are “servants' and “stewards.”  Ministers are to be regarded as servants and as stewards (vs 1, 2).

The word “servants” emphasizes their subordinate position under Christ (vs 1)

Originally this word (ύπερετες) “huperetes,” translated servant, referred to an “oar.”  That is, one who rowed in the lower bank on a large ship.  But it came to mean servants in general.  But there are some theologians who press this meaning.  They see this as suggesting that Christ is the captain of the ship, that is, the Church.  And he directs the Church leaders as they keep the Church on its course.  The meaning as we would see it would more likely here refer to simple servants and indicates the subordination of the leaders of the Church to Jesus Christ. The ministers of the Church are under the command of Jesus Christ.

Paul's second term “stewards”

Paul says, “stewards of the mysteries of God.”  The mysteries of God refer to the gospel, the revealed truths.  The gospel is hidden truth that now has been revealed.

“Stewards of the mysteries of God”.  This term, stewards emphasizes administration.  A steward was a household administrator.  This might imply administrative responsibility exercised by the apostles.  It may be here that stewards and servants are used as words having the same meaning.

The point here is that a steward does not exercise his own personal authority.  But he is a trustworthy individual who exercises the authority his master has granted him.  He exercises that authority in a proper way in looking after the affairs of his master and doing his master's bidding.

He is concerned in the second place here (vs 2) about “faithfulness.”

Paul projects standards of faithfulness.  By whose standards of faithfulness is a servant judged.  According to the Corinthians it was by their standards.  It was by their standards that Paul was judged.  But for Paul it is of the smallest important that he has been critically examined by the Corinthians or by a “human day.”

In Chapter 3:13 as reference to the term, “human day” “day” refers to the final judgment, the “day of judgment.”  But here it is described as a “human day.”  This seems to imply that the Corinthians were attempting to imitate the final day of judgment and they behaved as if they were the final judge. (vs 3).

Paul says that it is of no consequence to me that you critically examine me.  He says, human attempts to do God's work for Him is nothing.  Paul rejects such attempts.  “I do not judge myself.”  His justification does not rest on his good conscience.  It rests on God's grace.  Justification is an act of God.  It is not based on man's good conscience or his self analysis but what God had accomplished in Jesus Christ.  
For Paul the only prominent authority for judging is Christ. (vs 3, 4).

Paul adds herein (vs 5) “judge not before the time.”

The context of the term “the time” is significant.  The hint here is that the eschaton had not yet arrived (“judge not before the time”)  As we have seen in verse 4 “the Lord examines me” Paul states.  But in verse 5 “judge not.”

The verb form (καρου) “karou” emphasizes the end of examination.  The verdict that is reached at the conclusion of an examination.  Therefore Paul condemns untimely verdicts.  He is thinking here is terms of final judgment.  The judgment that God will render when the eschaton is consummated.  That is the last day when Christ comes again. 
At that time Christ will reveal two things: 
 1) He will reveal or bring to light “those things which are hidden in darkness.” In effect the judgment of Christ will throw a light on those things that man has kept hidden away in darkness.  Not only will he unveil or disclose those hidden things but he will : 
2) Reveal the “plans of the hearts of men.” Not only will the actions be exposed, but their inner parts will be revealed.

Paul states here what the result of this kind of revelation will be.  That each man will “receive praise from God.”  
This is significant especially in this context.
They will receive praise (“from God”) not from men.  Paul is still thinking of the Corinthians situation here where men are praising men, men are praising, Paul, Apollos, and Peter.  But it is not for the Corinthians to give praise or to withhold praise, it is for God.

Summary 

Paul in attempting to construct a proper concept of the ministry relates it to the Corinthian situation that prevailed in the local Church.  
First he looks at the ministry in two terms and then he speaks of a standard of faithfulness and he attempts to work out a proper concept of what the ministry is as it is placed in the Church and how the members of the Church should view the ministry.

Learn From Paul and Apollos (4:6, 7)

In Chapter 4:6-16 Paul focuses in on a problem that was fundamental to the problems that are reflected in 1 Corinthians, namely, over realized eschatology.

INTRO:  For some at Corinth the resurrection had already occurred.  At least they thought that it had.  This is known as enthusiasm by contemporary scholarship. 
An enthusiasm, in which the death of Jesus Christ is left behind, especially 1 Corinthians 15.

But there were those at Corinth that insisted on separating the cross and the resurrection.  They wanted more resurrection power, more joy, but they did not want any part of sacrifice, any part of crucifixion.  
They had too much crucifixion theology from Paul.  What they wanted was more resurrection theology.  But the theology of the cross and the resurrection must be held together and indeed Paul does this.  
He sees these as an act of God by what God effected salvation in behalf of mankind.  The two are seen as a unit, as a whole that represents what God did in providing salvation for mankind.  
Throughout the Pauline corpus the cross and resurrection are seen as a unit connected by the conjunction “and.”  
The Corinthians wanted resurrection theology.  
They didn't want the cross.  
That emphasizes sacrifice, self-denial, etc. 
They assumed that the new age had come and that they had been living in the eschaton.

Paul indicates here (vs 6) that he applies what he has said in the preceding verses, namely the ministry to Apollos and himself. 
The verb here which we are rendering “applied” meteschamatisa (μετεσχηματισα) means, “to transform” as compared to Ch 3:21 where Paul speaks of transformation of the body.  Here the word seems to indicate advocation.  
Paul says he has applied these things powerfully as mentioned above, to himself and Apollos.

The reason was that the Corinthians might learn from their example what “things were written.”

This expression “things which are written.”  What does Paul have in mind here?  
There are two suggestions: 
(1)  That some were treating their slogans on the level of scripture itself.  A German scholar by the name of Slaughter insists that it was the Christ party that was going beyond scripture and Paul has reference to them when he uses this expression “things which are written,”  Paul urges them not to go beyond “things which are written.”  Later on we will note that the slogan of the Corinthians was “all things are lawful.'

Why did the Corinthians, if this the correct interpretation at this point, assume that all things were lawful?

Their over realized eschatology could have been their basis for the assumption.  
So if the eschaton had fully arrived then why not live it up. The laws that govern society and man so they thought no longer applied.  Because they were in the eschaton.  They were living angelic kinds of lives. And whatever applied to others was no longer applicable to them.  This is one possibility

(2)  Another interpretation from Monahaker, a theologian feels that this expression here, “things which are written” is a reference to scripture in general and especially to the Old Testament passages cited in Chapter 1-3.

NOTE:  Here we are not sure of what Paul has in mind for sure.

Paul asks (vs 7) “who makes you different from your neighbor?”  What does Paul have in mind here?

First, it is that the Corinthians are all pardoned sinners.  That no body is different from his neighbor, the preachers, the laity of the Church, all had received pardoning grace.  They were what they were by the grace of God.

A second interpretation of this phrase:  You do differ from your neighbor by special gifts some of you have the gift of healing, tongues, prophecy, interpretation, etc.  But these are all given by God and provide no real basis for boasting.


The Trials Endured by the Apostles (Ch 4:8-13)

Paul at this point focuses in more directly on the problem of over realized eschatology.  
The consummation had already been realized according to some at Corinth.  It was the belief of some that they had already achieved ultimate existence.

Paul cites their slogans (vs 8):  These slogans reflect their belief regarding the eschaton. That it had fully come. “Already you have been filled,”  “Already you have become rich,”  “Already you have become kings.”

The key word here is “already.” 
The language is eschatological.  The Corinthians were behaving as if the age to come had been consummated.  As if they had already entered into the kingdom of God.

Paul qualifies their “already” with “not yet.”  
Paul qualifies their over realized eschatology and modifies it with the “not yet.” 
It is true that they had received the presence and power of the Holy Spirit.  
But the consummation (to bring to consummation, complete) still lay in the future. The end had not yet arrived.  
It was “not yet” the time of the fullness of salvation.  Paul expresses the wish that the eschaton had come, he wished that that were so.  
Why? 
That we may wear crowns with you.  
The Corinthians thought that they had been reigning in the eschaton.  
Paul says I wish this were true, so that we may also reign with you.  
Paul says it is not true.  
They are to look at the apostles.  
At that time the apostles were not seated on the throne.  They were not beyond the grim realities of suffering, of death, of the cross.

Paul gives a description here (vs 9) of the condition of the apostles.  It is a grim but a triumphant sketch of the apostolic ministry.

First he states in this sketch that the apostles are under the sentence of “death.”  
God had put the apostles first on display.  
They were like men who were condemned to die and they were on display in an arena just before they perished by combat with gladiators or beasts.  
That was the same position that our Lord had occupied and the apostles did not deem themselves any better.

Then Paul adds:  that they (apostles) had become a spectacle.  
This is a significant term. 
To whom had they become a spectacle? 
To the world, angles and men.  The article here stands only with world and signifies therefore the whole world which includes angels and men.  The normal place for a spectacle was in a theater but the apostles had been placed on a universal stage, to the whole world.

Paul contrasts here (vs 10) the apostles with the self satisfied Corinthians.  He says, “we are fools for Christ sake” we are weak and you are strong.

The Corinthians thought themselves wise.  Thus they looked down upon the apostles.

Paul says in continuing this contrast, “we are weak, but you are strong.”  
You are held in honor but we in dishonor.  
Paul knows that in his weakness divine strength is manifested and that though the Corinthians held him and the other apostles in dishonor God held him in honor.

At this point Paul drops the irony.

Paul describes the actual plight of the apostles (vs 11-13)

Until this hour he says “we are hungry and thirsty and ill clad.  We are buffeted and abused.  We labor working with our own hands.  When reviled, we bless.  Being persecuted, we endure.  Being slandered we exalt.  As scapegoats of the worldly kingdom and off scouring of all things.”

This indicates the condition that the apostles found themselves under at the time when the Corinthians thought they were reigning as kings in the kingdom of God.

NOTE:  Question (over realized eschatology) what was the origin of this view among the Corinthians?.  What was the source of this condition.?  How did they come to believe that they were already living in the end of time as Kings beyond the time of eschatology?  It is possible that this teaching was introduced at Corinth by Apollos.  Acts 18:24-28 describes him as belonging to John the Baptist movement.  This was an early movement in the Church and seems that some who followed him as disciples.  There might have been some rivalry between this movement and those who were genuinely committed to Jesus Christ.  This movement might have tended to elevate John the Baptist more than it did Jesus Christ.

Apollos was a member of this movement.  While Apollos was at Ephesus he was instructed by Priscilla and Aquilla.  The assumption is that before receiving this training from these two people that Apollos had been to Corinth and had taught that the end had arrived.  If that is the case then this teaching continued at Corinth even after Apollos had Changed his view.  That reconstruction is very hypothetical.  There is no record in the scriptures that Apollos had been to Corinth prior to receiving instructions by Aquilla and Priscilla.

Scholars like Huhan Vise and Martin Shalerman feel that Apollos was the source of it.  And that it was in the area of eschatology that Aquilla and Priscilla gave Apollos some instruction and corrected his view in that the end had already arrived.

Another possible source for it.  It could have been viewed to the fact that the Corinthians misunderstood Paul's preaching.  Paul's preaching had a strong apocalyptic emphasis in his message.  That the end was near at hand.  We see in Paul's letters the expectation that Christ could come at any moment.  Some of the Corinthians could have misunderstood that emphasis and drew the conclusion that the end had already arrived.  Thus that could account for the over realized eschatology of the Corinthians.  But whatever its source was is only an educated guess.

A Personal Appeal (Ch 4:14-21)

INTRO:  This is an appeal to the Corinthians because of a wrong attitude towards their ministers.  The Corinthians had elevated one preacher over against another.  In contrast to their conceit Paul described the life of an apostle.  As we have noted in the verses above some of the language he uses in describing the life of an apostle, despised, abused, the world's scapegoat, and off scouring of the earth.

In this passage first of all what stands out is Paul's admonition that he offers (vs 14).  His purpose is not to shame them but he desires to admonish them as “beloved Children,” or as dear Children.

He goes on with the parental relationship (vs 15) between the Corinthians and himself.  They may have thousands of guardians.  They will never have more than one father. 
Paul's point is this: 
He had begotten them through the gospel that he had preached.  Paul's missionary work had made them Christians.  He had brought them into the family of God with all the rights and privileges of being members of the great family.  By the means of the gospel they had been brought to a new life.  Of all the ministers they owed the most to Paul.

On the basis of his relation with them he makes an appeal, “I beg you then, be “imitators of me.” (vs 16)

Why would Paul call the Corinthians to imitate him?  Why not cause them to imitate Christ?

If they imitated Paul they would be imitating Christ. 
This is his point here.

As he has described himself, his life reflected Jesus Christ crucified.  So, if they imitated Paul their life too would reflect Christ crucified.  Paul's life provided them with an intimate example of how they should live.  Their Church problems would clear up if they were willing to be humble servants of Christ as Paul was.

They needed help and they needed an example and they had one in Paul, himself.

Here in (vs 17) Paul speaks of sending some assistance to them. “I have sent Timothy.”

The verb form here signifies, “I am sending.”  When the readers realize the letter his act of sending will be a matter of the past.  With this Paul places himself within the time frame of his readers after they receive the letter.

Timothy was either sent before or at the same time that the letter was sent.  
He was a trusted member of Paul's staff. 
He had had a part in the evangelizing of Corinth.  References for this are:  Acts 16:1; 17:14, 15; 18:5.  He was a convert of Paul.  He was well fitted to disclose to the Corinthians Paul's purpose.

Observe what Paul notes here: 
“who will remind you of  my ways in Christ?”

The word here “ways” is quite significant. 
The Hebrew word for “ways” is halakah.  There were a number of “ways” among the Jews.  There was the “way of Qumran” which is reflected in the Damascus dogma.  And two documents that had been found at the dead sea (dead sea scrolls.)  These two documents consist of rules and regulations that governed the life of the Qumran community.  Basically this is what a “was” was among the Jews.  It consisted of rules and regulations that determine life style.

Another “way” was the “way of the Pharisees.”  Paul had been that way before he had become a Christian.  He was a son of the Pharisees and had been reared in the strictest sect in Judaism.

There was still yet another “way” that had become another way.  That was the result of believing that Jesus Christ was the Messiah.

What is Paul's terminology here when he says, “who will remind you of my ways in Christ.”  he has in mind the moral standards which he taught in all of the local Churches.  You can compare that with Ch 7:17; 12:31; 14:33.  The waywardness of the Corinthians makes it necessary for the Corinthians to be reminded of Paul's ways in Jesus Christ.  They needed to be reminded of those moral standards.

Paul talks about his plans for another visit. (vs 18, 19, 20)  
While he was in Corinth he was able t keep his hand on the situation but upon his absence they had turned their freedom into license.  They had become “puffed up.”

He warns them that they should not assume that he will not come to them or visit them again.  He may come sooner than some think “if the Lord wills.”  he said.

It seems as though the Corinthians were given to a great deal of empty talk.  So Paul contrasts here (vs 19, 20)  worldly power.

The kingdom of God does not operate by word. It is not by eloquence but by power, by the Spirit.  While the Holy Spirit may use human language as a vehicle, Paul condemns empty talk.  The Kingdom of God is not brought into the present by empty talk.  The Corinthians were given to a great deal of meaningless talk, apparently.

Paul adds (vs 21) that he is not afraid to come in person.

Some of the puffed up Corinthians apparently said that he was bold at a distance.  He could really lay it on through his letters.  But he was afraid to appear personally and confront them.

It was not a question of whether Paul would come or not.  The question was how would he come?

Would he come with a “rod” or in “love and gentleness?” In what way would you have me come, with a rod or in meekness?

Moral Laxity in the Church (Ch 5:1-6:20)

A Case of Incest (Fornication) vs 1-13 pp 86-93

The Fact (vs 1, 2)

The term that is used here is porneia (fornication).  Paul's strongest denunciation of fornication is in Chapter 6:12-20.  In the New Testament “porneia” is used for unchastity and illicit sexual activity of all kinds.

In this Chapter 5, porneia is defined as a man living with his father's wife.  Paul does not call it adultery here.  So the man's father was either deceased or he had divorced his wife.

The woman was probably the offender's step-mother.  This is prohibited in Leviticus 18:8.  Paul observes here that even the Gentiles condemn it.

Thus sin must have arisen out of the Corinthian libertarianism.

The first thing that Paul observes here (vs 51) is that he has information about the actual situation.  “It is actually reported to me that there is fornication among you,”  says Paul.  
It may point to “Chloe’s people” of whom we discussed in Chapter 1.  
Chloe’s people who may have brought this report from Corinth or it would be a reference to Stephanas and Fortunatus or Achaicus of Chapter 16:17.  
These three, perhaps also had shared with Paul information about conditions that existed in the Corinthian Church. 

Whatever the source of Paul's information was he was shocked.  He considered conditions as they had been related to him to be shocking.

Then Paul focuses in again as we have noted above in Chapter 4 that Paul refers to the inflation of the Corinthian, the arrogance, the pride of the Corinthians.

So here (vs 2) Paul picks up again this concern, the arrogance and pride of the Corinthians. They were “puffed up.”  
This does not only refer to their attitude toward fornication as it was practiced by one of their members but to their general state of mind.  
They were proud that they were not subject to the morality of the herd.  
They were proud not that they were spiritual persons and they assumed that they were beyond moral restrictions of conventional religion.  
What they did with their bodies was of no consequence for them.

Paul raises a question.  Did you go into mourning?  Did you not lament?  Did you not show sincerity of your mourning by proper actions, removing the one guilty of this deed?  
What is Paul's point here? 
The situation did not call for pride and arrogance but for the opposite.  It called for mourning and lamentation. 
Why?  
A member of the body of Christ was lost.  On top of that the Corinthians were tolerating the practice of fornication among them.  Paul realized that such was destructive in the Church.  That such would destroy the very foundation on which the Church rested.  The Church cannot tolerate open immorality in its membership.

The Punishment of the Offender (vs 3-5)

Paul indicates here (vs 3) what the judgment of the offender should be.  Paul says that he has already judged the case.  He has already reached a verdict.

He indicates that he is “absent in body but he is present in the spirit.”  
In the context the contrast is between body and spirit. 
“Present in the spirit” likely refers to Paul's psychological presence.  
That is, in his thoughts and concerns he is at Corinth.  Of course these do not operate in the sphere of the Holy Spirit.

The verdict here:  hand over the offender to Satan.

Paul anticipates here (vs 4) that the local Church at Corinth will meet in the name of the Lord Jesus.  That is under his authority.

The act that is contemplated will be an act of the entire Church. 
Not an act of a single apostle.  
The assembled Church will act “with the power and authority of our Lord Jesus.”  

There seems to be applied here some distinction in “the name of the Lord Jesus” and “with the power of the Lord Jesus.”  Apparently “with the power of the Lord Jesus is a reference to the power granted to the Church.”

So what Paul here envisions is this:  the assembled Church with the power of Christ is to hand the offender over in the name of Christ.  So Paul has reached a verdict.

Paul here (vs 5) indicates what the punishment of the offender should be -- Namely, excommunication from the Church.  The Church rests on Christ's defeat of Satan.  In the Church Christ is Lord.  But Satan still exercises authority -- limited authority outside the sphere of the Church.  To exclude the offender from the Church was to thrust him out into the hands of Satan.  Paul indicates why such actions should be taken.  There are two reasons for the discipline:  First—the salvation of the man.  Excluding him from the Church was with the view of his ultimate salvation.  “the destruction of the flesh” would lead to his salvation.

What does Paul mean by “the destruction of the flesh?”
There are three interpretations of this and they are as follows:  
(1)  Paul has reference here to the “flesh” as the lower nature and the source of moral evil.  So destruction of the flesh would refer to the elimination of sinful lust or desires. Morris indicates on page 88, he says that it is difficult to see how handing him over to Satan would have that effect, the destruction of sinful lusts or desires.  In fact we might expect just the reverse that is a stimulation of lustful desires.  Perhaps Paul assumes that by being thrust into outer darkness where Satan reigns the man would come to his senses and from the experience of the things of Satan he would long for the things of God and want to be restored to the fellowship of believers.
 (2)  The second reason for the interpretation:  Paul has in view the destruction of the physical side of man's nature.  That “flesh” refers to the physical side of his personality.  This is not clear how this would effect his salvation.  Morris notes, page 88, Paul does speak in Ch 11:30 of physical consequences of sin or spiritual failings.  Because of the Corinthian abuse of the Lord's supper some had become sick and some even died.  In the case of Ananias and Sapphira in Acts 5 we see the extreme example of this.  
(3)  The third reason for the interpretation.  This is based on Ch 3:15 “saved as through fire.”  The offender’s essential self may be saved but he must suffer the loss of both works and flesh.  If Satan is given his due, he can claim only his sinful lusts.  At the final judgment the apostle Paul anticipates that this guilty man will be among the redeemed.  Then Paul gives some basis for excluding this man in this second discipline: 

Exhortation to Cleanse Out All Evil (vs 6-8) 
Paul gives some basis for excluding this man.  First it was to redeem him yet he provides another basis for it.  That is, “to purify the Church.”  Paul uses the Passover motif of leaven and unleavened:  The Passover motif here in verses 6-8 has suggested to some scholars that 1 Corinthians was written during the Passover season.  The Passover imagery may suggest the time of season when the epistle was written but it seems wise not to press that as a basis for dating the letter.  For the Jews leaven was the symbol of evil.  All leaven had to be removed from the house before the celebration of the Passover meal.  
Paul's point is this: 
A “little leaven (yeast) is able to ferment the whole lump (of dough.).  One corrupt member could corrupt the whole life of the Church.

The Church (vs 7) must exercise discipline to preserve its purity.  Paul gives two reasons here why this must be? 
(1)  You who are unleavened, you must clean out all evil influences from among you.  The imperative assumes what God has done.  God has dealt with the sin problem through Jesus Christ.  Because of this God's people must avoid sin and live in obedience to Christ.  
(2)  Paul adds, Christ our Passover lamb has been sacrificed.  In the Christian context God has provided the lamb of sacrifice before hand.  It was only by the sacrifice of Christ that the leaven of sin could be removed.  God took the initiative to deliver his people and God's people are to live in light of what God did.

Paul indicates here (vs 8) something that is significant.  
Once a year the Israelites celebrate the Passover. 
They removed all leaven and they sacrificed the Passover lamb.  But note what Paul says, “let us observe the feast.”  In other words, let us make it a practice to observe the feast, let us keep on observing the feast.  
This develops the Passover motif in another direction. 
Christ is the Christian's Passover and the Christian is to live in this festival, founded by Christ.  
What does the constant keeping of the Passover involve?  
It involves a life of thanksgiving to God for a mighty act of deliverance through Christ.  It means not only that the Christian must rejoice but he must remove the leaven of sin as the Jews disposed of the leaven in their homes at the time of the Passover. 
Leaven of malice and wickedness remain in the household of faith at Corinth. Paul's admonition is to remove it so that you can keep the festival.  
Their malice and wickedness needed to be replaced by “sincerity and truth.”  
So Paul is looking here at the Church and the Church is holy.  That the Church is a holy fellowship and its holiness is to continue and be preserved.

A Misunderstanding Cleared Up (vs 9-13) 
Paul here (vs 9) speaks about a letter that he has written.  This is a lost letter as we have noted by scholars as the “previous letter.”  In the previous letter Paul had told them that they were not to mix with people guilty of fornication.  Apparently they excused themselves from a serious attempt to deal with the problem of sin among them.  They did this because they reasoned that they could not live entirely separate from evil.  Because of this Paul goes on to explain.

Paul explains (vs 10)  that they had understood what he had said.  Paul knew that they could not live in this world and avoid all contact with fornicators.  To avoid any and all contact with the “covetous, fornicators, thieves or idolaters, they would have to withdraw from life,” and live a life of solitude.  Christians cannot avoid completely this world. This old age has not passed away completely and the new age has not fully come.

Paul further explains 9vs 11) “now I write to you that you should not mix with immoral persons who bear the name of Christian.  That is their conduct reveals that they are no longer Christians.  Here he gives us a list of such people.  Paul goes on to indicate what the Church's relationship should be with insiders and outsiders.

The relations of Christians to immoral people who are outside of the Church and who are inside the Church are two different matters.  If you are going to live a Christian life then you are going to be in association with immoral people.  Jesus did not withdraw himself from life for he ate with publicans and sinners.  But yet he maintained his prophetic freedom.  He maintained the freedom to criticize and when necessary to condemn.  So social freedom is one thing and the purity of the Church is another.  

Paul's point here is this: 
If a Christian fell into open sin for his sake and for the sake of the Church he must be excluded from Christian fellowship.  The ground here for exclusion from the Christian fellowship is moral failure.  Not many of the things that people have been excluded from the Church for.  
What does this involve as Paul sees it?  
His former friends should not mix with him, his Christian brothers and sisters.  Paul particularly advises not to eat with him.  This would exclude him from the ordinary meals from the Church and from the fellowship of the Christians.

So Paul now looks at the judgment of the insiders and outsiders (vs 12).  It seems that the Corinthians did not have a proper perspective on judgment.  We have noted that they have elevated themselves as judges already, especially of Paul.  They are not to judge those outside the Church.  This is not a matter of final judgment but a matter of discipline.  Discipline is limited to the Church.  The Church only has the right to discipline its membership.  According to 1 Corinthians 6:2 the believers will judge the world at the end time.  But here the concern is not with the final judgment but with Church discipline.  This is vital to the life of the Church.  Responsibility for discipline that is in the hands of the whole body of believers.  Therefore judgment is to be directed inward.  That is, toward the fellowship of the Church and not outward.  And if so the Church will be concerned with excluding those form its membership of those who are involved in gross immorality as was this particular individual.

Paul adds here (vs 13) God will judge the outsiders.  You take care of the insiders.  You remove those who are guilty of gross immorality from your membership and God will judge the outsiders.  This seems to refer to the final judgment.  And finally Paul emphasizes the point of this entire Chapter:  remove the wicked man from your entire company.

Lawsuits (Ch 6:1-11)

Paul here focuses in on another problem that was common among the Corinthians.  He deals with the problem of believers going to court.  They brought Charges against one another in the civil courts.  Paul objects to this course of action.  
Paul singles out two reasons why he objects to this:

The first is PROVISION (vs 1-6) is that legal processes should be made within the Church itself.  But no provision had been made.  They went to court, “before the unrighteous.” (vs 1).  We need to understand how Paul is using this term “unrighteous” (unjust).  “Unrighteous” does not signify here morals.  But to refer to none Christians, to unbelievers.  People who were not rightly related to God in Jesus Christ.  Christians who were rightly to God in Christ went before those in court who were not rightly related to Christ.

Paul gives here (vs 2) some exposition as to why he feels that provisions should be made in the Church to deal with this problem of taking one another before non-Christian courts.  One is that “Christians will judge the world.”  In this context this should be understood as eschatological judgment.  This is the judgment at the last day.  If “they are competent to judge in God's court, then they must be competent to sit in the lower courts and to deal with cases brought before them in this age.  Angels as well as men will appear in God's final court, the eschatological court.

Paul's argument is very simple here (vs 3).  People who are to judge angels should be able to judge in incidental and earthly matters.  People who are to judge in God's court should not submit themselves to secular courts.  Some see the implication that angels were the authority behind the state and the courts were under the authority of angels whom Christians would ultimately judge.  Oscar Kullman and others have pressed this interpretation.  They may be going beyond that which Paul wishes to convey.

Paul here (vs 4) continues to provide the Corinthians with an exposition as to why provision should be made to deal with the problems within the Church.  Courts, he says, are “for everyday affairs.”  They “belong to daily matters of life.”  If you do not have courts to deal with daily affairs “do you” asks Paul, appoint those as judges who are “least esteemed among you.”  In the Greek we find this to be a strong expression (εξουθενημενους ) it means to count for nothing. So Paul's question is this, if you do appoint judges of courts that deal with daily matters, do you appoint those who count for nothing among you?  According to Paul they did not.  But they were going  before judges that counted for nothing in the Christian community. They were non-believers.  Paul is not suggesting that the Roman judges were not competent in civil law, but that they judged by the standards of this world.  So the Corinthians who were potential judges in God's court were attempting to settle their problems before those who judged by the standards of this age.  Judges who had no standards in the Christian Church but rather standards of this world.  Paul says, “I speak this to your shame.”

Paul says here (vs 5) to the above, “I speak this to your shame.”  Here he gives them more exposition of why the Corinthian believers should deal with their problems within the body of believers (the Church.).  Is not, he asks, “there any wise men among you who can judge?”  “Is not there a man among you who is capable of judging?”  Because of their boasting of wisdom, it seems there should have been one among them who could decide between two brothers.

The situation then was this (vs 6) “a brother goes to law with a brother and that before the unbelievers.”  It seems to be that the situation that prevailed in the Corinthian Church was there is more justice in civil courts than there was in the Church.

The second reason is that they should not have disputes.

The existence of disputes revealed that love had been replaced by selfishness. 

The Christians involved “had already suffered defeat” (vs 7).  They had already suffered moral defeat for moral failure.  Paul proposes something here that is quite hard but that is better.  A better course of action would be, “to allow yourselves to be wronged” (i.e.) Matthew 5:39-42.  Jesus and Paul both taught that it was better to be wronged than to do wrong.  Yet the Corinthians had wronged and robbed one another.  Even if it was in the Lord.  Paul does not really supply for us the particulars of the law suit.

Paul here (vs 9, 10) does indicate that their action has rather some fatal results.  He says “unrighteous men shall not inherit the kingdom of God.”  We have two eschatological motifs here: “inherit” and “kingdom of God.”  
1)  Inherit in the New Testament anticipates the ultimate inheritance of eternal life.  In the Old Testament inheritance was often spoke of as on the land of Canaan.  It was given to Israel as a land of inheritance.
 2)  The kingdom of God here refers to the time when the coming age will be consummated.  All the forces of evil will be destroyed and God will become all in all.  This will be a kingdom of righteousness in which the unrighteous will have no part.

“Unrighteous” as strictly here has an ethical and moral meaning.  Paul  here lists the unrighteous who will have no part in the kingdom, found in verses 9 and 10.  Some of the Corinthians had been thieves, some fornicators, some idolaters, and so on.  In the membership of the Corinthian Church there was a good assortment of immoral and criminal people.  But Paul reminds them of their present status.

Paul here (vs 11) reminds the Corinthians of their present status.  
What is their present status? 
“You have been washed, and sanctified and justified.”  We need t note the verb (απελουσασθε) “ye are washed.”  It may suggest self baptism or self administered baptism that is you have washed or baptized yourself and this reflects that you have died out to the old life and you have been raised to a new life in Jesus Christ.

Then he adds you are sanctified, you are made holy, you are members of God's holy people.  
Then he says you are justified.  But he uses these three terms to indicate what their present status is.  What he is suggesting is that the new life is open to them.  But they need to purge out the old leaven and follow the road of holy living.  He urges them that their new status, their new life is basically rooted and grounded in Jesus Christ.  You were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ.  Then he adds, “the Spirit of our God.”  God's Holy Spirit was the agent who applied to their lives the benefits of Jesus Christ. He was in particular the agent in sanctification.  So, Paul roots and grounds his appeal to the Christian life, to living a holy life in the work of Christ and the Holy Spirit.

Fornication (6:12-20)

Here (vs 12) we see the libertarianism at a deeper level.  Paul reflects here somewhat of the attitude towards fornication.  He reflects the basis for their practice of immorality.  Chapter 5 focused on sexual license in light of the moral failure of one of their members.  But here Paul considers the principal or the basis on which their sexual license was resting.  The principal is stated here for us:” All things are lawful (permitted)” Nothing that is done in the body matters.  They were justifying their sexual activity because it had to do with the flesh.  They did not see any real relevance between sex and the faith.  The sex organs according to the Quasi Gnostics had no real relevance for the Christian faith.  Paul qualifies the slogan “All things are permissible.”  Paul adds in qualifying it “all things are not expedient (helpful).” It is not good or proper for a Christian to exercise his freedom in an improper way.  Actions guided by love are helpful.  Christian freedom must be limited by regard for others.

Paul makes this statement which further qualifies the slogan. “All things are permitted.”  He makes this statement, “I will not allow my self to be brought under the power of any.”  Some of the Corinthians fancied themselves as superior Christians.  They had arrived and thus assumed that they could have dealings with harlots.  The problem here in rendering this statement “I will not be brought under the power (authority) of any.”  The problem is what does “any” refer to?  The word in Greek is τινος.  It could mean or refer to “all things,” not that “all things” are helpful.  So Paul is saying if we refer to it as neuter, “that he will not be brought under the authority of any of these things.  On the other hand if we refer to it n the masculine, Paul is indicating that he will not brought under the power of “any person.”  That is, the Corinthians had placed their bodies at the disposal of harlots.  In doing that they had brought themselves under the authority of such women.  Paul may be suggesting here that in the name of freedom it is possible to enslave one's self.  Through dealing with harlots they came under the power of their own inexpedient practices and desires. So the first slogan was that “all things are lawful (permitted)”

Paul picks up another slogan (vs 13) and it is, “freedom to eat without restraint.”  This was a logical position..  Paul does not qualify this slogan.  What ever is eaten passes into the stomach.  It is broken down and is digested.  At death the stomach is dissolved into elements.  God has ordained both the process of digestion and the dissolution of the body at death.  This emphasizes the impermanence of the body.  Food is made for the satisfaction of the desires of appetite.  So the Corinthians were right, that the appetite for food could be satisfied without any regard to the food laws.  Paul does not object to that at all.  But the Corinthians on this basis developed quite an argument.  Their argument was, since the stomach is for food, the body is for fornication.  God made the stomach for food and on that ground they concluded that God had made the sex organs for fornication.  This was not a valid analogy.  

Sexual intercourse is something that is quite different from the satisfying of the appetite. It involves more that the mere satisfying of the hunger or thirst.  Eating is something belongs to this age. The stomach is used for a short time and has no permanence.  But unlike eating, sexual intercourse for Paul is an act of the whole person.

NOTE:  Paul's concept “body.”  Body here refers to more than the physical body.  It refers to one's total personality.  The Corinthians had the wrong slogan.  The proper slogan according to Paul is that “the body is for the Lord and the Lord for the body.”  The whole person is for the Lord and the Lord is for the whole person.”  The body cannot be confused with the stomach.  The totality of the person is for the Lord, not for a harlot.

Paul proceeds here (vs 14) when he says, “the body is meant for the resurrection.”  The Lord gave himself for the body.  In this age the Christians shares in weakness, but in the glorious state in the resurrection state he will enter fully into life that is free from mortality and weakness.  But he still will be a body.  For the body Paul says “will be raised through his power.”  The body does not pass away, the body is permanent.  And because of that men should avoid using their bodies for fornication.  It is intended for the service of the Lord.  So he has looked at their slogans and he has indicated what their understanding should be in dealing with these.

But now Paul appeals to common knowledge (vs 15).  “Do you not know that your bodies are members of Christ.?”  This is a significant statement.  Many human bodies are members of Christ because they are united with him.  All that are united to Christ are in fact Christ's own.  They don't belong to any one else.  Therefore to hand your body over to a harlot was to use a member of Christ in an immoral way.  And to do this one was disclaiming Christ.  This is what the Corinthians had done through their dealing with harlots.  The members of Christ had been transferred a placed at the disposal of harlots.

Paul proceeds here (vs 16) to give us more commentary on the real significance of fornication as it was practiced by the Corinthians.  He says in the first place “he who unites his body to a harlot is one body with her.” 
Why did he say this?  
The sexual act is the sharing of totality as nearly as two people can. Paul cites Genesis 22:24  “The two shall become one flesh.”  The body is neither moral or immoral—it is basically neutral.  But it becomes a servant of righteousness or unrighteousness.  The body represents the self at the point of decision.  In union with a harlot, the wrong decision, has been made and the body becomes flesh.  Flesh as Paul uses it often refers to perverted and warped human nature.  It refers to human nature not warped because it is material, but because it has fallen away from God.  But the body by the aid of the Holy Spirit is capable of making the right decision, living a God centered life.

Paul says in verse 17 in contrast to his previous statement, he says “that he who unites himself to the Lord is one spirit with Him.”  We need to note that the same word is used for union with Christ as with a harlot, but note here that the shift is from flesh to Spirit.  “One spirit with the Lord not one flesh.  Union with Jesus Christ is spiritual.

Paul finally admonishes the Corinthians (vs 18) when he tells them to “flee fornication.”  The present imperative signifies “practice fleeing fornication.”  The Corinthians had been practicing fornication.  Paul makes an obvious distinction here between sin outside the body and sin against the body.  The sin against the body is fornication.  There is no doubt that there are other sins against the body: drunkard ness, gluttony, etc.  But perhaps those sins do not affect the body as does the sin of fornication.  Such sins may not affect the physical organisms as much as sexual immorality.  But they no doubt have a profound effect on the total personality which Paul calls the body.  The point is, that, there is no sin that stains the body as does fornication.  This is not only a sin against God and the other person involved, but it is against the fornicators own body.  It is giving the body to a harlot which rightly belongs to the Lord.

This (the above) is more developed here (vs 19) when Paul says “your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit.”  In Chapter 3:16 Paul speaks of the entire Christian community as being the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit.  This is often referred to as the corporate indwelling of the holy Spirit in the Church.  But here it seems that the emphasis falls more on the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the individual believers.  Here the moral life of the individual Christian is threatened.  So Paul reminds them that the Holy Spirit dwells in individual Christians.  And no Christian should defile the Holy shrine of the Holy Spirit.  The temple should remain undefiled.  Why?  “You are not your own.”  This could refer to creation.  Man was created in the image of God.  He was made for God and not for harlots. Paul means more than that when he says you are not your own.

For he adds (vs 20) “you were purchased with a price.”  Men became slaves by sin but through the work of Christ freedom has been restored to them.  This is described here as purchasing or redeeming or the payment of a price.  There is some debate as to what the background of this is.  One thought is Sacral Manumission where a slave saved his money and eventually accumulated enough money to purchase his own freedom.  The second possibility is the Old Testament concept of redemption.  The idea could be derived from passages like Exodus 6:6; 13:13.  “At a price” indicates that a transaction was completed.  Redeemed with a price or at a price. Ransom had been paid in full.  Therefore Paul adds this, “glorify God in your body.”  The point is this, do not use your body for fornication but use the members of the body so that they glorify and serve God.  For you are no longer your own.  For you are bought with a price.


Marriage (Ch 7:1-40)

The General Principle (vs 1-7) 
Paul addresses himself to a number of questions that has been raised in a letter that the Corinthians had written to him.  He begins to deal with the first problem here about the questions raised in this letter.

In (verse 1) we note a quotation from the Corinthian letter that Paul received, “is it a good thing for a man not to touch a woman.”  We might want to note the parallel statement in contrast to Genesis 2:18, “It is not a good thing for a man to be alone.”

Paul in responding to this question, “Is it a good thing.” qualifies it. (vs 2).  Apparently the ascetics at Corinth had a low view of marriage and sex.  Paul in dealing with this says, “let each man have a wife and a woman a husband.”  Marriage does have its purpose.  One example is that it does have protection against fornication.  Men and women Paul recognizes do have their sexual desires and they can find proper expression in the institution of marriage which has been appointed by God himself.

Then he adds (vs 3) that marriage is to be a real marriage.  Each partner has equal rights.

Do not rob one another says Paul.  In an attempt to spiritualize the relationship, meaning that the other is being robbed.  That one is robbed of his right.  A couple may abstain from cohabitation for a while for a period of time for prayer if it is by mutual consent or agreement.  There is no implication here that Paul views sexual relations within marriage as defiling or that it is in any way a hindrance to prayer.  But the implication here is that the couple may agree to abstain for a period of time so that they may devote themselves completely to prayer and other religious activities.  But then they are to return to normal matrimonial relations.  Should the sexual urge not be satisfied they normal a d proper Channels this would provide Satan with an opportunity to temp them to fornication.

Paul adds this (vs 6) in dealing with this question. “Is it a good thing for a man...”  He adds “I say this by concession and not by command.”  
What does he have reference to here? 
There are two suggestions that have been proposed.  
First is that it refers to vs 2-5 which recommends marriage.  If this is what this statement refers to then what he is saying is statement refers to then what he is saying is this.  I am not commanding you to marry.  But I do concede that marriage is proper.  
Secondly, some see this as referring to verse 5, where they are advised not to rob one another of their rights.  His concession would be that couples who agreed not to cohabit for a short time so they can give themselves to prayer without any distractions.  He concedes that such abstinence for short periods of time is proper.  This is not by command, but he concedes that it is in order and proper.  We can see how either can certainly apply to this statement that he does not command it but that he concedes that it is in order.

Paul makes another statement (vs 7), “I wish that all men were as I myself am.”  The question here it seems to is that Paul desires that all men be celibate.
Does he desire mere celibacy here, living without marriage? 
It is not likely that this is what he is suggesting.  But that each might abstain from sensual desires or temptation. .Paul was free from those kinds of desires.  This that he speaks of here, the capacity to be free of sensual temptation enabled him to live without marriage.  His desire is that each live free from fornication and be obedient to God.  He recognizes that one can do this in a number of ways:  One can do this within the context of marriage and one can do it outside of marriage.  He says that each has his own gift.  His point seems to be that some have a gift that enables them to live without marriage.  Those who lack it are advised to marry.  But they may have other special kinds of gifts too.  Paul does not understand that marriage is sinful nor that it is the second best.  But he does recognize that there  are those who have a special gift that enables them to live without sensual temptation outside the context of marriage.

So Paul has here sharply qualified the slogan, “it is good for a man not to touch a woman.”
The Unmarried and the Widow (vs 8, 9)

In dealing with  vs 8-14 there are a number of concerns in this block of scripture.  They are marriage, slavery, and freedom.

Paul continues to give advice about marriage (vs 8)  The unmarried, and the widows are to remain as they are.  At this time Paul did not apparently have a wife, but it is likely that at one time he did have a wife.  So Paul now was remaining unmarried.  There was no doubt about that.  In fact he would have found it difficult to have combined marriage and his apostolic ministry.

Paul now concedes that for the unmarried (vs 9) that it is better to marry than to be consumed by desires.  Consumed by passion or desire one could not wait on the Lord without hindrance.  Paul turns to those who were married but felt that they did not need it and apparently there were several among the Corinthians who felt just that.  


The Married (vs 10, 11)

We want to deal first with how Paul brings the married into focus in the passage (10, 11).  They are Charged not to separate one from the other.  This is not given on Paul's authority but on the Lord's.  In his letters Paul rarely cites Jesus Christ.  But this is one of the few examples of where he does cite the Lord directly.  

It is noteworthy here in verse 11 that Paul uses two verbs that may indicate a distinction.  He states here that “if a woman separates let her remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband.”  And then he adds that, “a man is not to divorce his wife.”  The word that is used here is translated “separate” has become a technical term in connection with divorce.  If a woman separates from her husband let her remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband.  Then he adds “a man is not to divorce (the verb put away) his wife.”  This may reflect the fact that a woman did not have the right to divorce her husband.  She could separate from him but only the husband had the right of divorce.  There are those who would see this in these two terms but we have to bear this in mind that the Gentile world which Corinth was, that the conditions were quite different from that of Palestine.  In Judaism only a woman could separate not divorce her husband.  Her husband did have the right of divorce. But whether this was characteristic of the Gentile world or not is very doubtful.  In fact the evidence would indicate otherwise.


The Christian Married to an Unbeliever – Willing to live with the Believer vs 12-14

First he talks about Christian couples as mentioned in verses 10 and 11.  Should divorce or separation occur the woman is advised to remain unmarried or to be reconciled to her husband.  There is no parallel advice given here to the husband that states the duty of the husband who has divorced his wife.  The implication may be that the husband is to remain unmarried or restore his relationship to his wife.  This only applies to Christian couples.  There is no attempt here on Paul's part to deal with marriages of non-Christians. He is addressing himself to a Christian Church and he is dealing with their particular problems.

Paul now focuses in on mixed marriages (vs 12).  Marriages that only involve one Christian and one non-believer.  These marriages came into existence through the conversion of one of the partners.  In regard to this matter Paul concedes that he does not have a command from the Lord.  Apparently the Lord did not address himself to mixed marriages where it involved one believer.  Because Paul does not have a command from the Lord we should not assume that what he states is less authoritative than what verse 10 is.  Where he does remind them that he does have a word from the Lord.  Paul assumes that what he says to the Churches was binding upon them.  He himself assumes that he has the mind or the Spirit of the Lord.  Thus his instructions are deemed to be authoritative.

We want to note the advice (vs 13) that he gives to couples that may be involved in a mixed marriage.  The Christian whether husband or wife is not to ask for a divorce.  If the unbeliever is content to live with the believer the marriage is to remain unimpaired.  While this would be in the interest of peace and the institution of marriage the apostle states a particular reason.

Paul here (vs 14) states this particular reason why the marriage should continue.  The unbeliever is sanctified by the believing partner.  
The question is “in what sense is the unbelieving partner sanctified by the believing partner? 
 According to Paul believers are sanctified in Jesus Christ.  We note in the opening of his letter that he states that the saints or the Church are sanctified in Jesus Christ.  But the unbeliever stands outside the realm of salvation. In light of that we must conclude here that Paul uses the verb sanctified in a sense that he ordinarily does not.  He does not use the verb with its customary meaning.  The clue may be found in the Corinthian situation.  The situation that existed among the Christians at Corinth.  Some were opposed to sex and marriage in general.  They might have felt that marriage between Christians, between two believers was alright and proper.  They insisted that mixed marriages were improper.  For the believer in such a relationship was defiled by the unbeliever and the Children born to that union would be unclean.

Paul's answer to that is just the opposite.  It is not the unbeliever that defiles the believer and makes the children unclean but rather the believer has a sanctifying effect or influence on the unbeliever.  And the children that come from that marriage are clean.  Thus the Christian has a sanctifying effect on the unbelieving mate and the children of that marriage comes under sanctifying influences.

Perhaps we can see here the solidarity that a family is a unit and the entire family in one sense of the word benefits form the presence of the believer in that home.  But we would not press this to the point of insisting that those who are unbelievers are saved by the belief of the believer.  The unbeliever does benefit indirectly from this and likewise the child.

The Christian Married to An Unbeliever Not willing to Live with the Believer (vs 15, 16)

Paul considers another possibility here. (vs 15)

If the unbeliever did not want to continue the relationship of the marriage, what should the Christian partner do?  
Paul states that the Christian is not enslaved, that is, if the Christian's partner, the unbeliever desires to dissolve the marriage, the Christian is to let him do it.  The Christian is not enslaved, not bound.  It is clear that the Christian partner is to let the marriage break up if the unbeliever insists on it.  But the marriage is not to be dissolved by the initiative of the believer.

If the unbeliever insists on dissolving the marriage does this free the believer to remarry?  
In Ch 7:12-46 Paul does not raise the question of remarriage at all.  But then Paul gives reason why the Christian should live with an unbelieving partner.  One is that the Christian is “called to peace.”  One way of understanding this is that peace would not be served if a Christian dissolved the marriage on religious grounds such would create strife and animosity.  Another way of understanding it is the unbeliever insists on dissolving the marriage.  The Christian is to separate rather than staying and fighting.  The Christian has been called to peace and not to war. 

Paul states one other reason (vs 16) why the Christian should live with his or her unbelieving mate.  The believer may save the unbeliever.  As Paul has stated in a mixed marriage the unbeliever is brought under sanctifying influences in Christian marriage.  The hope is that the unbeliever will be so influenced that he or she will come to a saving faith in Jesus Christ.  So Paul sees in a mixed marriage the opportunity for the home to be a place for evangelism.

Lead the Life God Assigns to You (vs 17-24)

Paul's advice to the new convert (vs 170 is to remain where he is.  He is not to become unhappy with the circumstances that he was in when he received the call of the gospel.  The call of God or call of the gospel finds men in different circumstances.  God has appointed each man his lot.  
So Paul's advice can be summarized in these words “let him walk or stay where he is.”  

Paul gives some examples to show his point of his advice in verse 17. 
Here (vs 18) we see the first, that is, is that of a converted Jew or Gentile.  A Jew is to remain a Jew.  He should not seek to undo his circumcision.  The same principle applies to the Gentile.  He is to remain a Gentile and not seek circumcision.

In vs 19, Paul says, that “circumcision is nothing, uncircumcision is nothing.”  It matters not in God's sight whether a man is circumcised or not.  What matters according to Paul is that we keep the commandments.  The Jew would have said that what Paul is saying about circumcision is untrue!  But it matters not in God's sight whether a man is circumcised or not.  This seems to be very radical to the Jews.  Because the Jew no doubt would have point out, that what Paul had to say about circumcision was untrue. 
Why?  
Because circumcision was one of the requirements of the law.  It was one of God's commandments, Gen 17:10-14.  and without it the Jew would insist that without it we fail to do the will of God.

Paul says it is possible to be circumcised and not do the will of God. God's commandments are God's will revealed in His son Jesus Christ.  
What does this demand then? 
It demands something far more radical than obedience to a code. One could keep circumcision and observe a legal code but yet fail to give himself in submission to the will of God.  
What then is Paul calling for? 
He is calling for obedience to faith.  That is a kind of radical obedience that takes one far beyond circumcision and obedience to a legal code. What is important is not the state then or circumstances in which a man finds himself at conversion but obedience to God.  So Paul has used one illustration here of the converted Jew and the converted Gentile

Paul here (vs 20) gives the second example.  The converted slave and the free man.  Each is called in a particular state.  Each finds himself upon receiving the gospel in different circumstances.  A slave can put up with his lowly condition because he becomes the Lord's free man.  The slave who becomes a Christian retains his social status but he is liberated from the power of sin and death and from the power of the whole age.  His freedom in deed is a gift of God.  He owes his loyalty and his service to Christ.

Paul says here, verse 21, “if he is able (the slave) to become free by all means use it.”  This may be an implication here regarding Paul's view of slavery.  He advises the Christian slave that if you do have the opportunity for freedom, do not hesitate to take advantage of that opportunity.  But on the other hand he speaks of the man who is “free,” verse 22.  The man who is converted is not a slave but is a free man. Paul says that the “free man becomes Christ's slave.”  Christ has bought him with a price.  Whereas the slave who becomes a Christian, the freeman also owes his loyalty and his service to Jesus Christ.  They both owe Christ the same.  There is a difference in social rank.  One finds himself in bondage and the other with liberty.  But Paul's point is that social rank becomes irrelevant at the foot of the cross.  At the foot of the cross both find perfect freedom.  

Paul adds a remark here, verse 22.  “You are bought with a price; do not become slaves of men.”  We're not absolutely certain what Paul means by this statement.  Some free men did sell themselves into slavery.  This may be what Paul has in view but it seems better to understand here “slave” in a theological sense.  Do not become enslaved to the value judgments of men.  Do not become overly concerned about the judgments of men.  Men will judge you in terms of your social status.  But do not let that upset or disturb you.  Don't be controlled by their estimates of you.

Virgins (vs 25-38 pp 115-122)

Here Paul looks at the unmarried.  He uses the term concerning virgins, verse 25.  He says he “has no charge from the Lord.”  He has no direct commandment.  But he speaks to them as one who can be trusted.  His opinion is offered.  His advice is not however trustworthy because of who he was but because of the mercy of the Lord.

Paul first makes this observation (vs 26) that “it is good for one to remain as he is.”  This is because of “the present necessity.”  It may be that Paul in using this kind of language, “the present necessity” is quoting the Corinthians.  As we have noted they had a number of slogans and this may have been one of their slogans that they were using. We're not certain what the “present necessity” was.

Some have suggested that it was the troubles that would precede the second coming of Jesus Christ.  But Paul ordinarily does not speak of the troubles and difficulties  that precede the second coming as a necessity.  So this would seem as strange language to Paul to describe the event that precedes the second coming of Christ.

Some think he is referring to the messianic woes which were anticipated in the sufferings of Jesus Christ.  This may be what Paul has in view.

By the Christians union with Jesus Christ in death they already have enough troubles.  They were bearing the cross.  Why should they add to these troubles by assuming marital responsibilities by seeking marriage with all of its responsibilities and troubles?  

The Corinthians probably drew this conclusion:  The unmarried is wiser if he does not marry. Paul would probably agree with this.

Paul adds this (vs 27) “If the unmarried does marry, he should not seek release from his marriage.”  The married and the unmarried should remain as they are.

The implication here (vs 28) may be that some were seeking to get rid of their mates on good grounds.  But against the tendency at Corinth to despise marriage Paul said, “if you do marry you have not committed any sin.”  Apparently some of the Corinthians viewed marriage as a sinful kind of relationship.  If a virgin marries, says Paul, she has committed no sin.  Evidently the Corinthians stressed that the unmarried should remain single

In verse 36 we will note:  that Paul uses the concept “virgin” with a rather specialized meaning.  But here in verse 28 it does not seem to have the same meaning.  It's meaning seems to be more general.  Therefore we should translate verse 28, “if you a girl marry you've committed no sin.”  Men and women are free to marry but if they do they will have trouble in the flesh.  Paul uses this concept “flesh” in a special sense in some passages.  But “flesh” here does not seem to have the same theological significance like it had in a passage such as Romans 8.  But here it refers to a physical sphere and involves the responsibilities that goes along with marriage.  Paul tries to spare them from this kind of trouble.

Paul takes up another concept here (vs 29).  He says, “that the time is short.”  
What does Paul mean here?
Some think this refers to the second coming of Christ and that Paul expected this advent to occur within his life time.

It could refer to circumstances at Corinth which were similar to conditions which would exist before the end. Paul may see in the conditions at Corinth parallels to what will occur when Christ comes again.

This expectation “the time is short” is known as the imminent (to happen immediately) expectation.  This is the technical language that scholars often use in speaking of this.  We should make a distinction between the imminent expectation and the immediate expectation.  The imminent expectation indicates that Christ could come at any time and people lived in that light.  But the immediate expectation leads one to set a date and insist that Christ could come tomorrow, the next day or in a year.

In light of this “the time is short” Paul gives the people of Corinth some advice.  “Men who have wives are to be as though they had none.”  In verses 31 and 32 perhaps will give us some direction in our understanding of this statement.  These verses indicate that the present form of this age is passing away.  That is the social and commercial institutions were passing away.  The husband's thought is concentrated on pleasing his wife.  So the age, the social institutions are in transition, but the husband seeks to please his wife.

In light of these two facts the husband should realize that though the institution of marriage shapes his life that it is passing away.  In heaven there will be neither marriage nor giving in marriage, Mark 12:25.  The husband then should begin to prepare for heaven.  Not by divorcing his wife, not become celibate, not by becoming ascetic and not by ceasing to enjoy her fellowship.  But rather he is to be devoted to the Lord as though he did not have a wife to distraction.  He who lives in the service of the Lord and without entanglement in the world is indeed a free man.  This is where freedom is found.

Paul adds another statement (vs 30) that is rather significant to this.  “Those that weep rejoice, by you the world should be as though they did not leave any thing.”

What is Paul calling for here? (vs 31) 
His point is that none of these things have the final word.  A man must not let himself get lost in these:  not lost in laughter and joy; not lost in weeping and tears; not  lost in buying and selling.  Those who buy and use the world, those who are involved in the social relationships of the world should not be absorbed by them.  
Why? 
Because the form of this world is passing away.  It is temporal.  The social institutions that are so much a part of all, of our lives are viewed by Paul as temporal and for us not to worry about this world.

Freedom from Anxiety (vs 32)
Here he looks at the unmarried man.  
In what way does Paul use this concept “freedom from anxiety?” 
There a couple of interpretations of it.

The first is that the unmarried  is anxious in how he may serve (please) the Lord.  He should not be anxious in how he may please the Lord by meritorious works.  These works are of the world and thus he should not be caught up in the spirit of the world of seeking to please the Lord by meritorious works, by works of righteousness.

On the other hand, we may take this in a good sense.  The unmarried does well to be anxious about the things of the Lord.  Therefore Christians are likely to be anxious but anxiety about the things of the Lord is good.  It is not clear what Paul has in mind here but the context may somewhat support the latter: that it is a good thing to be anxious or concerned about the things of the Lord.

Paul now talks about the “married man.” (vs 33)

His interest is divided as a Christian.  He is obligated to his wife.  If he took no thought for his wife he would be unfaithful to his marriage vows.  So, the married Christian man finds himself with a divided mind.  The misfortune is NOT that he is married, but that he has a divided mind.

Paul then speaks about the “unmarried woman and the virgin.” (vs 34)

He states that they are anxious about the things of the Lord.  It is difficult to decide if Paul intends here to refer to two different groups.  The unmarried woman and the virgin.  An unmarried woman might be a virgin.  It could be here that Paul has in mind one group and he views the virgin as an explanation of the unmarried woman. The unmarried would not be a widow, but a woman without sexual experience.  Of course we cannot be certain exactly what Paul has in mind by using these two concepts.  That is whether he intends to make a distinction between the unmarried and the virgin or not.  Or to use the concept virgin here as an explanation of the concept “unmarried.”

Let us note what Paul says here about the unmarried woman.  She is anxious about the things of the Lord. 
Why? 
Paul states, “that in order that she may be pure in body and spirit.”  In light of this an unmarried woman might have wished to sanctify her body by abstinence from sexual relations.  We need to understand at this point that this is inconsistent with Paul's teaching, “that all Christians must be holy in body.”   That she may be holy in body and spirit might have been a slogan of the Corinthians and especially that of the ascetics.  Paul did approve of this, but would not have confined it to the unmarried.  And this was the contention of the ascetics apparently that really only the unmarried could only be holy in body.  The married could not.  But for Paul all Christians must be holy in body and spirit.

The point here is:

That the circumstances might have justified remaining unmarried but that state was not essentially superior as the ascetics were insisting it was.  Remain unmarried they said so that you may remain holy in body and spirit.  Therefore this would view marriage basically as sinful.

The second observation about the unmarried (vs 35) is that “they are to wait on the Lord with seemliness,” says Paul, “and without hindrance.”  That is without the anxieties, the difficulties of marriage.  We want to note that this is not a rule.

(vs 36-40)  Paul here deals with the virgins:

There are several interpretations of these verses. 
One rather prominent interpretation is that the reference is to a father and his virgin (that is his virgin daughter).  At the age of marriage a girl could not marry without the permission of her father.  This was quite standard in the ancient world.  The father had absolute authority.  But here in view of this particular interpretation what is suggested is this:  If a father thought he was being unfair by restraining his daughter from marriage, he should not hesitate to let her marry.  If she passes the age of being fully developed it would be natural for her to marry. By allowing her to marry the father would commit no sin.  Now this particular interpretation assigns to the word in this passage (υπερακμος) meaning at the age of marriage.  But there are a couple of problems that we have with this particular interpretation.  

One is that the normal meaning of  υπερακμος is not at the age of marriage.  This Greek word is a compound word.  The word can mean strong passion or it can signify past one's prime or past marriageable age or past the bloom of youth.  

The second problem is that the girl in question is described as a virgin.  And ordinarily a father would not think of his marriageable daughter as his virgin but rather as his daughter.  So these are two problems that are connected with this particular interpretation.

Second, another interpretation that reflects what Paul has in view is that he is dealing with spiritual marriages.  This was a man and a woman living together without physical relation.  The strain might have been too great, greater than some could bear at Corinth.  Perhaps the ascetics insisted that the couple should maintain the status quo and not consummate their marriage.

Paul, however, under these circumstances favored the marriage becoming a normal relationship.  There would be no sin he says.  But there is one problem with this interpretation.  It is this;  As far as we know, spiritual marriages were not in practice in the middle of the first century.  This practice did develop in the Church later.  And perhaps as early as the second century A.D.  Because we have no evidence of spiritual marriages earlier than the second century this interpretation is open to some doubt.

Third interpretation is that the man and woman that are in question here were engaged to be married.  They could have come under the influence of the ascetics at Corinth.  And the man could have felt that it would be unseemly to carry out their planned marriage.  It may seem strange to speak of a man's fiancé as his virgin, but the woman in question was a virgin.

So, Paul's advise is (in light of this particular interpretation) if a man is passionate for his  fiancé, let them marry.  They commit no sin.  Now this would fit this meaning 
(υπερακμος ) which signifies strong passion.  This seems to be a better interpretation than the other two.  There are a couple of things which support this particular interpretation.  One is that “he who marries a virgin does well,” and “the one who does not, does better.” (vs 38)  Paul states. 

The verb that is translated here (γαμιζω) has the same meaning as γαμεω in verses 33 and 34.  Morris makes a distinction between these two.  The first one means “to give in marriage.”  This signifies to enter into a relationship of marriage.  Morris sees this thin as a reference to a father who might have restrained his daughter from entering into marriage and Paul advises him to give her in marriage. The distinction that Morris makes here may not be a sound basis for the interpretation here.

The second observation here is:  that the Corinthians probably had raised a question that led Paul to say what he did here. 
The question was this, “will it not be better for an engaged couple to refrain from going on to marriage?  
In view of the circumstances it would be better, but Paul said, if they marry they commit no sin.  They do well.”  So, again Paul will not allow for the ascetics twisting marriage to be something that is basically sinful.  This third interpretation is probably what Paul had in view.

Widows (vs 39, 40) here Paul looks at another group, the widows.

The Corinthians asked him, “should widows remarry?” A wife is bound to her husband as long as she lives but if her husband falls asleep (should die) she is free to marry whomever she desires.  But Paul does qualify it.  “She is to marry in the Lord.”  That is, she is to marry a believer.  Perhaps this was against the ascetics at Corinth and Paul makes it clear again that there is no evil in marriage.  The widow is permitted to remarry but Paul is of the opinion that she will be happier is she stays as she is, to remain unmarried.

Paul adds here (vs 40) in concluding this Chapter, “I think also that I have the Spirit of God.”  “I too” perhaps suggests that the Corinthians claimed authority for their opinion.  Likewise Paul lays claim to the Spirit who leads men into all truths.  So he wants the Corinthians to understand that he too has the Spirit of Truth, the Spirit of God that leads men into all truths.

MID-TERM

Disorders in Public Worship (Ch 1:2-14:40)

The Veiling of Women (11:2-16)  
Paul deals with the relation of man and women in public worship.  

Paul (vs 2) praises the Corinthians for holding fast the tradition.  The traditions were the central truths of the Christian faith.  They were first passed on by word of mouth.  Apparently Paul received these from his predecessors in the Church.  The Church found it necessary at an early date to formulate its understanding of the person and work of Jesus Christ.

Here and there we have creedal materials in Paul's letters.  Pieces of creed that were put together before Paul's conversion.  So he incorporated here and there in his letters some of the creedal material that his predecessors in the Church had put together.  He had passed on to the Corinthians these traditions that had circulated by word of mouth and perhaps some of them in written form.

So, what Paul has said thus far may cast some doubt on whether the Corinthians had been as faithful to the traditions as they should be.  But here he seems to take their claim at face value.  He says, “you have held on to the traditions which I delivered unto you.”

The Principle of Headship (vs 3)

The word “head” has a number of meanings in scripture.  The word in the Old Testament at times refers to rank.  For example, the ruler of the community is referred to as the head in Judges 10:18.  In 1 Chronicles 9:1 it is used of God, “You are exalted, the exalted head above all.”  It is also in Psalm 118:22 used of the Messiah, “the stone has become the head of the corner.”  In Greek or Hellenistic thought it was used to refer to the outstanding part of something or to the origin of something.  The idea of origin is strongly suggested by verse 8 “man was not made from woman,” states Paul, “but woman from man.”  Paul does not teach man is the lower of woman, but he is the origin of her being.  (Genesis 2:18-23) bare throughout.  This originating relationship suggests a subordinating relationship.  That is woman is not essentially in her existence subordinate to man but in function she is.  Within the order of society she is.

So, what we are assuming here is that “head” signifies origin and therefore the relationships that are set forth here does not suggest subordination in essential existence.  Woman is not essentially subordinate.  She is also superior in her essential existence to man.

Paul says, “that Christ is the head of every man.”  This should be understood it seems in light of Christ's agency in creation.  In the prologue of John's gospel we are told that nothing has come into existence except that which He created..  Colossians picks up on this same idea. It says that “through him all things were created.”  So this should be understood in light of His agency as Creator.  1 Corinthians 8:6 states, “one Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things.”  Christ is the head of every man by the virtue of His role in creation.

Then Paul adds, “that God is the head of Christ.”  This does not mean that Christ is a created being or that He is inferior in His essence in His essential existence to the Father.  Christ's existence is in God, as the woman's existence is in man. Man's existence is in Christ.  In Christ all things were created, Colossians 1:16.  So as mediator of salvation He is dependent on and obedient to the Father.  But that is a subordinating function, not subordination of essential existence.

The reason why Paul has laid out here the principle of headship is that on the basis of this principle he draws some implication for worship.  So he places worship within the context of this principle. The principle of headship.

So we want to move to worship (vs 4) and see what Paul says about worship. Keeping in mind here that he is operating within the context of this principle.  He says, “man must be bare headed when taking part in worship.”  This was the reverse of Jewish practice.  The Jewish man always prayed covered.  
The problem here is, what Paul has in view.

Head here in this context seems to refer to the physical head.  The Greek prepositions here refer to “hanging down the head.”  This may refer to veil, but the word for veil does not appear here.  This may refer to long hair, having hair hanging down.  According to that man is barred from having long hair and a woman from having her hair cut off.  It is difficult to decide which Paul has in mind.  But we will proceed on the assumption that he has reference to a veil and that a man should not wear a veil, thus the woman should.

Paul makes this assertion here “that it is a shame” or “dishonors his head.” 
What does Paul have reference to here? 
There are a couple of interpretations that have been proposed regarding this. 
One:  This interpretation refers to it as the physical head.  The uncovered head according to this is a sign of freedom.  The uncovered reflects that man is created in the image and glory of God.  So it would be a disgrace to veil it, to cover it up.  The Jewish custom was for man to cover his head but some feel this custom was laid aside.  It was reversed in the Church.  That the men of the new age worshiped with uncovered heads, following, perhaps, the example of Jesus Himself. The woman who became followers of Jesus wore veils.  And this custom continued in a number of the Churches.  It was a custom within the Church which was somewhat different from that outside the Church and the basis for it was that Jesus was uncovered when He worshiped.

A second interpretation is that at the head of every man is Christ.  Man's covered head dishonors his supremacy and glory.  Man was created as the capstone of God's creation.  The uncovered head signifies glory and supremacy of the head of all men, Jesus Christ.  So head here would be interchangeable with Jesus Christ. To veil or to cover the head would be to rob the head of a chief function, namely, reflecting the glory of Christ.  By this Christ would be robbed of the mirror that reflects his glory, robbed of the mirror that should reflect his splendor and majesty. If this interpretation is what Paul has in view, then in some sense he thought of the head as reflecting the glory of Jesus Christ and the man, his head is Christ, should not cover it so that the glory of Christ might be uncovered or unveiled and reflected.

Paul now looks at the woman (vs 5) in worship.  He says, “A woman should be veiled in public worship.”  At times women at Corinth prayed and prophesied in public worship.  They took quite an active part apparently in worship at Corinth.  Paul does not disapprove of this provided their heads are veiled.  The man disgraces his head by covering it, but the woman by not wearing a veil.  Some take head here to refer to her husband. But the reference later on to the shaving of the head suggests that the reference is to the physical head.

Paul says first that an unveiled woman in worship “is as if she had her hair shaven.”  
What does he give reference to?
There seems to have been in the Corinthian church a group of shorn women.  A number of shorn women could have been among Paul's first converts at Corinth.  Shorn hair was disapproved of but why we cannot say with certainty.  There is some evidence from secular writers that shorn hair was a mark of a prostitute.  We know this from our introduction that hordes of prostitutes were members of the Temple of Aphrodite.  Among the Jews shorn hair was not a sign of prostitution but rather it was a sign of mourning.(John 1:20; Jeremiah 7:29; Micah 1:16.)  But this concept seems not to apply here -- this concept of the Jews with shorn hair.

In light of this it is likely that in Corinth shorn hair was a mark of a prostitute, a fallen woman. Paul indicates here in the second place that his argument does not rest on the basis of customs.  He states in verse 14 that nature itself teaches that a woman should be covered.  To be uncovered was not only an offense to social customs but it is an unnatural act according to Paul.

The man is not to be veiled in worship (vs 70).  
Why is this?

He is the image and glory of God. Genesis 1:26 teaches us that man was created in the image of God.  The implication seems to be for man to veil his head (cover his head) would be paramount to concealing his glory.  Adam himself was created by God.  He was given his existence by the Creator.  God created him to serve his purpose.  Therefore man in fulfilling that purpose is to bring glory to God.  He brings glory to God chiefly by being an obedient creature but if man covers (veils) his head the implication here is that he obscures that glory.  He obscures God's image and glory in which he was created.  Therefore it seems that Paul thinks of man's glory as residing on his head in some sense of the word.

Paul gives us some commentary on the above here (vs 8, 9).
First he says that woman is the glory of man.  What follows here is an explanation of that.  Woman came from man.  Woman was made from the rib of Adam, Genesis 2:2.  Woman was intended to be a helper of man.  This is an appeal here to creation but Christians are still a part of God's creation.  They remain created beings.  When one becomes a believer he does not cease to become a part of the created order.

We are sure that Paul in Galatians 3:38 where he says there is neither male nor female in Christ does not mean that in Christ sexual distinctions cease to be.  It is clear here that Paul insists on the maintenance of sexual distinctions.  Though he says that woman is the glory of man and thus retaining here the relation of man and woman on the basis of creation, he adds another significant statement.

That statement (vs 10) is this “that the woman should have authority on her head.”  The word here is εξουσια, authority.  What we would expect is “veil” that the woman should have a veil on her head, but this is not what Paul says.  She should have authority on her head.  

Then he adds “for this reason.”  
The question is, “for what reason?” 
 For this statement, “for this reason” could look back to what he has just stated, that is, “that woman is the glory of man” and it is for that reason that she is to have authority on her head.

But there is another possibility here and that is it may look forward that she is to have authority on her head because of the angels.  The reference here to angels is quite problematic.  
There are various views as to what Paul has in mind here.  They are as follows:

One – he has reference to Genesis 6:1ff.  Where w are told that the sons of God (angels) assaulted the daughters of men.  Against such an attack in public woman must have authority over their heads because they needed protection from the bad angels, according to this interpretation.  This assumes that bad angels in public worship would lust for unveiled women and that unveiled women would be in danger in public worship.  The woman needs to be veiled for protection against such angels.  It is not clear how the wearing of a veil could serve this purpose. 

Second – It seems better to assume that Paul thought there being guardian angels and that they function as guardians of the created order and any departure from the order prescribed by creation would offend the angels.  By creation the man is head of woman.  In Chapter 4:9 may give us some direction.  In view of this we may think of angels as observers of the created order. In Chapter 4:9 Paul states that the apostles became spectacles to the world, angels and men.  Not only that but also at Qumran there was the belief that any departure from  due order in the assembly would offend the angels.  So in light of Chapter 4:9 and the Qumran view it seems that what Paul has in view here is that angels are present with us at worship, that is good angels.  It is important then what he angels behold in public worship.
In view of this interpretation then where does the problem of εξουσια fit in?  
Why does Paul say she must have authority on her head rather than a veil?  
We would expect a veil in light of his discussion so far, but the word is authority.  This word εξουσια does not mean protection or a sign of submission to her husband (that is to her husband's authority) perhaps her place in public worship explains εξουσια (authority).  In her being she is to reflect the glory of man.  Man is her head.  But in public worship she is to reflect the glory of God.  She is to glorify only God.  If she prays uncovered (vs 12) she would reflect the glory of man.  She would be reflecting the glory of man and not the glory of God.

While Paul's appeal here is theological this likely refers to a local pastoral problem.  This pastoral problem likely was that men were attracted by the uncovered hair of the woman in public worship and so the women being unveiled in the Church worship were distracting the men from worship.  Their attention was averted from the worship of God to that of uncovered women.

But (vs 14, 15) why does Paul speak of authority on the head rather than a veil.? 
Without a veil the woman in the ancient world was assumed to have low morals.  The veil was a sign of her authority or of her dignity or of her virtue.  The woman who prayed or prophesied in the assembly was not to discard the veil.

Then (vs 11, 12) Paul adds this, he does not want to leave the impression that man should center himself as being essentially superior to the woman.  So he notes in the next place the interdependence of man and woman.  This is in accordance with the purpose of God.  What does he say of man and woman on one another.  He says that the woman was taken out of man but on the other hand man comes through woman.  Each in other words owes their existence to the other.  Either would become extinct without the other.

Then Paul adds this statement, “all things are from God.” 
Both men and women have their existence in God. 

Paul now returns to the woman's dress (vs 13). 
He appeals to common sense. 
He says here, “decide among yourselves.” that is as Christians use your mental powers, 
“Is it fitting for a woman to pray uncovered?”  
The answer was obvious at that time, it was not fitting. It brought reproach upon the Church because an uncovered woman was looked upon as one who had fallen.

Paul proceeds here (vs 14, 15) to give us a bit of exposition regarding again the dress of a woman and especially the matter of long hair.  He says that nature teaches that it is a dishonor for a man to have long hair.  On the other hand a woman's long hair is her glory.

God has made men and women different from each other.  One sign of the difference is the quantity of hair.  The sign therefore should not be disregarded.  It is a sign that distinguishes.  

The question at this point is why does Paul touch on this matter, that is the quantity of hair that distinguishes man from woman? 
 Perhaps the concern here is that of homosexuality.  Therefore it was not fitting for a woman to get all of her hair cut off because that would obliterate the sign that identified her as woman.  If she would have had all of her hair shorn (cut off) then it would have been easy to confuse her with a man.  
Paul gives us two reasons why shorn hair is not appropriate for the woman.

First – Long hair is a glory to her.  According to 11:7 human beings give glory to God by being what they are intended to be.  In being what they intended to be they bring glory also to themselves.  There is no higher glory that they can achieve.  For a woman to wear her hair unshorn was a mark of womanhood and that she was fulfilling her purpose in creation and what purpose was that?  It was the glory of man.  But if she cut all of her hair off then she obliterated that sign that distinguished her from man and thus would fail to be the glory of man as she was intended to be from creation.

Second-- This second reason would be mainly that her hair is a covering.  A woman's hair is a form of covering.  Paul adds this (vs 16) “if any man is contentious about this matter let him remember that we have no such customs of woman praying and prophesying uncovered.”  There were evidently those at Corinth that were tempted to be contentious about this matter.  Paul informs them that there is no established custom in any of the Churches that allow woman to pray and prophesy uncovered.  Let us notice that there is no length of the hair specified but it becomes quite clear from what Paul says that the early Church did not set itself over against harmless social customs and conventions.

There is a problem in this passage of scripture we need to give notice to.  That is (vs 5 and 13) where Paul allows the woman to pray and prophesy in public worship provided they had on the veil.  Some understand that Chapter 14:33-36 contradict Chapter 11:5 and 13.  In 1 Corinthians 14 women are to remain silent in the Church and if they have any questions they are to ask their husbands at home.

The question is how can we reconcile these two passages? 
Chapter 11 allows for women to participate in public worship and Chapter 14 seems to disallow it.  There are a number of interpretations of this.  Some understand Ch 11:5 refers to a private house gathering and at private house gatherings women were allowed to pray and prophecy.  But there is no indication here that this is what Paul has in view.  Others interpret the verb “to speak” of Chapters 14:34 to mean “chatter” thus to avoid only outbursts of talkativeness on the part of the women Paul advises silence.  That is they were given to chatter (meaningless talk) and thus he reminds them to remain silent and not to create disorder within the Church.  Actually the very “to speak” does not ordinarily in the New Testament have that particular meaning.  It is used throughout Chapter 14 to refer to “glossolalia,” “speaking in other tongues.”  And it must be remembered that there were women prophets in the early Church Acts 21:9.  

There seems to be a more defensible interpretation and it is as follows: 
 Paul had heard about a women's liberation movement at Corinth.  This contributed to disorder in public worship.  The contributions of women in worship were in order.  They could pray and they could prophesy and perhaps participate in other types of worship also.  If this had not been the case Paul would not have allowed Chapter 11:5 to stand where he clearly indicates that it is proper for women to pray and to prophesy provided they are covered.  In Chapter 14 Paul commands women to be silent for the same reason that he did those who spoke in tongues with no interpretation.  Uninterpreted glossolalia did not edify the Church.  And the chatter of some women at Corinth did not edify.  So in the interest of peace and harmony within the Church, Paul commanded them to be silent.  There could have been heated arguments between wives and husbands and this could have given rise to the command.  God is not a God of disorder, but of peace. 
NOTE:  Most scholars go along with this interpretation,.

The Lord's supper (11:17-34)

The Offenses (vs 17-22)

The Lord's Supper among the Corinthians was seen in drunkenness, selfishness, etc., prior to the supper.  There was a love feast this was a regular meal.  What the Christians did was that they brought their food together and pooled it.  The rich brought their expensive food and the poor (slaves) brought their inexpensive food.  This was supposed to give the poor an opportunity to get some good food.  It did not turn out that way.  The rich did not share their food with the poor.  So we see that this had become a painful situation.  If the rich wish to drink and eat their own food and not share it with the poor then they should stay at home, Paul says (vs 17).  Some ate and got drunk while others went hungry.

What may be applied in verse 22 may be a discontinuance of the love feast.  It did disappear from the Church and maybe the abuses that were associated with it during that early time were responsible for it vanishing from the Church.

In the first place let us look at the disrespect of the Lord's Supper. 
As we've indicated thus far selfishness was very much in evidence in the love feast.  Some ate and got drunk while others went hungry.  There were the rich who could bring plenty of food and there were the poor Christians who could bring very little.  The rich were full and the poor were empty.  Paul understands that this carries over into the Lord's Supper and that the abuses in the love feast did not prepare the Corinthians to partake of the Lord's Supper as they should.  The rich showed contempt for the poor.  But they also showed contempt for God who had not called many who were wise, many that were powerful or many that were of noble birth.  Due to their excesses in the love feast they were in no condition to celebrate the Supper, which was and still is the most sacred act of worship.

Paul's point is, that their error in the Supper is not due to the fact that they over value the Supper.  That's not the problem.  Their error was an un-brotherly act.  They failed to express genuine concern for the needs of others.

A Reminder of The Institution (vs 23-26)
Paul indicates here in the second place that the Supper goes back to Jesus Christ.  On the night that He was betrayed He took the bread and gave it to His disciples to eat and likewise He took the cup and blessed it and gave it to them to drink.

Paul makes this observation (vs 23). 
“I received from the Lord that which I delivered unto you.”  Note here that Paul uses the technical terms for the reception and the transmission of religious tradition.  He says “I received.” and “I delivered” (παρελαβον  [parelabon] and παρεδωκα [paredoka]).  These are technical terms for reception and the transmission of tradition. 
In what sense should we understand this concept, “I received from the Lord?”  
There are a couple of interpretations:  
One is that Paul had received the tradition from his predecessors in the Church.  That is he received it through human mediation.  Eye witnesses had reported what Jesus had said and done and this was repeated until it had reached Paul.  Thus it was from the Lord, but Paul did not receive it directly from the Lord.  He received it through human mediation.

A second interpretation involves those who insist that Paul received it directly and immediately from Jesus Christ.  And they insist that Paul received it through the Damascus road experience or through some other similar experience from Jesus Christ himself.

There is no doubt here that Paul uses the language of tradition.  For this reason some feel that Paul has reference to the originator of the tradition rather than through the person from who he had immediately received it.  If this is the case then the reference is Jesus ad the originator of it.  But Paul himself did not receive it directly from Jesus but from some other apostle or some other person in the early Church.

A third interpretation is that there is a compromise position between the above two interpretations and it is this:  Paul received the factual tradition through human mediation but he received the interpretation of it directly from Jesus.

Paul now speaks about the sacredness of the Lord's Supper (vs 24, 25, 26)  
This ordinance as we've indicated originated with Jesus Christ.  On the night he was betrayed He instituted it. 
Paul notes a number of things that indicates the sacredness of this particular ordinance.

First he speaks of the “bread.”  The bread is a token of Christ's broken body.  He said, “This is my body.”  This must not be interpreted with crude literalism.  Jesus could not have meant that the bread was literally His body (Changed into His flesh).  The fact that He was alive and could not hold his own body in His hands disproves this crude literalism.  The bread was a sign or a token of the broken body of Jesus Christ.

Second he speaks of the “wine.”  The wine is a token of His shed blood.  The New Covenant was sealed with the Lord's blood.  A covenant signifies a relationship.  At Mt. Sinai God entered into a covenant with Israel but in Jesus Christ He has entered into a new relationship (A New Covenant.).  The new covenant cost Christ His life, His blood.   His life made that covenant valid but the wine signifies Christ's life blood without which there would be no new covenant.

Third he speaks of the Supper as a “memorial of Christ's death.”  The Supper is a remembrance of the death of Christ.  It is an acted out proclamation of the death of Jesus Christ.  As we have seen Christ is the Christian's Passover where Paul said earlier that “Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.”  The Passover was a memorial meal.  It was a memorial to God's mighty act of deliverance of Israel from Egyptian bondage.  So is the Supper.  It is a memorial meal but it is more closely related to the person Jesus Christ.  The meal then is in remembrance of His death, who gave Himself on behalf of His people.  The broken bread and the wine signify God's mighty act of deliverance through the death of His son.  

Paul says (vs 26) “we do this until He comes.”  
Paul says that the Supper proclaims the death of the Lord until He comes.  This brings into focus the eschatological goal.  The celebration of the Supper recalls events on which Christian existence is based.  The repetition of it is to continue until Christ comes again.  It does not always remind us of a past event, the death of our Lord, but it proclaims the beginning of salvation and praise for the complete fulfillment.

The Church finds itself between the first and the second coming of Christ.  The Supper anticipates the second advent.  It looks back to the death of Christ but it looks forward to the second coming.  The appointed place of the supper then is between the two comings of our Lord, between the first advent and the second.  The age (period) between the two advents is where the Supper has its appointed place.  Therefore at the supper we look at retrospect to what was accomplished in the first century through suffering and death of our Lord.  Yet we look to the future in hope of what Christ will accomplish when He comes again.  He accomplished salvation in His first coming. In His second coming He will effect fulfillment of all that was initiated in the first advent.

So, really the Supper encompasses the totality of salvation history from the first coming to the second coming.  It looks to the death of Christ and the second coming of our Lord and it has its appointed place in the life of the Church in that period between those two comings.

The Practical Outcome (vs 27-34)

Paul goes on here to indicate that the Supper is sacred. 
Paul especially singles out the sacredness of it, why?  
To warn the Corinthians against irregularities in participation.  
There are a couple of things that he notes here that he especially singles out: the sacredness of the Supper.  
First he warns against unworthily partaking of the Supper.  As he has already indicated there were moral failings, greed, friction among the Corinthians and it seems that all this feeds into their celebration of the Supper.  Now to do this Paul understands it is a crime against the body and blood of Christ.  The table of the Lord was a place of greed, friction, division.  All of these were in evidence apparently in their celebration of the Supper.  And he says this is a crime against the body and blood of Christ.

What does Paul mean by “body?”  

It does not refer to Christ's literal body.  His literal body was not actually present.  The “body of Christ” in Paul's thought is the Christian community (the Church).  What was going on in the Supper at Corinth was a crime against the Church.  We can understand why it would be because the Supper was a scene of division, of greed and consequently they sinned against one another.  Not only was it a crime against the body of Christ, that is the Church, but also against the blood of Christ.  Blood signifies the saving benefits.  It was a crime against their brother and their sister in the Lord.  It was a crime against the saving benefits that Christ provided through suffering and death.  A lack of reverence in the Supper placed the Corinthians on the side of the enemies of Christ.

We need to focus our attention on the word “unworthily.” 
 This is not the same as unworthy.  We are all unworthy.  None is worthy of partaking of the Supper.  Paul's point is when he uses this word “unworthily” that each can approach the Supper properly.  The Corinthians were not approaching the Supper properly.  But to partake of the Supper “worthily” would involve moral scrutiny (critical examination) of one's life and behavior bringing one's self to that holy meal in reverence with proper respect.  But the Corinthians did not come to the Supper with respect.

Paul says (vs 28) that “each is to examine himself.” and then partake.  By examining attitudes, motives, one can make preparation to receive the elements thus profaning the Supper.  The violation of the sacredness of the Supper as the Corinthians were guilty of brought judgment.

This word “judgment” (vs 29ff) here is quite significant.  The KJV translates it “condemnation.”  This may be a bit too strong for that word. It brought judgment in particular forms, namely illness and death.  Some had been ill and some had been overtaken by death.  In other words the way the Corinthians had celebrated the Supper had brought God's judgment on them.  Judgment not however in the general sense that all men will appear before God, but judgment in a very specific sense:  cases of sickness and death.  For their excesses God had inflicted upon them physical evils.  Their ills was a sign of God's judgment.  Thus Paul urges them to be diligent examining their behavior and motives before coming to the Supper.

In the last place here the proper way to approach the Supper. 
Paul emphasizes three ways:  
First-- self-examination.  Paul urges them to examine carefully their motives and thoughts.  If they judge themselves and bring their lives in line with the sacredness of the Supper they will be spared the Lord's judgment.

Second--he adds “tarry one for the other.”  The Supper at Corinth reflected a little bit of everything except tarrying one for the other.  Divisions, greed, and the like were present.  But if they “tarried one for the other” that would serve in the interest of order and reverence.

Third – The final thing Paul says is “to realize that the Supper is not a place to satisfy your hunger.  You have homes for that.”  So do not make the Supper a common meal where you come together to satisfy the appetite.  The Supper is designed to celebrate what Christ had done and what is expected in the future.

Spiritual Gifts (12:1-14:40)

The Variety of Gifts (12:1-11)

Here Paul continues the concern for corporate worship among the Corinthians.  They had raised questions to him regarding spiritual worship and operations of the gifts of the Spirit in the public worship service.  The public worship service gave the Corinthians the opportunity to manifest the gifts of the Spirit as Paul had indicated in Chapter 1 of Corinthians. The Corinthians were not deficient in any of the gifts apparently.  They had been blessed with the many gifts of the Spirit.

NOTE:  The word that is translated “spiritual gifts” (πνευματικων) in this context has reference to “spiritual gifts” rather than to the reference “spiritual men.”

Paul appeals to the knowledge of the Corinthians.  When they were Gentiles they were led away “carried away by dumb idols” (vs 2).  This apparently refers to ecstasy that they were caught up in, in pagan worship.  So, Paul brings into focus the moments of ecstasy in pagan worship which were common to worship of that kind.  The individual often believed that in moments of ecstasy that he was indwelt by supernatural power, indwelt by his god.  So Paul here begins by appealing to their former experience in paganism.

Paul then shifts to the “unity of the Spirit.”  The Spirit here is the Holy Spirit and Paul's emphasis is that he harmonizes and unifies the Church.  
This unity that Paul emphasizes here, unity in the Spirit, is shown in three ways:

First, (vs 3) there is the unified testimony.  That testimony is Jesus Christ is Lord.  No one under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit can cry (call) “accursed be Jesus.”  No one under the influence of the Spirit anathematizes (curses) Jesus Christ.  No one that pronounces a curse on Jesus can claim the presence and the influence of the Holy Spirit.  
The question here is, what was the situation that gave rise to some anathematizing Jesus?  What situation in life did this grow out of in the community or in the world?  
Some think this reflects a kind of persecution of perhaps trials of Christians before pagan courts to preserve their own freedom and to remain secret Christians some anathematized Jesus Christ.  They cursed Him.  The problem with this as far as we know there was no widespread systematic persecution of the Church as early as the time Paul wrote 1 Corinthians.  So, what we know about the historical circumstances of this time there is no basis for assuming that Christians were being brought into court and tried and some anathematizing Jesus Christ, perhaps to preserve their own lives.

There is yet another explanation and that is:  This anathematizing developed in synagogues.  Of course the Jewish synagogues rejected Jesus Christ and some feel that it was there that Jesus was accursed.  But Paul here deals with ecstatic speech and certainly the cursing of Jesus in a Jewish synagogue would not have been associated with ecstatic speech or any kind of spiritual influence to which such activity might be attributed.  
Perhaps the situation that this developed in was simply this, that there were some Christian ecstatics supposedly under the influence of the Holy Spirit.  They cursed Jesus.  That kind of inspiration was demonic.  The confession that Jesus was Lord was the mark of the Holy Spirit.  It is the Holy Spirit that illuminates the heart and mind with regard to the significance of Jesus Christ.  So by the Holy Spirit one declares the Lordship of Christ and only by the Holy Spirit can this be done.  So Paul talks first here about a united testimony.  Jesus is Lord.

Paul next indicates (vs 4-7) that this unity of the Spirit is also shown in the “diversities of gifts.”  We have said that the Corinthians were endowed with many gifts.  Paul's point here is that these many gifts proceed from one divine person, the Holy Spirit.  There are “different ministries (administrations),” but there is one Lord. There are many operations of the gifts but there is one God, namely the Father.

Note here that this has some Trinitarian implications: the Holy Spirit, the Son, and the Father.  It is not proper to emphasize the Holy Spirit to the exclusion of the Father and the Son in the operation of the gifts of the Spirit.  The distribution is true as Paul indicates, the distribution is governed by one person, namely the Holy Spirit.  They are granted for the good of all for the edification of the body of Christ.

It might be well for us to bear in mind the context of public worship that Paul never talks about the edification of the individual, but always the edification of the body of Christ.  Of course one result of the edification of the body may be the joy and the edification of the individual.  There is one Spirit but many harmonious operations.

Paul, (vs 8-11) here lists for us the nine gifts of the Spirit.  We should not assume that these are comprehensive by any means, which encompasses all the gifts of the Spirit.  There is Romans 12 and Ephesians 4 where Paul lists gifts of the Spirit and some of those are not included in the list that are here.  The gifts that Paul list here are:  wisdom, knowledge, faith, gifts of healing, miracle working power, prophecy, discerning of spirits, different kinds of tongues.  His emphasis is concerned here that all of these are workings of the same Spirit to divide to each as He wills.  So there is a unity in the operation of the gifts of the Spirit.

Diversity In Unity Illustrated from the Human Body (12:12-31)

Paul here indicates yet another way of unity in which the Church is reflected and that is in the way of a mutual experience.  Paul says (vs 13) “for by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body.”  Baptism here refers to the rite of water baptism.  That rite (ordinance) signifies the spiritual participation of the believer in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.  This individual act reflects the very foundation of the unity of the Spirit, the one Spirit and the one body.

Body here refers to the Church.  By the Holy Spirit the Christian is placed into the one body, into the body of Christ (Church).  Regardless of a Christian's background, Jew or Gentile, slave or free, through this mutual experience they are made members of the one body.  This is the objective placement of the believer into the body of Christ (Church).  Not only had they been put into the body of Christ but also they had drunk of the one Spirit.  
So here we have indicated two facets of the Holy Spirit's work.  
One is that He places the Christian into the Church (the body of Christ) and secondly the believer drinks of the Spirit.

This then is a way of saying, not only are we baptized into the one body by the Holy Spirit but He is within us because we have drunk of the Spirit.  Thus the Holy Spirit is the source of the unity of the Church.  For each believer has the indwelling presence of the Holy Spirit within him.  Paul here then has talked about the unity of the Spirit and this is somewhat related to the unity of the body of Christ.

Paul now picks up on the concept “unity of the body of Christ” (vs 14ff) and develops it here.  
The Church as we have indicted refers to the body of Christ.  The Church as the body of Christ is the instrument which He uses to accomplish His task and is His body in that the Church received her energy and life from Christ.  Christ has a physical body but that body is at the right hand of God and is glorified.  The reference here is not to the physical body of Christ but to the body of Christ His Church.  

We need to note the number of things that Paul says about the body of Christ (the Church).  
First he likens it to a body.  The body consists of a number of members but it is essentially unified.  Only is a body healthy if all the members fulfill their function.  The arm is not jealous of the leg and the ear does not desire to do the smelling.
So Paul's point is this: 
Diversities and differences within the human body does not cause splits in it.  Likewise the same should be true of the body of the Church.  Diversity within unity. Diversity should serve in the interest of unity.

Paul then makes this statement, “that God has put members in the body as it pleases Him,” (vs 18).  God is essentially responsible  for the diversities within the body.  Each member has his part to play.  If all the members were the same there would be no body.  The many members constitute the one body and it has pleased God to be that way.  Each member has his part to play.  If all the members were the same there would be no body.  The many members constitute the one body and it has pleased God to be that way.

What does Paul conclude in regard to this matter?
One member should not despise another.  Fore one to despise the other violates the unity of the body.  Unity should exclude pride and jealousy.  All the members are absolutely necessary.

In placing various members in the body God has adjusted them.  He has adorned those uncomely members or parts with finer attire (vs 23-24).  The reference here perhaps is to the weaker and humbler members of the Church.  These should not be despised but treated with special honor.  In fact God has designed special honor for those parts naturally likened.

What is Paul's point here when he talks about this kind of adjustment, that of adorning the less honorable members with more honor?  
The Corinthians were esteeming one above the other, esteeming one member over another, but God had tempered the difference by bestowing honor on the uncomely parts.  We need to bear in mind that this is in the context of his discussion of the gifts of the Spirit.  

It may be that Paul has in mind that God has bestowed upon the uncomely parts of the body (the uncomely members) gifts of the Spirit.  Whereas the more honorable members had not received as many gifts as the lesser ones.  That is God could have adjusted the difference.

Paul makes another statement here about our discussion of the unity of the body of Christ.  He talks about “mutual dependence” (vs 25ff).

As we've already mentioned, the Church is viewed as an organism  Not just as an external organization.  So like an organism when one member of the body suffers then the entire body suffers.  Remember that Paul is dealing with the gifts of the Spirit.  If one member appears to be deficient in the gifts of the Spirit he should not be despised.  He is not the only one that suffers, but the entire Church (local body) suffers because of this deficiency.  On the other hand if one seems to have more than his share of the gifts he should not boast and the rest should not be envious. 
All should rejoice because of the bestowal of the gifts on the one, why? 
 All benefit.  The honor and joy of one is the honor and joy of all.

So the point is, if there is deficiency in gifts in the lives of some or if there is super abundance of gifts of the Spirit by some, deficiency or super abundance should not create disunion in the body.  The members are to tenderly care one for the other.  Like Paul says they are of mutual dependence within the body.

Paul next talks about “government” (vs 28ff). 
The final point here on the unity of the body (Church).  He talks about governments being conducive (helping to bring about) to unity in the body of Christ. 

In the Church God has set certain ministries, each ministry is designed to promote order and unity.  Paul indicates the various ministries that are placed within the body (Church) to promote order and unity.

Some would see here these ministries as they are outlined indicative of order of authority, whether that is the case or not is not clear.

Paul's emphasis seems to be that these ministries should contribute to unity and order in the Church. Whether he intends to provide us with a line of authority or order of authority is not too clear.  The various ministries that he singles out her is that of apostles, teachers, miraculous powers, gifts of healing, etc.  God has wisely distributed these gifts (ministries).  Not all have the same ministry.  Not all have the same responsibility in the Church.  All are not apostles, all are not empowered with the gift of healing or the gift of tongues, etc.

The point here is that the harmony and the unity of the Church depends on each doing what he can.  Each needs the other. God has blessed believers with gifts and they are to be used for the congregation for the edification of the local body of believers.  Every one is not a preacher but it may be very hard to scrub floors while the preacher receives praise.  But this is the implication, whatever God has given one to do he should do it as a ministry.  The point is that “all should be done for the glory of God,” and if all is done for the glory of God their unity will be promoted and maintained.

A Hymn in Praise of Love (13:1-13)

Paul proceeds to show them a more excellent way, the way of love.  
The Chapter basically deals with gifts and love.  He places the gifts of the Spirit in their proper perspective to love.  The attitude of the Corinthians towards the gifts had let to pride and division.  The gifts were to contribute to the common good of the Church.  All the gifts were vital and necessary to the spiritual welfare and health of the Church, but love had been neglected.  The gifts had been given priority over love among the Corinthians. But the permanence of love makes it more important than the gifts of the Spirit.

The gifts of the Spirit are for the present but love is for the present and future. Love will continue when the gifts of the Spirit cease. When the kingdom is finally consummated and the new age is brought into its fullness we will not any longer be needed.  The Corinthians had bee blessed with the gifts of the Spirit as Paul has indicated there was no deficiency in the gifts among them.  They had been endowed with all spiritual gifts. They were richly blessed with gifts but they would use the gifts without love.

The implication is that love should always temper the operation of gifts. If that is the case then the gifts will always edify, if love tempers and controls their operation.

This word “love” is somewhat problematic.
The KJV translates it “charity” (caritas?)  They must have had a theological reason for translating agape (αγαπη) as charity.  The reason was that they understood that love, like the gifts of  the Spirit properly understood are rooted and grounded in God's grace. This is what Paul wishes to do with the gifts of the Spirit, to root and ground them in God's grace.  This is why Paul tells them they have no basis for boasting, because every gift you have has been given to you .  It is a gift of God's grace.  It could be also in this context (gifts of the Spirit) that the King James translators felt that it would be more appropriate to translate it as charity rooting and grounding it by implication also in the grace of God.

The ideas that are associated with love/charity in our society today as the way we understand them do not have the same meaning or understanding as Paul sets forth in 1 Corinthians 13.

Paul here (vs 1) starts out with emphasizing the emptiness of all the gifts without love.  
He cites here a number of examples.  He begins with the gift of tongues which might be significant since the Corinthians were overemphasizing this gift.  He says, “that if a loveless Christian speaks in tongues it would be nothing more than a loud noise like a clanging cymbal.”  “If the one spoke in glossolalia or tongues hath love and his message was interpreted it would edify the entire Church.”  
The point is:

If love is absent the operation of the gifts will have very little influence on the congregation.  It will amount to nothing.  So here this gift that the Corinthians had taken so much pride in really was of no avail unless love was in operation.

Another example was the “gift of prophecy”
(vs 2)  There were those among the Corinthians who thought of themselves as bright and shining lights in the local congregation. What they had said was likely true, but it was not said in love.  Paul used the expression in Ephesians 4:15 where he speaks of “truthing in love.” 
The point Paul makes is:

A man may bent his hostility on the congregation however he is not motivated by love but by frustration and disappointment.  He may think of himself as a shining light but what he really is, is a psychological case and has failed to follow the example of prophecy.

The next example Paul points out is “knowledge.” 
 There is an unusual combination here, knowledge of all mysteries and revelation and all relevant knowledge of insights.  So what Paul has done is combine the mystic insights of the prophet with that of the philosopher, insights into the mystery of revelation with mental grasps and insights.  The implication is that there was those among the Corinthians who were inflated because of  their learning and spiritual insights.  Intellectual achievements and spiritual insights can make a man an intellectual and spiritual snob. Apparently this described some among the Corinthians.  God does not need man's ignorance but learning and spiritual insights without love ca result in cold detachment and pride.  I may know everything there is to be known but if I have no love I am nothing, says Paul.

Another example Paul uses to indicate the emptiness of gifts and spiritual endeavor is that of “faith.”  This is a particular kind of faith, a faith that removes mountains, a miracle working faith.  This is a faith that makes what is impossible, possible. 
But what is Paul's point here?  
It is that this kind of faith must be merged in love.  Faith devoid of love can be rather cold.  For example, a young person may be having a hard struggle in his Christian life but an old seasoned Christian warrior may say my faith enables me to live a victorious triumphant life.  Those are words no doubt of faith but they are words devoid of love and understanding.  Faith must be merged in love.  Faith must be tempered with love.

Paul (vs 3) uses yet another example that we may describe as “philanthropy.” 
The implication is that regardless how poor a person may be that what he gives may proceed from low motives.  One may show conspicuous generosity but it may signify nothing.  Those who make sacrifice to help others without love have hidden selfish motives.  Usually expecting some recompense that is not apparent.  If I done out all my property, Paul says and have not love it will profit me nothing. Giving without love often is nothing more than pride.  It is not real giving.  Pride and selfishness really know nothing of the spirit of giving.  Charity as we understand the term is an act of giving but love (agape) is the spirit of giving.  So Paul says to give your body to be burned without love does no good.

Why does Paul use this particular illustration, “giving your body to be burned?”  
Some have suggested that this may reflect persecution, that the Church was persecuted and some gave their lives.  Some lost their lives by being burned at the stake.  But the problem with that is that there was no widespread persecution of the Church till the Neronian persecution and those occurred considerably later than the time Paul composed 1 Corinthians.  So, apparently this is not what is in view. Paul's point seems to be simply that if I give myself up to the most painful ordeal to death by burning and have not love even this is no credit to me.

Paul next talks about the “nature of love” (vs 4ff). 
Paul really never really defines love but he tells us what it is like.  He tells us what it does.  He alludes to its qualities.  He says love suffers long.  The Greek renders it “patient.”  This is Characteristic of God according to Romans 2:4.  This signifies basically a patience not with difficult circumstances but with provoking persons.  Patience not with circumstances but with people.  Green New Testament scholars such as J.D. Lightfoot explains it as the spirit that never retaliates.  Love then is slow to anger.  It is patient.

Love is “kind” Paul says.  It is supposed to render service to others.  A man can be religious but not kind.  Paul was religious before his conversion but he wasn't kind.  He was a persecutor of the Church.

Love does not “envy.”  It is not envious of the possessions of others nor of their superiority.  Love does not covet for it does not desire things for itself as much as it desire s things for others.

Love is not “boastful.”  Love involves a spirit of humility.  It is not impressed with its worth but its unworthiness.  It is not impressed with its merit. It is not boastful.  The Corinthians did not have a great deal to boast about except their sins. As we have noted they did boast a great deal.  They boasted in their preachers and in their gifts because they have not properly understood the very foundation of their community which was a great deception.

Love is not “inflated” with its own importance.  It is not egotistical.  Egotism makes one feel that laws of morality do not apply to him.  That he should be committed and has every tight to do his own thing regardless of whom it hurts.  But love does not think of one's own importance, one's own right.  It's not inflated.

Love is not “rude.”  There is a quality about love that never forgets.  The quality of courtesy.  It never forgets to be courteous, polite, Christian love.  It does not behave itself unseemly.

Then Paul adds that love “does not seek its own.”  There are two groups of people.  One thinks of their own right and those who think of their responsibility.  But Paul's message here is when we begin to think of our own rights.  Then we have departed from the Spirit of God.

Love is not, Paul adds, “easily provoked.”  It is able to avoid aggravation.  It is not at false purposes with its fellowman.  Anger may be holy for Jesus Himself manifested holy anger.  But it often is no more than sinfulness.

He says love “remembers no wrong.”  Love does not keep a mental list of wrongs that it has suffered.  The word here is (λογιζοται) which signifies the keeping of records.  The point here is that love does not keep a record of wrongs suffered of wrongs received.  It does not brood over those wrongs.  Love enables us to forget this and frees us from suspicion.

Love “rejoices in the truth.”  Love wants the truth to prevail.  It wants the truth to be fully uncovered and when it is, when it prevails love rejoices and truth here is nothing less than the gospel.  Love rejoices in the vindication and the progress of the gospel of Jesus Christ.

Love “endureth all things.”  It can outwear anything and everything.  It will never drop out of existence.  Love is here to stay.  Love is part of the final state of the glorified believer.  The gifts will vanish.  They will cease.  But love will continue on.

Love “believes all things.”  (beareth all things)  The literal translation does create some problems.  Parry the French scholar has noted that probably the implication is that love maintains its faith, namely in Jesus Christ.  But certainly Paul does not wish to say that love believes everything because he has insisted in 1 Corinthians that the Corinthians discerned between true and false wisdom and they should not have believed false wisdom.  In light of that perhaps Paul believes the best.  Love looks for the good about a person or a situation and by those things rather than amplifying the bad and the evil or as Parry has suggested love maintains belief or faith in Jesus Christ and what He has done.  :Love therefore is triumphant.

Paul at this point (vs 13) after listing all the qualities of love, he now emphasizes the superiority and supremacy of love.  
That is the statement that seems to put it all together and it indicates the uniqueness of love.  There are three terms we need to look at really in verses 8-13.  They are Permanence, complete and graces.

First the term “permanence” which characterizes what Paul says here in regard to love, faith and hope.  He says that the imperfect, the partial will be done away with.  The imperfect and the partial are prophesying, tongues, and knowledge.  The complete and the perfect will supercede  the partial and the imperfect.  Such things as prophesying, tongues, and knowledge will not be essential to the glorified state, the resurrection life of the believer.  So the temporary, the partial, the imperfect will be terminated.

Paul illustrates this for us.  He illustrates it the termination of the partial by the transition from childhood to adulthood.  Transition from the child to the man.  He sees the present state of the believer as that of a child but when the new age is finally completed then that which characterizes his life, the life of the believer that which is part of such as prophesying, tongues, limited knowledge, all these will be terminated for then will he have become a spiritual man and will no longer need those spiritual gifts that aided him in his childhood.

Paul's point here is that when that comes to pass, when the temporary is discontinued, love, faith, hope will abide.  Love abides along with faith and hope.  It will not fail when the kingdom of God is consummated.  These gifts will cease.  But love will continue.  But Paul's point is that love is permanent.  It is here to stay. It's present and it will remain in the future.  It will know no end.

Secondly, Paul also emphasizes that love is “complete.”  Our knowledge is incomplete for we know in part and we prophecy in part.  Though God has given a perfect revelation in Jesus Christ the believer does not always comprehend it perfect in this old age.  But when perfect knowledge comes the partial will be done away.  Childish things will be put away in maturity. Man's vision is limited now.  It is though he were looking through a mirror that was made at Corinth. Such a mirror was made out of metal, a highly polished kind of metal.   Its reflection was highly imperfect.  So the believer now sees the realities and understands the truths of God in an imperfect manner.  Divine realities are not always clear to see but the glorified Church (believers) will have a perfect apprehension, a perfect comprehension for they will know that they are know God.

Prophesying is Superior to “Tongues” (12:1-25)

The emphasis is on the proper use of spiritual gifts. The Corinthians had misused the gift of tongues.  Gifts are granted to be used but not selfishly.  Edification of the Church must always be in the forefront.  Worship must always be understandable.  At this point the Corinthians had failed due to no interpretations.  Speaking in tongues in their services was often meaningless.  What they must have done was come together and turn their worship services into devotional types of services and everybody spoke in tongues at will.  In these kinds of services there is very little place if any for corporate worship and there is very little if any edification of the Church.  The individual may be edified, but the Church as a whole receives no building up or no edification under those conditions.

Paul lays down here a principle. 
 It is that public worship is to be edifying. “Let all be done for edifying,” Paul says.  He also states another principle. “Let all be done in decency and in order.”  Several speaking in tongues at the same time in Corinth was a violation of both of those principles.

Paul in verses 1-6 compares tongues and prophecy.
He stresses growing in love and seeking spiritual gifts.  Paul desired that they pursue love and seek spiritual gifts.  Note how he places these side by side, love and spiritual gifts. Love would serve if it were present in worship.  Love would serve because of edification.  For love will make one  interested in others and will temper the operations of the gifts of the Spirit so that the edification of all is promoted.  Paul here makes a comparison between tongues and prophecy so that the Corinthians will know what the proper place of tongues is in worship.

First, Paul talks about the nature of tongues.  What he is bringing in to focus at this point is what we might describe as devotional tongues.  Tongues that edify the individual and not the entire body of believers. In describing these kinds of tongues Paul first says that they are unto God.  He who speaks in another tongue speaks not to man but unto God.  These are devotional tongues, tongues that serve the purpose of the edification of the individual believer.  God alone understands devotional tongues.  They are to serve as Paul says with mysteries.  The content of tongues is of the Holy Spirit through the speech organs the Holy Spirit utters mysteries.  The speaker and God share hidden truths which others are not permitted to share.  These are for personal edification of the speaker.  The operation of tongues in Church worship is not primarily for the edification of the individual but for the edification of the entire local Church of the believers present in worship.

Paul's point here is:
Uninterpreted tongues fails to edify the Church.  Tongues for the personal edification of the individual should be channeled through private devotions.  Or to that part of the worship service that has been converted to a devotional kind of service.  For example, like when the altar calls given and there the worship service is now changed into an altar service it seems that devotional tongues would be in order. It is no longer a worship service but has been converted into a devotional service where the individual is seeking personal edification for himself and perhaps in that part of the service the devotional operation of tongues has its place. But what Paul is dealing with here is the misuse of the devotional operations of tongues where people come together and speak at will in the worship and they often speak at the same time and there is no interpretation.  Without the interpretation of tongues in public worship the purpose of tongues is meaningless.  

Paul says here “that I will that you all speak in tongues,” that is that he wills that each believer has the devotional operation of tongues.  Now as we will note later on Paul makes it quite clear that not all do have the gift of tongues which is for the edification of the Church.  
Why? 
Because the Holy Spirit does not bestow upon all the gift of tongues.  He bestows upon some in the Church the gift of tongues and He bestows upon others different gifts so that a proper balance is maintained in worship and Christian service.  But Paul says, “I wish that you all speak in tongues,” speaking in tongues in the devotional sense.  It is in operation by the Spirit in which the individual is edified, but that is not to be brought into corporate worship.  It is to be relegated to that part of worship where it has an appropriate place. 

In verse 3 Paul mentions in contrast to tongues that of “prophecy. Paul says “he who prophesies speaks to man.”  In contrast the person who speaks in devotional tongues only edifies himself.  Uninterpreted tongues fails to exhort, comfort and to edify.  Edification, exhortation, and comfort are the results of the operation of the gift of prophecy.  Because uninterpreted tongues are meaningless.  Prophecy is greater unless tongues are interpreted.  Interpreted tongues equals prophecy.  But without interpretation prophecy would be of greater value.  But if tongues are given with interpretation then tongues are of value equal to prophecy.

Paul goes on here in (vs 6-9) to emphasize that the message must be understandable.  If Paul came speaking in tongues that would not have helped the Corinthians unless he would have brought a revelation or discourse or prophecy or some teaching.  The meaning of uninterpreted tongues would be uncertain.  Paul illustrates this, a flute or a harp produces a melody.  According to the laws of harmony if they make no distinct sounds how can the tune be recognized?  There will be confusion of sounds.  Take the trumpet which Paul also uses to illustrate the point.  If it is blown correctly the troops will know what to do.  They will know to retreat, attack, or to prepare for war.  However if the sound of the trumpet is uncertain no man will know what to do.

So Paul concludes here that there must be at least two things that will curtain confusion.  One is, seek to edify.  This is the emphasis of (vs 10-12).  There are many languages Paul says in the world, but they are all meaningful, not one of them is meaninglessness.  They are all meaningful.  If one is not understood in the worship service he is like a foreigner speaking in a foreign language.  The meaning of his words are not known.  To curtail this Paul urges that those who are zealous for gifts and apparently there were many of those among the Corinthians they are to seek to excel to the edifying of the Church.

Paul says something else that goes along with this idea of seeking to edify and that is to pray for interpretation.  The one who speaks in tongues is to pray for interpretation.  A person may pray in a tongue.  His mind is unfruitful.  He doesn't understand really what the message is that he has given in tongues.  Knowledge is only possible where there is interpretation.  Without interpretation of tongues how will one who does not understand know to say a meaning to the message?  To give thanks in tongues is good but the other person or persons is not edified.  It is desirable that all be edified by the thanksgiving and to accomplish this the thanksgiving must be expressed in a language that all understand or there must be an interpretation of the speaking in tongues.

Paul here determines to use tongues.  He determines to use them in prayer and thanksgiving.  In fact he is thankful for the operation of tongues in his own life.  But in the Church he prefers to speak in a known language especially if there were not an interpreter or if he himself did not feel moved to give the interpretation.

Paul next (vs 20-25) talks about the “purpose” of tongues and prophecy. 
He appeals to the Corinthians not to be Childish.  Apparently they had been.  They had played around with the gifts as though they were toys and had abused God's blessings.  They had been immature in what God had given them.

Paul says in the first place here about the purpose of tongues is a sign to the unbeliever.  He appeals to the Old Testament.  The Old Testament had spoken about the gift of tongues in a sense.  Isaiah 28:11 it is written “for with stammering lips and another tongue He will speak to His people.”  The prophet Isaiah had said these words to Israel (Jews).  They at that time were unreceptive to the prophet's message and he indicates that tongues will be used as a sign to unbelievers who at that time were Jews.  Isaiah had threatened his people who had failed to listen to him with foreign words of the Assyrians.  The Assyrians were threatening at that time.  The prophet said to them if you do not listen to me in words that you can understand then God is going to speak to you in the foreign language of the Assyrians.  Therefore tongues is seen as a sign to unbelievers.

The question is, what kind of sign is it? 
 In Isaiah's  days it was a sign of judgment.  For if the Assyrians spoke t Israel that would assume that the Assyrians had conquered a land and that God had brought Israel into servitude because of her waywardness and sin. 
Therefore tongues to the unbeliever is a sign of judgment.  
Tongues calls the unbelieving and the hard hearted to repentance, calls them to God.  But this purpose demands interpretation.  Paul argues, if an unbeliever comes in among you and he hears a flood of sounds without any interpretation he'll think you're mad or crazy. So the point here even as a sign to unbelievers tongues must be interpreted.  For without interpretation the unbeliever will have no knowledge of the meaning of the message. So it's vital that tongues be interpreted in the worship service if this purpose (sign to unbelievers) is realized.

Paul next indicates that prophecy is for believers and unbelievers. 
The unbeliever will be more readily convicted through prophecy than through uninterrupted tongues.  If the Corinthian prophecy the unbeliever will be convicted by all, Paul says.  He will be brought face to face with God and he'll realize his condition.  His heart will be pricked by the message where he can understand it. While on his face he'll worship God, Paul says, and he'll report that God is among you.  So in light of what was going on among the Corinthians speaking in tongues without interpretation Paul feels that it would be more advantageous for all concerned if they were prophesying rather than speaking in tongues without any interpretation.

The Practical Outcome (14, verses 26-33)

Verse 26 Paul goes on here and indicates that order must prevail in the diverse ministries of the Spirit. 
Each is to take part in worship.  Paul does not want to limit participation in worship to just a few.  Each is to take part in worship.  Anyone who has a gift must have the opportunity to exercise it.  One has a psalm, one has a discourse, another has a revelation, another has a message in tongues.  All these should be given an opportunity to exercise where God has given the gift operating through him.  But Paul again returns to this motif of edification and this seems to be the predominant motif of Chapter 14.  Everything is to be done to edify. 
This term “edify” is a significant word.  
It is a term from construction.  It is an architectural term.  In Chapter 4 Paul speaks of the Church in terms of architecture.  He uses terms like building and builders and foundations in referring to the local Church.  So either Paul here or there in this Chapter picks up this motif that he has introduced earlier and he takes it and sets it down within the context of public worship and indicates how the gifts of the Spirit are to buildup the Church, to edify the Church.

Paul says here (vs 27ff) two things of significance.  
One is that there must be a regulation of tongues in public worship.  If any one speaks in tongues he should not give any more than two and at the most three messages.  The Greek kata (κατα) is a preposition and it basically signifies “according to” but it often has a distributive force which is implied here as meaning “one at a time.”  If more than one spoke in tongues at the same time.  If several spoke in tongues at the same time there would be no place for interpretation.  Interpretation would be impossible.  So, Paul's point here in using this preposition with a distributive force is that on one occasion one person at a time should speak not several speaking at the same time.  But one at a time should speak and one is to interpret.  This is permitted only if there is an interpreter present.  This seems to raise a question.  Apparently in the early Church at Corinth there was one or more who was recognized as having the gift of interpretation.  The implication may be that Paul is recommending that if there is no one present that is recognized as having the gift of interpretation then the one who is speaking in tongues should remain silent.

NOTE:  For verses 29-36 see the commentary.  There were no lecture notes give on these verses.

The Resurrection (Ch 15:1-58)

Background

Paul here reminds the Corinthians of what he has preached.
“I preach unto you the death and resurrection of Christ.”  
We must bear in mind especially in Paul's thought that death and resurrection of Christ are not seen as two separate acts.  But as one act in which God accomplished salvation for human kind.  Though the death of Christ and the resurrection were separated by three days, Paul sees the two as one redemptive act of God.  This is why so often in his writings Paul places side by side the death and resurrection of Christ.  He connects them so often with the Greek conjunction  (  ??   ) in terms of God's redemptive accomplishment for Paul the two could not be separated.

Paul reminds them of what he had preached, but he had heard two things namely that especially  related to Chapter 15. He had heard in the first place that some thought they had left death behind.  That they were already living the life of resurrection.  That only the life of resurrection remained for them. Therefore there was no future resurrection.  They were already living the end time life there in Corinth (over realized eschatology).  

Yet another term fits what Paul talks about here and that is the term “grace.”  love is superior to all of the gifts and graces.  It is superior to the gifts of the Spirit.  The gifts will pass away but love will continue.  It never fails. It abides forever.  Paul says that faith, love and hope are elements of the final state.

“Faith” is the grateful and trustful acceptance of God as He is.  The recognition of a gracious God will be in order as long as He is gracious.  That is faith is an eternal mark of the true relationship between God and man.  The life in the age to come will be based on faith just as the Christian life is here.  It will be based on the grateful and trustful acceptance of God.  So faith will always be in order for it accepts God and trusting God as He is within Himself.

“Hope,” how can we abide in the age to come?  
We would view hope as giving way to fulfillment in the age to come.  Some have suggested that perhaps there will be progress or development in hope in the age to come.  Although we're not sure about this, but hope basically is a problem that God will maintain that which He has given.  It is the confidence that God will maintain that which He had given.  He has given eternal life and confidence that God will maintain that which He has given, that will be in order even in the final state, the glorified state.

“Love” surpasses all of the gifts of the Spirit as we've noted.  But also love surpasses its two other companions faith and hope. All three will endure and it is by this regard that all three are on the same footing.  Faith, hope and love are here to stay.  Love will not abide longer than hope or faith, but even the graces of faith and hope are surpassed by love.  
Why does Paul view love as a surpassing faith and hope?  
Love is a property of God.  It is an attribute of God.  God does not trust or have faith in the sense of putting His trust in some other being.  Then God would not be God.  That being whatever it might be would be God.  So God does not have faith in the sense of putting it in a being.  On the other hand God does not hope to become what He is not.  If God did not love He would not be God.  Love is an essential attribute of God.  Love is His greatest gift of all.

Also Paul had heard that the whole idea of the resurrection of the body was repulsive to some at Corinth.  He says to them: do you not know that when resurrection does come that God will give us a different body appropriate to that life?  Death had not yet been conquered Paul reminds them.  The last enemy, death has been put down then and then only can we declare, Paul says that death is swallowed up in victory.  Some of the Corinthians had assumed that it already had been.  Many had this view of over realized eschatology. So we see that the idea of the resurrection was repulsive to some at Corinth.

We need to bear in mind views that were common in the first century world and to do that we would have to say something about the Jewish, the Greek, and the Old Testament thought concerning life after death.

Among the Jews there was the Sadducees who denied the resurrection.  They also denied the immortality of the soul and just outright denied life after death.  It may have been possible that there might have been some Sadducean influence at Corinth.  We do know that there were some Jews in the Corinthian Church.  Since they were there it seems that they might have brought into the Church there some Sadduccean influence.

Then there was Greek philosophy and we're sure that the Corinthians were exposed to it day in and day out. Some of the Greek philosophers had written about the immortality of the soul and the mortality of the body.  To the Greeks the body was just a prison house.  The soul was held to a corpse.  At death the soul was free from the corpse.

Paul argues that body and soul are separated at death.  But he disagrees with the Greek idea that the body is essentially evil.  Among the Greeks there was the view that the quicker you get rid of this old body the better off you will be because the body is basically evil.  And you need to get rid of it.  It's what causes you all your troubles.  Paul maintains that the body is essentially good.  So a low view of the body may lie behind some of the material her in 1 Corinthians 15.  It seems to some at Corinth the resurrection of the body was repulsive.  The idea that a body could be raised from the dead was offensive.

Next there is the Old Testament idea of life after death.  In the Old Testament Sheol was a place of the dead.  It was a dark shady kind of existence.  But in Job and some of the Psalms and in the book of Daniel there is some hint of life after death, some hint even of resurrection.  The point here is that even the Old Testament indicates that there is something more than a dark shady kind of existence for the people of God in Sheol.  Maybe all of this provides the background somewhat to 1 Corinthians 15.

In looking at the text of Chapter 15 (vs 3) Paul talks here first about the content of the gospel.  The first element that he emphasizes is “that Christ died for our sins.”  Many scholars feel that this statement, “Christ died for our sins” is the giving of a piece of creedal material that Paul had picked up in the Church and had incorporated it at this point in this letter.  Note her that Paul uses the plural “sins.”  Basically sin or sins as used her signifies saying not to God.  It is a leaping out at God.  Saying no to God in a haughty manner.  No God, I will not have you reigning in my life.

Paul's point here is this:  
That it was this kind of attitude that Christ died for.  He died in our behalf.  But note just before that statement in verse 3 he said, “I delivered unto you in the first times, that which I received.”  Therefore Paul delivered the gospel which had been given unto Him.  This may imply that there were those at Corinth who insisted that Paul was preaching his own brand of the gospel, his own edition of it.  

But here he insists that he had delivered that which he had received, had saved the Corinthians and had given them stability.  And what was fundamental, first, “Christ died for our sins” according to the scriptures.  In the second place he was buried.  Paul wanted the Corinthians to realize that Christ actually did die. This may imply that there were those who were insisting that Christ did not actually die. There was no doubt about His death because He was buried and then Paul adds that “He was raised on the third day” (vs 4).  The burial, the death were not final with respect to Jesus Christ.  That was not His final disposition for He was raised on the third day. 
To Paul the empty tomb was of the utmost importance.  
Why? 
A dead man cannot justify.  Paul in Romans says, “God raised Him for our justification.”  The death, the resurrection of Christ are see by Paul as the fundamental act of God in accomplishing salvation.

Paul proceeds to give historical proof for Christ's resurrection.  Paul does indicate that the resurrection of Christ was attested to by eye witnesses.  This is Paul's point here that the resurrection was real.  Jesus was seen by a number of people and many of them were alive at the time that Paul wrote 1 Corinthians.  And could have stepped forward if called upon to attest the historicity of our Lord.

Paul observes that the Lord appeared to him “who was untimely born” (vs 8).  The implication of this is that the other apostles, the other eye witnesses had been with Jesus for quite awhile.  But Paul was born out of due time.  Christ revealed Himself to Paul on the road to Damascus. Paul regretted having persecuted the Church, but he was joyful that grace had enabled him to labor more than all others.

Note when Paul boasts here that qualifies it by the expression, “least of all” (vs 9) .  He looks at his ministry and he concludes that he has labored more than all but in humility he says that he is the least of the apostles and indicates to that it is by grace and by grace alone that he is what he is.  He can boast about his ministry but he turns around and roots and grounds it in God's grace and not in himself.  He admits therefore his unworthiness and ascribes his ministry and his work to god and to God alone.

The Consequences of denying the Resurrection of the Dead?  
Paul here (vs 12-19) deals with a problem connected with the resurrection, namely the denial of the resurrection. 
Without resurrection there is no gospel.  Paul realized that to deny the resurrection was paramount to destroying the gospel.  There were those apparently who at Corinth were repelled at the thought of the resurrection of the body and there were those who had thought the resurrection had passed and that it was enjoyed at least by some even then.  
But Paul indicates if Christ did not rise then what are the conclusions?  
One is that preaching and faith are in vain.   Preaching about a dead savior and faith in such a one are vain, if Christ did not rise then faith and hope are empty.

Second conclusion is that “we of all men are most miserable”  This refers to believers. The believers were to be pitied if Christ did not empty the tomb. 
Certainly more pitied than all others, why?  
The believers had denied themselves of what some would consider pleasure in this life. But if Christ did not rise up in life against death the believers would have no happiness beyond.  That would make of course any self denial here absolutely meaningless.  Paul says, if our Lord did not rise from the dead then we indeed as believers, as men of hope are to be pitied.  Their self denial would have availed for nothing.

The Consequences of Christ's Resurrection (vs 20-28)

Paul states the fact of the resurrection.  He has pointed out what the consequences are if Christ did not rise.  He states the fact that Christ is risen from the dead.  The Greek renders “Christ has been raised and is now living.”

Paul here in developing the fact of the resurrection indicates three truths: 
One is that “Christ is the first fruits of those who sleep.”  This term “first fruits” comes from the Old Testament from Leviticus 23”10-11.  The Feast of the Passover lies behind this concept “first fruits.”  The Passover was not only a feast in which Israel commemorated deliverance from Egypt, but it was a harvest festival.  At the time of the Passover the barley was ripe and ready to be gathered. Some of the barley was cut and carried to the temple and there it was  threshed and ground into a meal.  The flour was taken and offered to God.  That was the “first fruits” of what was to come.  That was the first fruits of the harvest that was to follow.  
The point here that Paul wishes to make by picking up with this Old Testament motif and using it in  connection with our Lord's resurrection is this:
Christ's resurrection was a sign of the believer's resurrection.  A sign to all believers of their resurrection which was still outstanding.  The resurrection of believers as some of the Corinthians thought had not yet occurred.  Only the first of the resurrection harvest had been gathered, namely the resurrection of Christ.  The barley could not be harvested until the first fruits were offered.  Likewise believers could not be raised until the resurrection of Christ.  We need to keep in mind when we view our Lord's resurrection that Paul understands that His resurrection and that the believers resurrection are one.  It is true that the two are separated by a period of time but as the first fruits that were presented were simply part of the harvest, the resurrection of Christ is part of the general resurrection.  So the resurrection of believers are understood by Paul to be part of that resurrection that begins with Christ emptying the tomb.  Also that that resurrection of Christ is the kind of resurrection that believers will eventually have.

Secondly, Paul emphasizes that by union with Christ all shall be made alive.  The point here is that Paul wishes to contrast Christ and Adam (1st Adam and 2nd Adam).  Through Adam's sin death came into the world.  The unity of mankind with Adam led to death.  The whole human race died in him, but all who are in union with Christ by faith are made alive.  The conquest of sin and death came through the 2nd Adam.  The second man namely Christ brought righteousness and life while the 1st man brought sin and death.  In Adam all would die.  In Jesus Christ all are made alive.

Third, Paul talks about a proper sequence as he looks at this great truth, the resurrection.  
There is a sequence as indicated here that leads up to the end. 
First Christ is raised.  This is the beginning of the eschaton, the beginning of the new age in a sense.  At least  the resurrection was decisive in introducing the final drama in human history.  Paul says then those who are His will be raised at His coming.  This brings into focus the parousia (2nd coming) of Jesus Christ.  When He returns he will keep on reigning until all enemies are put under His feet.  After putting down all rival powers including death, Christ will bring the kingdom and He will deliver it to the Father and God will become all in all.  This seems to indicate the absolute realization of God's sovereignty of the entire world.  When all has been subdued the Son Himself will be subjected to the Father.  This relates to Christ as mediator or His role or office as Redeemer.  The Father had sent Him and appointed Him Redeemer and King of god's Kingdom, but He is not subordinate in His deity (His divine nature) to the Father and even then when He is subjected to the Father there is no implication that this should involve a subordination in nature, but a subordination in function.  We don't think that this is any indication that Paul assumes that when God's sovereignty is fully realized that Christ will be any less God then He has always been.

Arguments From Christian Experience (15:29-34)

We now come to additional arguments with regard to the resurrection.  These arguments are for purpose of defending further the resurrection.  
Paul says a couple of things here.  First, what will those who baptize for the dead do if there is no resurrection? 
There could have been a local custom in Corinth of baptizing one's self or letting someone else baptize you for friends or for relatives who had died with faith in Jesus Christ, who died unbaptized, died without the rite of baptism.  This interpretation has a problem as many other interpretations do.  As far as we know vicarious baptism was not practiced until the second century.  The Mormons baptize for dead relatives and friends and use this verse, verse 29 for scriptural support.  It is not clear here whether Paul associates the Corinthian believers with this practice or not.  Some feel that he does not associate the Corinthians with vicarious baptism.  The reason is that he does not operate in first or second person here but in third person.  So we're not sure whether he is indicating that the Corinthians themselves practiced this particular rite for dead friends of relatives.

Paul's point is:

Those who do baptize in behalf of the dead are inconsistent. If they deny there is a resurrection for the dead or if they think that resurrection is already passed of course if there is no hope for them if resurrection has taken place.  We see that the uniform teaching of scripture is that by faith and by faith alone a man is saved.  Vicarious baptism or baptism by proxy have no place in Christianity.

Paul notes another fact here (vs 35ff) in defending the resurrection and that is, why should we the apostles be jeopardized every hour if there's no resurrection?  Why should the apostles put their lives in danger if there is no future hope?

If no resurrection, what would Paul's suffering the scars avail him?  Paul says, “I die daily.”  This no doubt refers to the hardships, the adversities and suffering that he encountered and bore in fulfilling his apostolic ministry.  Even the apostle says he has fought wild beasts.  Likely here Paul has in mind the abuse at the hands of wicked men who were mean and savage like wild beasts.  Some of those he encountered as his epistles and the book of Acts indicate that they were little more than animals in some ways.

Paul's point is:
All of this goes down the drain if there is no resurrection.  So, why not live by the philosophy he says of eating, drinking, and being merry for tomorrow we die?  This reflects therefore the free thinking that was so common among the Corinthians and perhaps this statement, “let us eat, drink and be merry, for tomorrow we die,” was one of the slogans of those who found the resurrection of the body offensive.

Victory over Death (15:50-58)

There are a lot of implications in verses 35-49 that we will not cover.  We want now to skip down to verse 50.
Here is Paul’s triumphant response to the questions of verse 35 “Is it possible for the dead to be raised?  With what kind of body will they come?

Having argued both for the reasonableness of a resurrection body (verses 36-44) and for its certainty (verses 45-49), Paul now emphasizes (1) the absolute necessity of transformation in order to enter heavenly existence, verses 50 and 53; (2)  the fact that both the living and the dead must be transformed, verses 51-52; and (3)  that the resurrection/transformation, which will take place at the Parousia, verse 52, will signal the final defeat of death verses 54-55.  
The answer is a transformed body -- a body in which the perishable and mortal are clothed with imperishability and immortality.  

Two further notes: (1) The preceding argument makes it certain that this revelation is predicated on the resurrection of Christ, who in his present heavenly existence has assumed a transformed, glorified body.  (2) The framework:  Eschatology is both already and not yet.  The end has begun – but they are not there yet. The one who will swallow up death at his Parousia, verses 54-55, has already through his death and resurrection prevailed victoriously in our behalf over sin and the law, verses 56-57.  So we have the exhortation in verse 58.   The Corinthians must live in hope, not in a false triumphalism that leads to aberrant behavior.  

About the Collection (Ch 16:1-11

With the triumphant words of 15:50-58 Paul has brought the essential matters between him and them, both by way of report and by letter, to their conclusion.  
However, two items from their letter (“now about”) require a brief word.
Apparently they have written for further instructions as to their part in the collection for the poor in Jerusalem. 
 So he gives instructions similar to those given in other Churches. 
Since these instructions included a word about his coming to pick up the collection, he digresses to speak about his own travel plans in coming to them, verses 5-9. 
This in turn reminds him that Timothy may very well be arriving in the meantime, so he includes a word about their reception of him, verses 10-11.  When on travel plans, he then returns to the final item from their letter:  their request that Apollos return soon, which he addresses in verse 12.  

About the coming of Apollos 16:12

Following these personal matters relating to his and Timothy’s travel plans, one would expect Paul to bring the letter to its conclusion, which in fact he will begin to do in verse 13.  But before that, he needs to address their request for Apollos to return to them.  It is a brief sentence, and is easily overlooked in light of great moments in this Epistle, but here indeed is a portion of Paul’s life that puts a considerable number of things in this letter into their proper perspective.

The final “now about” implies that this passage is also in response to their letter.  Given the nature of the problem addressed in 1:10-4:21, it is difficult to envisage any circumstances in which Paul himself would have initiated a request for Apollos to return to Corinth.  Is the Corinthians who have requested Apollos’ return.  Remarkably Paul acquiesced: “I strongly urged him to go to you with the brothers.”  Since they (Fortunatus, Stephanas, and Achaicus) are going, and since Apollos is obviously well beloved by many in the congregation, Paul urges him to go along as well.  Maybe Paul urges him as a display on his part of the complete harmony between the two of them.
Presently, Apollos is reluctant to accede to the entreaty, both of Paul and of the Church.  Perhaps he turned down the offer precisely because with Paul he resisted any implication that either of them was party to the internal strife being carried on in the Church in their names.

Two things about this request are especially significant for this letter.

First, we have here sure evidence that Paul did not consider Apollos himself responsible for the trouble that is addressed in Chapters 1-4.  Furthermore, both the request and the designation “our brother” indicate that Paul’s view (they are coworkers in ministry with no rivalry between them) expressed in 3:5-9 paints the picture as Paul really sees it.
Second, in piecing together Paul’s view both of his own ministry and his true relationship to the Church this is an extremely important point. 
For Paul several of the issues spoken to in this letter in various ways pose threats to his apostolic authority among the Corinthians.
In 3:5-23, and again 4:1-13, he puts all of this into perspective.  
The gospel belongs to God, and Him alone, and so too, therefore, the Church. 
The apostle argues strenuously, the Church belongs neither to himself, nor to Apollos, nor to them.  
The Church belongs to God through Christ, and all of its ministers, including the founders, are merely servants.  
If the Church in Corinth belonged to Paul the last person in the world he would want to return would be Apollos. 
Indeed, the compelling thought would be to keep him away for a period of time while things iced a little. 
Apollos watered what Paul had planted (3:6); and “all things are theirs’ in Christ Jesus, including Apollos (3:21-22).  
Concluding Matters – (Ch 16:13-24

Generally speaking Paul’s concluding remarks in his epistles contain (1) hortatory remarks, (2) a wish for peace, (3) greetings, including (4) the exhortation to greet one another with a holy kiss, (5) an autographic greeting, and (6) a grace-benediction.  First Corinthians follows this form with the following exceptions:  (1) there is no wish of peace; (2) a brief word of warning is inserted between the autographic greeting, and the grace-benediction, (3) the grace-benediction, which is the final item in all his letters, is followed in this instance by the personal wish of Paul’s love.
Concluding Exhortations verses 13-18

Here we have three parts.  
The first is a series of imperatives that appear to be generalized to fit any of Paul’s letters; at the same time, however, some of them in particular seem to reflect the Corinthian situation.  These are followed by the phrase, “I beseech you,” that appears elsewhere in Pauline conclusions.  As in other instances they are concerned with relationships within the community the apostle is addressing, in this case with the proper recognition of the household of Stephanas.  To this is added a word about the presence of Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus (17-18), who are almost certainly the bearers of the Corinthian letter to Paul and probably will return to Corinth with this letter.

The matters in verses 15-18 are full of interest, in terms of how these men relate to Paul, 
And to the quarrels of 1:10-12.  Without a great deal of certainty, it appears that the fact that Paul devotes this amount of space to this matter and that Stephanas at least probably represents someone who is loyal to Paul suggest that here is one more expression of the tension between the apostle and the Church.  

This first series of imperatives is as surprising as it is abrupt. 
Their presence is probably best explained formally: 
In the earlier letters, Paul seems to have developed the habit of beginning his conclusions with words of exhortation, as though reluctant to sign off without a final word of urgency.  These first four imperatives are related in that they all call to watchfulness and steadfastness as to the faith itself.  In light of all that has preceded Paul is probably urging loyalty to the gospel as they received it from him.

First, the Corinthians are urged to “be watchful” or “alert.”  
This imperative occurs elsewhere in the NT, including Paul, in eschatological contexts, urging watchfulness in light of the Lord’s return.  But it can also be a call to watchfulness with regard to the enemy (1 Peter 5:8) or to corrosive influences (Acts 20:31).  Given the full context of 1 Corinthians, the later is most likely what is intended, hence “be on your guard.”  
The second imperative, “stand firm in the faith,” is a modified version of the concern expressed in 15:1 and 58.  In Paul this verb invariably has the sense of “standing’ firm in Christ, as opposed to “falling.”  The use of “in the faith” in place of “the gospel” is clear evidence that in Paul from the very beginning this noun can refer to the content of what is believed as well as to the activity of trusting itself.
The third and fourth imperatives are calls to courage.  In the present context Paul is probably beseeching them to remain steadfast in the gospel he preached, and to do so courageously in the face of the errors and behavioral aberrations that are rife among them.

The preceding imperatives have basically to do with their remaining faithful to the gospel itself, this final one with their relationships to one another – “Do all things in love.”
“Do all things in love,” echoes Chapter 13. 
“All things” would include:

(1) The quarrels in the name of leaders in Chapters 1-3, 
(2) their attitude toward him in Chapters 4 and 9,
(3) the lawsuits in 6:1-11, husband-wife relationships in Chapter 7, 
(4) the abuse of the weak by those with “knowledge” in 8:1-10:22, 
(5) the abuse of the “have-nots’ at the Lord’s Supper, and 
(6) the failure to edify the Church in worship in Chapters 12-14.  
If they were to “do all things in love,” then these other things would not be happening.  
END
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