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FOREWORD TO THE SECOND EDITION 

The first edition of this study came into being far from any library, 

during free evening hours after heavy factory labor. I thank the 

reviewers for having treated with indulgence the obvious deficiencies 

which have their explanation in those conditions. I ask for the same 

indulgence for this new edition, which developed in the infrequent 

and oft-interrupted hours which a large rural parish left me for 

scholarly labors. 

A reworking, which those who own the first edition will forgive, 

was required not only because of many deficiencies of the old edition. 

There was also the fact that I have done further work on the same 

topic and, I hope, have learned something more. A number of essays, 

which have appeared together under the title Paulus und die Gnostiker 

(English translation in preparation), and a study of Paul and James 

(English translation by Dorothea M. Barton, 1965), cited in the fol¬ 

lowing as Vol. 2 and Vol. 3, form the immediate continuation of the 

present work. Moreover, in the meantime much important literature 

on our topic requiring consideration has appeared. I am grateful to 

the favorable and unfavorable reviewers for many a helpful criticism. 

In order to keep the price of the book within tolerable limits, 

we have refrained from resetting the entire work. This made it neces¬ 

sary to append supplementary materials in the form of postscripts. 

These postscripts, to which reference is made throughout the body of 

the book by the numbers in the margins, are found on pages 326 ff. 

Those who have used the first edition will note, moreover, that 

Excursus II has been omitted and replaced with Introduction A, and 

that in the main part of the book there is a new section: VIII. The 

Functions of the Community. 

Nothing has been changed in the aim and the conclusion of the 

work, so the remarks in the foreword of the first edition still retain 

their relevance. 

The present study was accepted in 1954 as a dissertation by the 

theological faculty of the Philipps-Universitat in Marburg, on the 

basis of the report of Prof. D. Rudolf Bultmann. I now dedicate it 

in gratitude to my honored teacher, whose lectures on the Corinthian 
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epistles awakened in me an interest in “Gnosticism in Corinth,” in 

the hope that this is not only a newly reworked but also an improved 

edition. 

FOREWORD TO THE THIRD EDITION 
The text of the second edition has been reviewed, corrected, and 

occasionally modified. The supplementary notes on pages 326 ff. have 

been expanded by some 35 pages and again refer to the section which 

first appeared in the second edition of the book. 

Since my suggestions in the foreword to the first edition were not 

always heeded, I take this occasion once again to say that the con¬ 

cern of this book is not the theology of Paul but rather that of his 
opponents. 
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INTRODUCTION A: GNOSTICISM 

A study which, like the following, does not have Gnosticism itself 
as its subject but employs the phenomenon of "Gnosticism” as a key 
in order to unlock what is still hidden, the nature and character of 
Paul’s opponents in Corinth, must first say what it means by the term 
“Gnosticism.” This is to be done in the following under the first 
division (I). The more general statements made there are then, under 
division II, to proceed into the description of a definite theological 
system which, in view of the Gnosticism in Corinth, deserves our 
special attention. 

I. General and Methodological Remarks 1 

The interest of Christian theology in the complex known as Gnos¬ 
ticism is still increasing; for more than ever, questions are being 

asked about the connections particularly of the New Testament with 
the Gnostic movement. This increasing interest is matched by a 
growing uncertainty about what is after all to be understood by "Gnos¬ 
ticism,” and this uncertainty is heightened in recent times by dis¬ 
cussions as to the proper method of comprehending the phenomenon 
"Gnosticism.” 

The church fathers saw in the Gnostic movement in general an 
apostasy, staged by the devil and standing under the influence of 
Greek philosophy, from the true and original teaching of Christianity. 
Even Harnack’s famous definition of Gnosticism as the "acute hellen- 
izing of Christianity” said nothing essentially different. The fact that 
already long before Harnack some were speaking more correctly of 
“orientalizing” rather than “hellenizing” still did not decisively alter 
this judgment. 

It was only at the beginning of the present century that the recog¬ 
nition prevailed that Gnosticism does not represent a Christian heresy 
but an independent "pagan” religion which could appear as a Chris¬ 
tian heresy only through its penetration into Christian circles and 
its association with Christian thought-material, as in the same way 
it appeared as Jewish, Iranian, or Islamic heresy, among others. Under 
the impact of this awareness, the historians of religion (Anz, Reit- 
zenstein, Bousset, and many others) asked anew about the origin of 
Gnosticism. People recognized in it some motifs—mostly mythological 
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ones—of Babylonian, Iranian, Greek, and Jewish, yes, and even of 

Indian and Egyptian beliefs. Gnosticism thus was shown to scholarship 

to be a phenomenon of the syncretism which was widespread in the 

period around the birth of Christ. It was not always seen or noted 

that Gnosticism was more than the sum of diverse mythologoumena, 

and thus it was found difficult to determine the specifically Gnostic 

as such. Anyone who saw this “more,” that is, the actually Gnostic 

element, tried to explain it in terms of the adding together of the 

individual elements. 
Over against this, H. Jonas showed convincingly in a number of 

examples that what was distinctive in the Gnostic religion could not 

be explained in terms of the combination of diverse mythological 

motifs.1 For this distinctive element is in fact more than a new myth; 

it is a new understanding of God, man, and world, and Jonas is 

concerned in his study above all to lift this Gnostic understanding 

out of the Gnostic myth by means of the methods of existential in¬ 

terpretation. Even though the Gnostic myth may be compounded of 

mythological motifs of various origins, yet the Gnostic self-understand¬ 

ing cannot possibly be. When, for example, the Gnostic imagines him¬ 

self to be imprisoned in this world as in an evil and alien world, such a 

feeling cannot be derived from Hellenism nor from Iranian religion, 

and therefore naturally not from the two together,2 even if the repre¬ 

sentation of such a self-understanding—the body as prison of the soul 

—has as its presupposition the anthropological dualism of Hellenism 

and the cosmological dualism of the religion of Zarathustra. Thus 

Gnosticism as an understanding of human existence is older than the 

religio-historical phenomenon of “Gnosticism.” 

The question as to what then Gnosticism really is has been at first 

complicated by Jonas’ new methodological beginning; for today one 

can see, in the peculiar misunderstanding of what Jonas meant, Jonas’ 

existence-analytical method played off against the motif-historical 

method of study.3 Jonas’ demonstration that the latter is “inadequate” 4 

indeed does not mean that it can be replaced by the method of exis¬ 

tential interpretation. For if one attempted to grasp and to describe 

the phenomenon “Gnosticism” by means of this latter method alone, 

1 H. Jonas, [1], pp. 25 ff. 

2 Contra, again most recently, G. Quispel, [1], pp. 223-24: "That there is a rupture 
in the deity or even that the life-will is to be denied may not be classified as Hel¬ 
lenistic or Jewish. And yet the Jewish conceptual world and the Hellenistic popular 
philosophy and astrology are sufficient to clarify the question of origin” (soil., of 
Gnosticism) ! 

3 E.g., C. Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule, p. 64. 
4 D. Georgi, [2], p. 93. 
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the concept “Gnosticism” would become unusable for all religio- 
historical labors. 

The unitary fundamental attitude of Gnosticism, as Jonas ([1], pp. 

140-251) describes it, is the feeling of man that he lives in a world 

that is alien to him, in which he must be afraid. True life is beyond. 

Hence the Gnostic yearns for a redemption which frees him from the 

world and the body. Therefore typically Gnostic concepts are, for ex¬ 

ample: anxiety, lostness, homesickness; stupor, sleep, drunkenness; fall, 

sinking, imprisonment; darkness, alienation, mixing. It is clear that 

such a basic attitude is found in many places and in many times, in 

various religions and in the most diverse forms of expression (“Objekti- 2 

vationen”). With these concepts important formulations of the Chris¬ 

tian understanding of existence also are to be described. In the Western 

world alone, then, the following, for example, would be Gnostic: the 

mystery cults and Pauline theology, Marcion’s doctrine and that of 

the Bogomils, monasticism and branches of Jewish apocalyptic, the 

heretics and heresy fighters of the early church, Albigenses and modern 
anthroposophy.6 

Now of course one may attempt to criticize Jonas’ interpretation of 

the Gnostic self-understanding. Such criticism would be justified. Jonas’ 

interpretation is one-sided. This is probably to be attributed to the 

fact that he leans too much on the Mandaean and Manichaean texts,6 

which indeed, because of their scope, provide a relatively comfortable 

basis for an investigation of the Gnostic attitude toward existence, but 

represent a late Gnosticism for which essential elements of the genuine 

Gnostic self-consciousness have already been lost. Thus Jonas sets forth 

with emphasis the feeling of anxiety, the homesickness, the yearning 

for redemption, and the “thrownness” of the Gnostic. This last-named 

feature is centrally present particularly in the Mandaean texts, for 

which the concept of sin is again current in a thoroughly un-Gnostic 

manner. But the tremendous sense of freedom and victory on the part 

of the pneumatic person, who has overcome the hostile world, who is 

free from anxiety and care, who is satisfied and full of self-glorying, 

all this is treated much too lightly. And yet these latter features are 

really the self-consciousness of the genuine Gnostic, who knows himself 

as <t>uo-£i oxo^opcvoq to be already perfect and complete (see pp. 179 ff.), 

while the cosmic dread with its consequences of various magical- 

mysterious assurances against the demons is a sign of the late period 

6 Opinions like the following then are not surprising: “. . . the question as to a 
definite place and a definite time of the emergence of Gnosticism probably is wrongly 
posed. ... In any case it appears justified in the history of religion to reckon with 
various times of emergence as well as with various places of emergence of Gnosticism” 

(C. Colpe, pp. 7-8). Cf. Vol. 2, p. 45. 
6 Cf. C. Colpe, p. 191. 
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and of the decay of Gnosticism. Where this is observed, Paul for ex¬ 

ample can no longer appear as a Gnostic, and it becomes doubtful 

whether Origen and Plotinus are representatives of genuinely Gnostic 

self-understanding. 

But even the correctness of this criticism7 and the consideration of it 

in interpretation would change nothing in the fact that following the 

way of existential interpretation alone one does not arrive at a religio- 

historically usable concept of “Gnosticism”; for the number and the 

kind of the possible objectivations of the “Gnostic” self-understanding 

are in principle unlimited.8 

Nothing is said therewith against Jonas’ brilliant and epochal investi¬ 

gation. Only its mistaken application is rejected, and Jonas himself 

is quite innocent of such. Jonas does not intend to suppress motif- 

historical research; he intends to supplement it. Where it reaches its 

goal, there he begins, at the same time consigning it to its limits.9 To 

7 The necessity of such criticism is shown, e.g., in C. Colpe, who, following the 
one-sided categories of H. Jonas, states that in view of the Gnostic assertion of the 
essential divinity of the human self or of the substantial unity of redeemer and 
redeemed, “the two major problems with which Gnosticism is concerned’’ lose “their 
ultimate sharpness”: “the depravation of the light becomes merely accidental, since 
its substance remains in essence the same as that which it will redeem; and since 
light remains light and presses toward the light, the redemption must take place 
with an almost mechanical necessity—ultimate obligation then no longer befits the 
efforts for it” (ibid., p. 186). Indeed! But may we accuse Gnosticism here of illogic 
and inconsistency? Certainly not! Colpe’s argument rather shows that Jonas’ cate¬ 
gories are inadequate. They mislead one into seeking the major problems of Gnos¬ 
ticism in the wrong place, for they are not able adequately to grasp the “predestina- 
tionist” basic structure of Gnostic existence: the knowledge of the inalienability of 
the pneumatic substance and the inevitability of the redemption which is in God’s 
interest. Just to recognize this inalienability is Gnosticism! 

8 Thus, correctly, Colpe in ibid., pp. 190-91. 

9 “Traditional dualism, traditional astrological fatalism, traditional monotheism 
were all drawn into it, yet with such a peculiarly new twist to them that in the 
present setting they subserved the representation of a novel spiritual principle; and 
the same is true of the use of Greek philosophical terms. . . . They all do in fact 
appear in the new stream: symbols of old oriental thought, indeed its whole mytho¬ 
logical heritage; ideas and figures from biblical lore; doctrinal and terminological 
elements from Greek philosophy, particularly Platonism. It is in the nature of the 
syncretistic situation that all these different elements were available and could be 
combined at will. But syncretism itself provides only the outer aspect and not the 
essence of the phenomenon. The outer aspect is confusing by its compositeness, and 
even more so by the associations of the old names. However, though these associa¬ 
tions are by no means irrelevant, we can discern a new spiritual center around which 
the elements of tradition now crystallize, the unity behind their multiplicity; and 
this rather than the syncretistic means of expression is the true entity with which 
we are confronted. If we acknowledge this center as an autonomous force, then we 
must say that it makes use of those elements rather than that it is constituted by 
their confluence; and the whole which thus originated will in spite of its manifestly 
synthetic character have to be understood not as the product of an uncommitted 
eclecticism but as an original and determinate system of ideas” (H. Jonas, [3], pp. 
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define and delimit the concept “Gnosticism” in such a way that it be¬ 

comes religio-historically usable, one cannot avoid motif-historical re¬ 

search. But this teaches us to reserve the concept “Gnosticism” for that 

objectivation of the Gnostic understanding of existence which Jonas 

calls “mythological Gnosticism.” 

Of course the problematic of this phenomenological definition of 

“Gnosticism” consists in the fact that one is in danger of speaking of 

Gnosticism wherever a motif of the Gnostic myth emerges, even when, 

as for example in Paul or John, it expresses an understanding of exis¬ 

tence wholly different from the genuinely Gnostic. R. Reitzenstein, 

for example, succumbed to this danger; he made Paul out to be a 

Gnostic, not because of his understanding of existence but because 

of the Gnostic ideas and concepts which occur in him. Here the method 

of existential interpretation, which Jonas has so splendidly demon¬ 

strated with the late Gnostic texts, proves itself to be a useful and neces¬ 

sary corrective. 

Thus for the determination of what Gnosticism is, the phenomeno¬ 

logical method of the historian of religion and the religio-philosophical 

method of existential interpretation are to be used together.10 Then 3 

Gnosticism, however much it is drawn into the syncretism of its time 

and could not even emerge without it, still is exhibited as a religious 

phenomenon sui generis, for which two essential features are charac¬ 

teristic and distinctive: a pronounced understanding of the world and 

of self, and a distinctive mythology as the expression of that under¬ 

standing. There is a Gnostic understanding of being which is just as 

clearly distinguished from that of the pure mystery cults as from the 

Pauline consciousness of existence. And there is a Gnostic myth which 

in spite of its demonstrable origin in the diverse oriental mythology 

is a precise and substantial expression exactly and only of the Gnostic 

picture of the world and man. Only where the two coincide may one 

speak of genuine Gnosticism, and within this Gnosticism the two are 

always indissolubly joined together, sometimes one component, some¬ 

times the other being preponderant. In general one may say that an 

excess of mythological speculation is always a sign of diminishing exis- 

10 Of course in so doing one runs the danger of being reproached by one reviewer 
“that the author works with the religio-historically unusable Gnosis-concept of H. 
Jonas” (Literaturanzeiger 1 [1957]) , and from a second, on the other hand: “Thus 
on the whole Schmithals pursues the motif-historical method which Jonas has shown 
to be unsatisfactory” (D. Georgi, [2], p. 93); and from a third, that an investigation 
with “an intention sometimes aimed at historical reconstruction, sometimes at grasp¬ 
ing human historical atttiudes” is “far from being a scientific comprehension of the 

subject” (C. Colpe, p. 64) . 
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tential tension—and conversely, as one can study in the later Gnostic 

systems.11 

Under this presupposition, we shall use in the following the name 

“Gnosticism” for that religious movement which teaches man to under¬ 

stand himself as a piece of divine substance. Although he has fallen, 

through a disastrous fate, into captivity to an alien world and its 

demonic rulers, he may be certain of liberation from that captivity 

because he possesses the awareness of his inalienable divine being. 

4 The major motifs in which this Gnosticism is objectified are: 

1. a cosmological dualism, whether of an original or of a derived 

kind; 

2. the myth of the fall of the light-substance into the power of the 

evil forces, i.e., the primal man myth; 

3. the presence of the knowledge of this human essence and destiny, 

5 i.e., the redemption.12 

The following concepts, among others, through which the mythologi¬ 

cal motifs are shown to be related to the existence of man, correspond 

to these major motifs: 

1. Light-darkness; good-evil; life-death; from above-from below; 

spirit-flesh; God-world; 

2. Anxiety; wandering; “thrownness”; captivity; sleep; drunkenness; 

3. Call; wisdom; illumination; knowledge; salvation; redemption; 

resurrection; rj5r| teAeioc;; freedom. 

The mythological motifs named above as such are not originally 

11 This paragraph is taken verbatim from the first edition. In view of this fact, 
a criticism like the following rebounds on its author himself: Schmithals has “fallen 
into a historical pan-Gnosticism which no longer recognizes any distinctions, not 
only between Gnosticism with and without the redeemer myth, but also between 
these two types on the one hand and syncretism, the Stoa, and Hellenistic Judaism 
on the other” (Colpe, p. 64). The problem of pre-Christian Gnosticism is too im¬ 
portant for one to replace substantive discussion with irritated polemics which 
refrain from actually taking note of the other person’s meaning. 

12 A redeemer myth is not included among these motifs. Phenomenological re¬ 
search has already seen that indeed redemption itself, but not a redeemer myth, is 
constitutive for Gnosticism (see The Office of Apostle, pp. 115-16) ; Jonas’ existence- 
analytical method allows us fully to understand this fact. C. Colpe, who correctly 
recognizes this state of affairs (pp. 30, 198, et passim) nevertheless writes on p. 200 
concerning the Gnostic redeemer myth: “But it is this after all that first holds the 
above-named motifs (scilof the Gnostic understanding of existence) together and 
gives to Gnosticism its typical character as doctrine and system.” He proposes there¬ 
fore to define the essence of Gnosticism by inquiring, in a book that has not yet 
appeared, after the Gnostic redeemer myth. Such a study certainly is necessary and 
promises new information. Nevertheless the key to the determination of the essence 
of Gnosticism does not lie here. For even if one disregards the fact that the essence 
of Gnosticism is not at all derived from the study of mythological motifs, still there 
is the fact that the genuine mythological objectivation of Gnosticism is not the 
redeemer myth but the myth of “man,” of which the redeemer myth is only a 
reflection. ’ 
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Gnostic. They have their pre-Gnostic history which can be traced out 

more or less extensively and certainly. 

The cosmological dualism of Gnosticism has without question the 

dualistic world outlook of Iranian religion as its presupposition. On the 

other hand, the anthropological dualism of Gnosticism, by which man 

is pulled in both ways in this cosmological dualism in such a way that 

he himself is seen dualistically, is hardly to be explained without refer¬ 

ence to the religious and philosophical traditions of Greece. As far as 

we know, the oriental religions did not afford Gnosticism the possi¬ 

bility of objectifying its self-understanding in the form of anthropo¬ 

logical dualism.13 But this was done by that stream of Greek dualism 

as it confronts us in Plato’s Phaedo as the earliest explicit source.14 

It made possible the Gnostic conceptions of the otherworldly home 

of the self and the return to the heavenly home after death.15 

What is common to Plato’s doctrine of the soul in Phaedo and the Gnostic 

self-expressions (eyco dpi . . .) may be limited altogether to the formal aspect. 

But precisely this form which was originally alien to the Orient, to be able to 

divide man in dualistic fashion, made possible the mythological representation 

of that self-understanding which we know as the Gnostic self-understanding 

by means of just this mythology. All this does not dispute that Gnosticism did 

not develop out of Greek dualism but made use of it; it is, on the contrary, 

explicitly affirmed. But with all the recognition of the fact that there was a 

“gnosticism” before “Gnosticism,” we still must ask seriously about the his¬ 

torically conditioned origin of the anthropological dualism of Gnosticism. 

This is not to deny that the Gnostic understanding of existence, especially the 

negative attitude toward the world, to a great extent stands in opposition to 

the Greek understanding of existence of all shades. However, at least the 

possibility of a derivation of the anthropological dualism of Gnosticism from 

the Greek spirit is not affected, at least not if one understands the concept 

“derivation” with the limitation with which it can only be reasonably under¬ 

stood in general in the context of the phenomena of intellectual history. 

13 Rather, they taught Judaism to confess the specifically undualistic view of the 

resurrection of the body; cf., e.g., A. v. Gall, Basileia ton Theou, pp. 245-46. 

14 On the obscure origins of this dualism, see, e.g., H. Jonas, [1], pp. 251 ff.; K. 

Prumm, “Die Orphik im Spiegel der neueren Forschung,” Zeitschrift fur katholische 

Theologie, 1956, pp. 1 ff.; G. Pfannmiiller, Tod, Jenseits und Unsterblichkeit (1953), 

pp. 25 ff., 30-31, 167, 171 ft’.; U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Der Glaube der Hellenen 

(1959, 3rd ed.), I: 368 11.; II: 56, 185 ff., 249 ff.; F. Cumont, Die orientalischen Re- 

ligionen (1959), 4th ed., pp. 192 ff.; R. Bultmann in ThRs 23 (1955); 214, 222; 

H. Noetzel, Christus und Dionysos (I960), p. 12; W. Jaeger, Die Theologie der 

friihen griechischen Denker (1953), pp. 69 ff., 88 ff.; E. Frank, Wissen, Wollen, 

Glauben (1955), pp. 51-85. 6 
16 A. Dieterich (Eine Mithrasliturgie, pp. 185 ff.) shows with complete accuracy 

that the conception of the heavenly journey of the soul can be explained neither 

from Iranian nor from Babylonian religion. 7 
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It will also be impossible to understand the third of the above-named 

Gnostic motifs without the presuppositions which were given through 

the Greek concept of knowledge; on this, see pp. 141 ff. 

In the following we are interested above all in the second named 

motif, the primal man myth. The basic expression of the Gnostic 

understanding of existence is the mythological conception that the 

selves of individual men are parts of one heavenly figure, which were 

overpowered by lower powers hostile toward God, torn away and 

fettered in individual material bodies, after they had been robbed of 

the recollection of their heavenly origin. This figure of the “primal 

man” was early recognized as pre-Gnostic,16 and following the lead of 

others, above all W. Bousset, R. Reitzenstein and H. Schaeder traced 

it back into the sphere of Indo-Iranian mythology.17 According to Indo- 

Iranian cosmogony, as it is best seen in the Rig-Veda (X, 90), the 

universe emerged when the gods sacrificed Purusha and from the parts 

of the body made earth and heaven, moon and sun. Still more wide¬ 

spread is the conception of the primal beast from the body of which 

the gods formed the universe. These views are best known to us from 

the Germanic mythology in which the giant Ymir corresponds to 

Purusha, the cow Audhumba to the primal beast. Thus the entire myth 

may ultimately be of Aryan origin. In this form it still contains noth¬ 

ing Gnostic but, if one does not reject religio-historical derivations in 

general, there can be no doubt that the Gnostic primal man is related 

to the Aryan cosmogony. It is impossible to mark out the path from 

there to here in detail. Yet two great turning points of the primitive 

myth of a cosmic primal creature as the substance of the universe are 

to be postulated: a dualistic and an anthropological. The two could 

run parallel in time; both can be demonstrated in Iranian religion. 

On this, Schaeder has set forth a splendid investigation in which 

happily he has printed his sources—above all the cosmogonic sections 

of the Great Bundahisn—in full.18 In these sources the primal beast 

and primal man, here called Gayomart, “mortal life,” always stand side 

by side, though this duplication would not be necessary. The original 

cosmogonic function of the two figures is still presupposed when it 

is said that eight metals came forth from the slain Gayomart. One new 

10 Cf. R. Bultmann, [5], p. 12. 
17 In the more recent literature, cf.: C. H. Kraeling, Anthropos and Son of Man, 

pp. 85 ff.; S. Mowinckel, “Urmensch und Konigsideologie,” StTh II (1948/49): 72 ff.; 
K. Kerenyi, Mythologie und Gnosis (1942), pp. 69 ff.; S. S. Hartman, Gayomart 
(Uppsala, 1953); C. Colpe, Die religionsgeschichtliche Schule, pp. 140-70 (Litera¬ 
ture) ; G. Widengren, Iranische Geisteswelt. 

18 Reitzenstein-Schaeder, Studien zum antiken Synkretismus, pp. 205 ff. Cf. also 
A. v. Gall, Basileia tou Theou, pp. 108-9, 124-25, 138-39; C. Colpe, Die religions¬ 
geschichtliche Schule, pp. 153 ff.; G. Widengren, Iranische Geisteswelt, pp. 56 ff. 
passim. 



Introduction A: Gnosticism 33 

thing is that the primal man (as also the primal beast) is slain by 

powers hostile to the deity; another is that the emergence of the first 

human pair is placed in connection with Gayomart. At his death 

Gayomart lets seed fall on the earth, and men come forth from the 

seed. Therewith the dualistic and the anthropological turning points 

of the Indo-Iranian myth are already accomplished, the latter of course 

still in a pre-Gnostic form. There is no thought of a substantial con¬ 

nection between primal man and individual men. Only after the bones 

of Gayomart have been once again awakened to life at the end of 

time do men also have hope of being resurrected in his train in glory. 

Here certainly is the point of beginning for the most ancient, pre- 

Gnostic mystery cults for which in fact the primal beast also still played 

a central role: through magical means mortal man intended to secure 

participation in the destiny of the dead and rising god. 

The decisive turn to Gnosticism lay in the fact that man recognized 

his real self, his soul, as a part of the god “Man.” 19 Now he no longer 

understood himself as merely bound up in fate, but as substantially 

and personally identical with the primal man who has fallen into the 

power of darkness;20 he is <t>uc7£i, by nature, god.21 

Underlying this change is an original Gnostic “fundamental expe¬ 

rience” which is not to be derived from any previous mythical motifs. 

However, just as Gnosticism apparently made use of the anthropologi¬ 

cal schema which the Greek world placed at its disposal without it 

thereby becoming possible to explain Gnosticism in terms of the Greek 

understanding of existence, so also it made use of motifs of oriental 

16 But this heavenly being appears also in Gnosticism occasionally still as a bull; 
cf. C. R. C. Allberry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book, II: 226.15 ff. 

20 It cannot be often enough emphasized that the Gnostic conception of man’s 
being, which by its very nature is divine since its origin, is strictly to be distinguished 
from the much older mystery piety of all shades, according to which the natural 
man is deified by means of mysteries in the course of which the god or a divine 
Dynamis takes up its abode in him or bestows upon him a share in the destiny of 
the god. Even if the differences between an ecstatic mystery gathering and Gnostic 
ecstatics appear to be minimal, still it may not be overlooked that there the primitive, 
generally diffused ecstatic religiousness, which always was already aware of being 
possessed by a god, laid hold upon the primal man myth for the (creative) inter¬ 
pretation of itself, while here a fundamentally different human self-understanding, 
which was always alien to the Orient, is connected with this very same myth. 

Until late the distinction between mystery cults and Gnosticism is evident in 
the fact that the mystery communities remain individual communities, while the 
Gnostic (and the Christian) communities represent the whole ecclesia, which exists 
before the member communities as aopoc Xpia-rou or (rupee tou dvOputrou. The indi¬ 
vidualistic aspect, which shaped the eschatology of the mystery cults, also explains 
the fact that they did not conduct organized missions and send out apostles as did 
Gnosticism. 

Cf. further G. Kretschmar in RGG (3rd ed.), II, col. 1658; H. Jonas, [2], pp. 53 ff.; 
G. Pfannmiiller (see p. 31, n. 14), pp. 18-19. 

21 On the Gnostic Anthropos myth, cf. now E. S. Drower, The Secret Adam (1960). 



34 Gnosticism in Corinth 

primal man myths in order mythologically to objectify its understand¬ 

ing of existence without thereby being derivable from the Iranian 

primal man speculation.22 

The Gnostic consciousness found its apparently simplest mythologi¬ 

cal expression in the trinity of Father-Mother-Son or God-Sophia- 

Anthropos: the ineffable primal Father emanates Sophia who together 

with the primal Father brings forth Anthropos, who then falls into 

the power of the dark forces. This simple myth forms the basis of 

almost all the later speculative Gnostic systems. 

C. Colpe (pp. 140-70) has recently attempted to present proof “that the 

Iranian primal man Gayomart did not have a subsequent history in Gnosticism 

or in late Judaism” (p. 169), that his figure “did not have a further influence 

in Gnosticism, either directly or indirectly, or in any kind of transformations” 

(p. 205). This judgment, set forth with great assurance, forms the actual 

conclusion of his work. He comes to this conclusion by way of the “typological 

investigation” (p. 154). I give an example of this: “Gayomart’s role as warrior. 

The role has had various formulations: he is slain by Ahriman or is tortured 

with a thousand tortures; he lives thirty years more after Ahriman’s attack; 

on the other hand he is said to destroy Ahriman, and the latter does not 

venture to rebel for fear of Gayomart. 

The conceptions which may most readily be compared with this one, the 

Manichaean conceptions, have altogether different presuppositions. The inva¬ 

sion of the king of darkness takes place in the pre-existent world of light; 

that of Ahriman in the already created world which in itself is good. Cor¬ 

respondingly, the battle of Gayomart takes place on this concrete earth, not 

in the world of darkness into which he had to descend. Consequently his death 

also only has anthropogonic, not cosmogonic, significance. It is not a redemp¬ 

tion of his Self in the pre-existent world, but of his entire corporeal person 

at the end of time. With the Manichaeans the redemption consists of his 

entrance into the realm of light, over against which the darkness, again 

separated from the light, stands. Among the Zoroastrians it consists of the 

entrance into a naturalistically conceived Paradise which is all in all” (p. 159) . 

Let us grant that all this is correctly seen. What then follows from this? 

Only that Gnosticism is something other than the religion of Zarathustra! But 

no one questions that. Of course, in the history-of-religions school, which Colpe 

is criticizing, it was occasionally attempted to explain the emergence of 

Gnosticism as a modification of Iranian (or Babylonian or Egyptian or other) 

conceptions which on their part were already essentially Gnostic. But this 

happened only occasionally, and at least since Hans Jonas’ book [1], that is, 

in the past twenty-five years, has not happened at all in any way that is to be 

taken seriously. If Colpe intends to prove that the primal man myth in 

Gnosticism expresses something other than the primal man myth of the 

Pahlavi writings, this proof is indeed successful, but at the same time then 

Colpe’s investigation appears as a hardly understandable anachronism. 

22 Cf. K. Rudolph, art. “Urmensch,” 2c, in RGG (3rd ed.), VI, col. 1196. 
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But now Colpe intends more than this. He intends to show that the one 

has nothing to do with the other. But how does this judgment proceed from 

the knowledge that the primal man myth in Gnosticism expresses something 

other than in Iran? Here we have a hasty conclusion which overshadows every¬ 

thing which Colpe—often rightly—criticizes in the historians of religion by 

way of erroneous conclusions. The faulty and outdated method of deriving 

an essentially new understanding of existence from an adding together of 

objectivations, and thus the naive identification of conception and content, is 

now simply elevated by Colpe to the rank of a methodological law, even 

though it is a law of criticism, in that he considers a migration of motifs 

possible only when therein the continuity of what is expressed by means of 

such a motif continues to be preserved. But this method actually means the 9 
end of all religio-historical work. 

Actually the motifs migrate in such a way that they are also fitted in their 

entirety into the wholly different presuppositions of their new surroundings.23 

An example may make clear what is meant: a typological investigation in the 

style of Colpe certainly will not be able to establish any sort of agreement 

between the Old Testament Messiah, the Jews’ earthly king of the end-time, 

and the New Testament Christ, the heavenly redeemer of the world. But to 

conclude from this that the two figures had nothing to do with each other, 

as Colpe’s method demands, obviously would be absurd. 

Further, H. M. Schenke ([2], esp. pp. 16 ff., 108 ff., and 155) has recently 

denied that the Anthropos myth of Gnosticism is related to the oriental 

myths of the primal man; it is in Manichaeism that the figure of Gayomart is 

first connected with the Gnostic myth. Schenke’s criticism of the prevailing 

thesis that the Gnostic primal man presupposes pre-Gnostic myths of the 

Orient is strained and not convincing. It becomes understandable only when 

one keeps in mind that in his book Schenke is attempting to derive the 

Gnostic Anthropos myth “from Gnostic speculation on the Scripture passage 

23 . . as in the New Testament, one will be obliged to determine, with the 
help of the religio-historical comparative method, the dependence of Gnostic ex¬ 
pressions upon earlier conceptions, in which case then it would be inappropriate to 
speak of Gnosticism in the Iranian, Qumran-Essene, and Greek-Orphic perspective 
circle and the semi-Jewish baptist sects’ region. Rather, in this primitive oriental 
and Asiatic ‘quarry’ there are the building stones, concepts, and motifs; in short, the 
themes which then passed through the medium of the typically Mandaean-Gnostic 
understanding of existence, the Gnostic consciousness. Only after this appropriation, 
critical revision, and refocusing can we speak of Gnostic views” (S. Schulz in ThRs 
26 (1960/61) : 333). In essence this is excellently seen and described. 

C. Colpe also, in his essay “Zur Leib-Christi-Vorstellung im Epheserbrief” in the 
Festschrift for J. Jeremias ([I960], pp. 172 ff., esp. 182 ff.), works with this correct 
method, even though, as it seems to me, quite awkwardly (see below, p. 66), in 
that he ultimately traces the Pauline body-of-Christ conception back to the Stoic 
Logos doctrine, which is supposed to have come to Paul in a metamorphosed form 
as it is found in Philo. Whatever truth this theory may possess, at any rate one 
must affirm that the typological differences between the Gayomart myth and the 
Manichaean primal man conception are minor in comparison with the differences 
between the Stoic Logos doctrine and the Pauline crwpa Xpicr-roO idea. 

K. Rudolph also takes a position against Colpe, correctly, in TLZ 88 (1963), 
esp. col. 30. 
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Gen. 1:26-27” (p. 155). Since this attempt is untenable (see below, pp. 77-78), 

the old, recognized, even though unprovable derivation of the Gnostic primal 

man from mythological speculations of the Orient remains the only sensible 

religio-historical explanation of this central Gnostic figure.24 

But our interest here is directed less to the motif-historical problems 

of the primal man myth than to this mythological motif itself; or, more 

exactly stated, to a definite systematic formulation of the Gnostic 

primal man myth. Therefore in the following we shall investigate— 

primarily phenomenologically—a system of pre-Christian Christ Gnos¬ 

ticism. 

II. A System of Pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism 

Our attention thus is drawn to a Gnostic system, not to individual 

features of Gnostic mythology or of Gnostic self-understanding. This 

system is a pre-Christian system. This is to be understood in terms of 

substance as well as temporally: The system to be set forth is not only 

uninfluenced by Christian ideas, but is also older than the beginnings 

of the Christian proclamation. Nevertheless what is involved is the 

system of a Christ Gnosticism. The figure or the name of the Messiah 

thus plays a central role in this system. It necessarily follows that in 

the pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism we have to do with a system of 

Jewish Gnosticism. 

In Book VI, 9-18 of his Refutatio, Hippolytus discusses the contents 

of a Simonian writing which bears the title f| peydAri dnrocpacriq, “Great 

Proclamation,” or “Great Revelation.” The discussion contains only 

three apparently literal quotations from the ’A-rrocfiacriq, two short ones25 

and one longer one, the limits of which cannot be precisely deter¬ 

mined.26 We do not know to what extent Hippolytus follows the 

arrangement of his copy of the work in his treatment of it; to what 

extent he reproduces his source correctly, or how much he abridges 

it without understanding it, or understanding it amiss; whether and 

24 E. Brandenburger, Adam und Christus, p. 133, also regards it as unsatisfactory 
to see the cosmological figure of the Iranian primal man as prototype for the 
anthropological figure of the Gnostic Anthropos. Since on the other hand the points 
of affinity between the two types are not to be overlooked, he reckons with later 
influences of the cosmological primal man idea or its conceptualization on the 
Gnostic Anthropos myth (p. 153). But this means the renunciation of a religio- 
historical understanding of the origin of just this Anthropos myth, a renunciation to 
which the considerable differences between the primal man conception in Iranian 
dualism and the Anthropos myth in Gnosticism would give occasion only if the 
concept of derivation should presuppose that what is derived has taken over its 
model without alteration. 

25 VI, 9.4 — Wendland, p. 136.16 ff.; VI, 14.4 =: 139.25-26. 

2« VI, 18.2 ff. = 144.10 ff. 
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where he allows other accounts of the Simonians to enter into his 

discussion; whether he shifts the sense of his source, either consciously 

or unwittingly. This makes it impossible for us to reconstruct his 

source as it lay before him, even with only a measure of probability. 

Thus it also remains uncertain whether this source itself formed an 

original unity or already exhibited traces of a more or less extensive re¬ 

working and expansion. There is much to suggest that the ’AtTo^aaiq 

did not lie before Hippolytus in its original integrity (see below). 

In any case it is impossible to fit together into one simple clear 

scheme all the concepts, notions, figures, allegories, etc., which occur 

in Hippolytus’ treatment. Breaks of various kinds are inescapable. 

Nevertheless the Gnostic thought underlying all of Hippolytus’ state¬ 
ments may be clearly recognized. 

The key word is the designation appearing in Hippolytus’ discussion 

in various connections: 6 ecrrcbq, orocq, orricropEvoq.27 In this name for 

the central figure of the Gnostic myth, who in the ’Arro^aaiq is usually 

called r| peyccAri Suvapiq or 1) aTrcpavToq Suvapiq, there is also reflected 

the destiny of this figure and thus the destiny of God, of man, and 
of the world. 

As cCTTcoq the “unbegotten, incomparable and infinite Power” 28 rests 

in itself “above.” 29 But it derived no pleasure from it, so it set in 

motion the process of becoming. As source of becoming, the unbe¬ 

gotten Suvapiq is compared with the fire30 which is the “root of the uni¬ 

verse.” 31 The “world thus begotten” 32 has a “twofold nature”;33 it is 

partly concealed, partly visible. The visible part of the world can be 

compared to the trunk of a tree, the invisible part to its fruit.34 Thus 

the visible part exists not for its own sake but for the sake of the in¬ 

visible part. 

The invisible part, however, is nothing other than the Suvapiq itself, 

which as cnaq stands “below,” “in the stream of waters, begotten in the 

27 On this formula, see E. Haenchen, [1], p. 330, n. 

23 VI, 12.3 = 138.19. 
29 VI, 17.1 — 142.28. 
30 VI, 9.5 — 136.22 ff.; VI, 12.1 = 138.7. 
81 VI, 9.4 — 136.18 ff. In VI, 18, Sige appears as the root of the universe. Pre¬ 

sumably this is an indication of an expansion of the writing which underlies the 
“Apophasis”; this expansion then is found elsewhere also in chap. 18, e.g. in the 
bestowal of the name “Father” upon the “Dynamis,” and appears already to have 
left traces in chaps. 13-14. 

32 VI, 12.1 r= 138.8-9. 
33 VI, 9.5 = 136.24-25; VI, 14.5-6. = 139.30 ff. 
34 VI, 9.8 ff. =137.4 ff. As is known, a man named Elchesai is acknowledged as 

founder of the Jewish-Gnostic sect of the Elchesaites. This name means “hidden 
power” (see G. Strecker in RAC, s.v. Elkesai) and originally certainly does not have 
reference to any individual person, but rather the power which is concealed in all 
Gnostics, which redeems itself: the OTOtq (see below, p. 50). Widespread in Gnosti¬ 
cism also is the allusion to the “hidden treasure” or something similar. 
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image.”35 ‘‘In the stream of waters” means "in man,” for in the 
’ATr6(|>acnq Paradise with its four streams36 is interpreted allegorically 
as the womb with two veins and two arteries surrounding it.37 Thus ac¬ 
cording to Simon “this man begotten of blood” is “a house, and in it 
dwells the unlimited Dynamis which he calls the root of the universe.” 38 
That this Suvapiq as crraq is “begotten in the image” expresses the 
identity of begotten and unbegotten Dynamis.39 Of course the ccrrcoq 
lives in the crraq, as is repeatedly emphasized, only SuvapEi, i.e., poten¬ 
tially, not evepydqc, actually.40 However, when the “Logos,” 41 which 
here is promulgated in the form of the Apophasis (cnrocfjacnq <j>covrjq 
Kai ovopcrraq) ,42 reaches the understanding of man, the unlimited 
power which is present as potentiality is "e^etKovioBri,” stamped as an 
eikcov,43 that is, it now “is one and the same in essence, power, great¬ 
ness, and perfection with the unbegotten and infinite Power and in no 
way is inferior to that unbegotten, incomparable, and unlimited 
Power.” 44 The Suvocpiq of the crraq which is stamped as an dxcov thus 
will stand “above” as crrr]CT6|JEvoq “with the blessed, unlimited 
Power.” 46 

This is apparently the meaning of the entire world process, that in 
the process of becoming, the one Power, “divided above and below,” 
“enlarges itself” (au^oucra), in that it “begets itself,” “seeks itself, finds 
itself, its own mother, its own father, its own sister, its own spouse, its 
own daughter, its own son, mother, father, one, root of the All.” 46 

Hence the unlimited Dynamis is placed in every man as poten¬ 
tiality;47 this system knows nothing of a distinction of Pneumatics and 
hylics. 

86 VI, 17.1 = 142.28-29. 
86 Cf. Hipp. V, 9.15 (Naassene Preaching) — 101.4 ff. 
87 VI, 14.7- 140.7 ff. 
88 VI, 9.5 — 136.19 ff. 
89 VI, 14.5 139.31. 

40 VI, 12.2 = 138.14-15; VI, 14.6 — 140.2; VI, 16.5 = 142.16-17; VI, 17.1 = 142.27. 
41 VI, 16.5 — 142.17; VI, 17.7 = 143.29-30; VI, 10.2 = 137.24 ff. 
43 VI, 9.4— 136.16. 

48 In VI, 12 = 138.7 ff., the world’s coming to be is grounded in three pairs of 
roots: voGq and £ttivoioc; <|>covi) and ovo^a; Aovicrpoq and £"m0up.r|cr[q. In these six roots 
the whole infinite ‘ Dynamis ’ (as potentiality) is present. The pairs named stem, 
as to form, from the biblical creation story (LXX; cf. H. Leisegang, Die Gnosis, pp. 
72-73). In the “Apophasis” the first pair apparently designates the Dynamis as such, 
perhaps in its doubling as £a-noq and axai;; cf. VI, 13.1 — 138.25-26; VI, 18.3 — 144. 
13 ff., where of course there can also be a later interpretation of VI, 12. The second 
pair refers to the summons which comes to man to actualize himself, thus the 
Gnostic “call,” “Gnosis” itself. The third pair denotes then the insight, the thought, 
the will of the man who accepts the call and follows it. Only through this threefold 
rooting does the created world find its way through to the uncreated Dynamis 

44 VI, 12.3= 138.16 ff. 

46 VI, 17.1 = 143.2. 
40 VI, 17.3 — 143.7 ff. 
47 VI, 13 rr 139.9 ff. 
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For this reason also an end of becoming apparently is not foreseen. 

The Logos, which alone can change the crraq into the actuality of the 

cnT)cr6|j£voq, abides to eternity,48 and begetting may not and will not 

cease, as is shown in an allegorical exposition of Gen. 3:24, since other¬ 

wise even the p£ydAr| 5uvccpiq residing in man as potentiality would 

be destroyed.49 

Important for us is the fact that in this Gnostic system a redeemer 

apparently does not appear. I deliberately say "apparently.” It is clear 

that this system knows nothing of a heavenly redeemer who comes 

down in order to instruct ignorant men. There is not even the sugges¬ 

tion of such a mythological redeemer figure. Indeed one cannot really 

speak even of a redemption which takes place within this system. For 

redemption presupposes a catastrophe in the course of which the 

Pneuma falls into the hands of evil forces. Nothing is said of such a 

catastrophe in our system. The Pneuma—the “unlimited Dynamis”— 

is, by virtue of its own will, in the dual nature of the cosmos as poten¬ 

tiality. But enlightenment about the meaning of becoming, in which 

man is actively to participate, is needed. This enlightenment comes 

about by means of the Word, which emerges ev Toucp Kupiou50 = tv 

oroporri51 = e£ ETTivoiaq Trjq psyaAriq SuvapEcoq.62-63 

The one who speaks this word is Simon as actual or alleged author 

of the ’AtroqKxcriq. He speaks with divine authority: 'YpTv ouv Asyco a 

Aeyco kou ypatpco a ypacpco. To ypappa toOto.54 His authority is that of 

the [icydAri Suvccpiq in general, which he himself is as well. Beginning 

with the earliest report about Simon in Acts 8:9 ff., it is unanimously 

related in all the accounts about him that he claims to be r) pEydAp 

Suvccpiq. No doubt is possible as to the actuality of this claim. In the 

framework of the system of the Apophasis, of course, this claim cannot 

be meant in an exclusive sense. Nevertheless one must describe the 

Simon of the 7vn-6<{>acriq, using the traditional concepts, as redeemer or, 

better, as revealer, even if his self-consciousness is not different from 

that of men in general who have stamped their Suvccpiq into an eikcov. 

48 VI, 10.2 = 137.22 ff. 
49 VI, 17:4-7 — 143.12 ff. Only those who do not realize their potentiality are 

permanently annihilated together with their potentiality: VI, 9.9-10 rr 137.10 ff.; VI, 
12.4 — 138.19 ff.; VI, 16.6 — 142.22 ff. Cf. Saying 71 of the Coptic Gospel of Thomas: 
“Jesus said: When you beget in yourselves him whom you have, he will save you. If 
you do not have him within yourselves, he whom you do not have within your¬ 
selves will kill you” (Robert M. Grant with David Noel Freedman, The Secret Say- 

ings of Jesus, p. 174.) 

50 VI, 17.7 = 143.29. 

61 VI, 10.2 = 137.24 ff. 

52 VI, 9.4-136.16-17. 

63 Cf. Hipp. V, 9.5 = 98.16 ff. 

64 VI, 18.2 = 144.10-11; cf. John 3:111 
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There is no higher being than the Suva(juq, and even the latter is placed 

in every man as potentiality,56 thus also in Simon. If a man by virtue 

of his Dynamis leads other men to the actualization of their Dynamis- 

Self, this one man is thus the typically Gnostic “redeemed redeemer” 

who, in that he “redeems” the Suvccpiq of which he also is a part, is him¬ 

self “redeemed.” Thus it is also said of the Suvocpiq that it “seeks itself, 

finds itself.”66 Moreover, it therefore is not accidental that in the 

traditions about him Simon does not appear alone but in a circle of 

so-called pupils who make the same claim without thereby competing 

with him.57 

Is the system of the ’A-rrocjxxcric;—that the concept of “system” is 

appropriate here is beyond question—a system of pre-Christian Gnos¬ 

ticism? Certainly so as far as substance is concerned. The fact that 

Hippolytus’ treatment contains two or three New Testament quota¬ 

tions58 changes nothing of the fact that the construction of the system 

of the ’ATTOcpaaiq at no point presupposes the Christian proclamation.59 

But in point of time also? In other words: does the system of the ’Atto- 

(pcxcrtq exhibit the features of the original Simonian Gnosticism, or is it 

the outcome of a long development of this Gnosticism? 

If the question were only whether the ’A-rrocfao-iq, so far as we can 

determine from Hippolytus’ treatment, was an original work of Simon 

and as such pre-Christian, it would be easy to answer. Obviously the 

’Airocpacnq is not an original work of Simon. The New Testament 

quotations argue against that. Further, in VI, 14.860 Galienus (2nd 

cent, a.d.) perhaps is used. Finally, as we have seen, the ’Airo^aoiq ap¬ 

pears not to have been a unitary work in all respects. 

But we are not asking about the age of the ’Auocpacnq as a literary 

document, but about the age of the system portrayed in it, a system 

which in all its terminology betrays its closeness to the other61 represen¬ 

tations of the Simonian Gnosticism which have been handed down, 

but in other respects differs so significantly from the latter that one 

must decide for the priority of the one system or the other.62 

eBIt is well known that in late Judaism Suvamq has become a name of God, as 
is shown in the New Testament in Mark 14:62 and parallels. The designation 
6uvani<; is used with this import in the “Apophasis.” 

66 VI, 17.3 — 143.9. 
67 Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 162-63. 

68 VI, 9.10 — 137.11 ff.; VI, 14.6 — 140.3-4; VI, 16.6 — 142.23 ff. 
89 Cf. E. Haenchen, [1], p. 336. 
80 = 140.15 ff.; cf. Wendland, in loc. 

01 E.g. Philastrius, Haer. 29; Const. Ap. VI, 7 ff.; Iren. I, 23; Hipp. VI, 19; Justin, 
Apol. I, 26.1-3; Epiph. Haer. XXI; Tert., de anima 34; the sources rather fully in 
A. Hilgenfeld, Die Ketzergeschichte des Urchristentums, pp. 163 ff. 

02 The attempt of H. Jonas ([1], pp. 353 ff.) to combine the two streams of tradi¬ 
tion is impermissible and futile. 
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According to Iren. I, 23.2-3, Simon propounded the following false 
teaching: 

“He leads about with him a certain Helena whom he himself bought in 

Tyre, a city of Phoenicia, as a prostitute, and says that she is the first con¬ 

ception of his mind, the mother of all, through whom he determined at the 

beginning to create angels and archangels. This Ennoia went forth from him. 

recognized what her father intended, descended, and gave birth to the angels 

and powers by whom this world is said to have been made. But after she had 

borne them, she was seized by them out of jealousy, because they did not wish 

to be regarded as the children of any other. 

“He himself was wholly unknown to them. But his Ennoia was held fast 

by the powers and angels which she herself had brought forth. She had to 

suffer all sorts of indignity at their hands so that she might not return again 

to her father, until she was even put into a human body and in the course 

of time migrated, as from vessel to vessel, into ever new female bodies. 

“Thus she was also in that Helen on whose account the Trojan War was 

fought, because of whom also Stesichorus, who composed insulting songs to 

her, was blinded and received his sight again only when he apologized and 

wrote odes in which he praised her. Thus she wandered from one body to 

another, in every one always suffering humiliation anew, until she finally 

landed in a brothel: she is, in other words, the lost sheep. 

“On her account he himself came, in order first to raise her herself and to 

liberate her from her fetters, but then also to bring salvation to men through 

his Gnosis.” 

In comparison with this portrayal, E. Haenchen ([1], 337-38, 349) 

holds the system of the ’Ano<[>acnc; to be the later formulation of 

Simonian Gnosticism. What reasons are determinative for this judg¬ 

ment? 

First, "it is philosophical, no longer actually mythological Gnosticism 

that is visible here.” 63 Indeed, in the system of the ’Atro^aaiq the myth 

is sharply broken. There is no genuine dualism, which of course holds 

true also for the Simonian system as found in Irenaeus. The dual char¬ 

acter of the world is willed by the Suvapiq so that in the world that is 

becoming manifest the Suvaptq which is hidden there as potentiality 

might be actualized. Angelic powers hostile to God and the devilish 

demiurge are lacking. 

More important is the fact that the purely substantial basic attitude 

of Gnosticism is relaxed. Nothing is said of the Pneumatic who is saved 

in any case, or of the Hylic, for whom there can be no salvation. 

Rather, in every man the Pneuma, the Suvapiq, is placed potentially, 

and it requires no human activity to actualize the potentiality of the 

83 [1], p. 337. 
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Suvocpiq into the imperishable being of the orpcroiievoq. Of course this 

conversion is only imperfectly achieved. It is not an act of the will or of 

obedience that leads to such actualization, but in good Gnostic tradi¬ 

tion the mere acceptance of the illuminating word. 

This already suggests that the understanding of existence which is 

expressed in the system of the “Great Proclamation” is the genuinely 

Gnostic one: man is not a creation but divine nature, divine Dynamis. 

Earth and flesh are his temporary dwelling. Like all that is visible they 

will be destroyed by fire (VI, 9.8 ff. — 137.4 ff.). Man himself returns 

to his heavenly home if he follows the word of redemption which 

Simon addresses to him. 

This allows us to recognize that the system of the “Great Proclama¬ 

tion” does not represent a premythological form of Gnosticism but one 

that has been demythologized to a certain degree. The peyaAri ’Atto- 

<f>occnq presupposes the Gnostic mythology.64 Is this demythologizing 

accomplished by philosophical interests or does it issue in a philosophi¬ 

cal figure, that is, is it done from motives which we can only with 

difficulty attribute to the Samaritan Simon in the pre-Christian era? 

Hardly! The outward character of the ’A-rro^aaiq points in every way 

to another influence, namely Judaism. The elimination of the cos¬ 

mological dualism and the softening of the anthropological as well as 

the transformation of the pneumatic being into a possibility is in my 

judgment characteristic of Jewish influence. In this connection one 

must certainly take into account the fact that already at the time of the 

birth of Christ many an encounter between Judaism and philosophy 

had taken place. But the typical problem of later philosophical 

“Gnosticism” of how the emanation of the lower world from the deity 

is conceivable still does not interest the author of the “Great Proclama¬ 

tion.” One is rather disposed to recall Philo, who was, in his own way, 

a “philosophical Gnostic,” and this precisely as a younger contempo¬ 

rary of Simon. Thus the “philosophical” character of the ’A-rrocpacTiq 

says nothing about the time of its emergence and gives no occasion to 
deny the system described in it to Simon. 

Naturally it is possible that the demythologizing in the system of the 

’Anocpaaiq belongs to a later stratum of tradition; perhaps the system of Simon 

himself was still more mythological. Yet a reintroduction of the substantial 

Gnostic concept of the Pneuma into the discussion of the ’ATrotpacnq which 

we have before us would not alter the structure of its peculiar system. It 

would instead only let it all the more clearly emerge—precisely also in 

comparison with the Simonian system in Irenaeus. This mythological struc¬ 

ture, however, draws our interest. However and whenever the shape of this 

64 E. Haenchen, [1], p. 349. 
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system which confronts us in the “Great Proclamation” arose, the—philosophi¬ 

cal or Jewish—formulation of the system cannot itself establish a late dating 

of the basic structure of the system.06 The strong Jewish influence and the 

absence of Christian influence argue on the contrary for the great antiquity 

of the system underlying the “Great Proclamation.” 

Of course Haenchen particularly misses the redeemer figure of 

Simon. “The historical figure of Simon has disappeared; he now is only 

the revealer of the Wrrocpacriq.” 66 Nevertheless this fact, which Haen¬ 

chen employs as an argument against the antiquity of the system of 

the ’A-nrocpcxcnq, now argues decisively for its originality. In that early 

Christian era there are, especially in Gnosticism, more than a few 

examples of the proclaimer becoming the one proclaimed. On the 

other hand, for the proclaimed one to be demoted to a mere pro¬ 

claimer, for the heavenly emissary to become an ordinary Gnostic, is 

without example. 

We must note also that the later the period, the more securely is 

the figure of a heavenly redeemer-emissary appearing in historical 

form established in Gnosticism, while early Gnosticism, especially pre- 

Christian Gnosticism, was not yet acquainted with this figure.67 

In addition, the following observation should be made: the Simon 

of the Irenaean system is a highly mythological figure. The claim to 

be the most high God in person, who has descended to earth in order to 

seek and to lead back above the Ennoia, the first emanation of his 

very self, is inconceivable as the claim of a rational historical being. 

The Simon of the \Arr6$ao-iq, on the other hand, is one of those nu¬ 

merous prophetic apostles who appear in the Near East around the be¬ 

ginning of the Christian era and are also characteristic of early Gnos¬ 

ticism.68 G. P. Wetter has made a study of these figures in his book 

Der Sohn Gottes, and H. Leisegang69 also rightly classes Simon in the 

series of those earthly apostles who announce their truth with the 

06 Of course one should also refrain from turning the argument around, as 
J. Jervell (Imago Dei, p. 132, n. 50) does: “The Gnosticism of Simon Magus, which 
is so important for our presentation, is early Gnosticism, as is shown by the thought 
that makes use of conceptual categories and the reduction in the use of mythology.” 
The “philosophical” form of a Gnostic system can in no wise be adduced for a dating 

of this system. 
66 [1], p. 349. 
07 Cf. J. Jervell, p. 145, n. 91; p. 137, n. 63; W. Schultz, Dokumente der Gnosis, 

pp. XIII, 125, 130; M. Dibelius in Botschaft und Geschichte II (1956): 69; 78; The 

Office of Apostle, pp. 115 ff. 
Above all, concerning the Anthropos figure which is identical with the Dynamis 

of Simon, one can say at the outset only that it “is identical with the inner man.” 
“Only as Christian influences began to have their effect did the Anthropos become 
primal man and redeemer” (J. Jervell, p. 138, n. 63). 

08 Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 159 ff. 
69 Die Gnosis, pp. 83 ff. 
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claim of immediate divine revelation or of their own divine authority.70 

E. Haenchen himself sees a further difficulty which results from 

placing the Irenaean system earlier than that of the ’Atrocpaaiq. The 

personification of the Ennoia in the figure of Helena is already a stage 

of development of the myth, since the Ennoia must originally have 

been thought of as scattered in all Pneumatics, as then also the re¬ 

demption by Simon originally can have applied only to the Pneumatics 

in general, not to the individual Helena.71 Thus undoubtedly the sys¬ 

tem of Irenaeus, in which the redemption of the Pneumatics is por¬ 

trayed in the form of the Simon-Helena legend, was preceded by a 

more original system, in which Simon appears in direct contact with 

concrete individual men. This system of Simon that is to be presupposed 

was, according to Haenchen, based upon Simon’s self-understanding 

that "in him the most high deity, the father of the Ennoia, the ‘Great 

Power,’ has come down in order to redeem men and therewith to set 

the Ennoia free.” 72 That such a redeemer myth underlies the Simon- 

Helena legend may still be clearly seen from the presentation given 

by Irenaeus and reproduced above. But, as we have already said, such 

a mythological self-understanding cannot have been that of the his¬ 

torical Simon. So we are directed still further back to that original 

system of Simonianism which is present in the ’A-rrocpcccnq—possibly in 

a sharply demythologized form—and which knows Simon only as pro- 

claimer. 

We should observe further that the system of the ’A-rrocfiacriq, in spite 

of two or three New Testament quotations, which will hardly have 

belonged to the original form of the writing, exhibits no Christian in¬ 

fluences of any kind. It is a different story with the system portrayed 

by Irenaeus. Already the figure of Simon as a heavenly emissary appear¬ 

ing in a historical man may betray a Christian influence.73 This is 

certainly true of the distinct stamp of this figure: "Now this man, who 

was revered by many as a god, taught concerning himself that he had 

appeared among the Jews as Son, descended in Samaria as Father and 

among the other peoples had come as Holy Spirit.” 74 Simon came in 

such a form “that he looked like a man and yet was not one, appeared 

to have suffered in Judea and yet had not suffered.” 75 The formal 

Christianization appearing here of a pre-Christian system is typical of 

the development of the Gnostic systems generally and is a symbol of 

70 Herein the “Apophasis” is essentially distinguished from the productions of 
actual philosophical Gnosticism. 

71 E. Haenchen, [1], p. 341. 
72 [1], p. 348. 
73 See The Office of Apostle, pp. 132 ff. 
74 Iren. I, 23.1; cf. Hipp. VI, 19.6. 
76 Iren. I, 23.3. 
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the church’s superiority in the struggle with Gnosticism during the 

second and third centuries. The reverse development would be unex¬ 

ampled and in the second and third centuries unthinkable, so on the 

basis of this consideration also the system of the ’AtTocpacrn; is indicated 
as the original one. 

Further, it will presently be shown that Gnostic systems without a 

redeemer myth of the same kind as the Simonian system discussed by 

Hippolytus appear frequently among the early accounts of Jewish and 

Christian Gnosticism; among them are the original systems of the 

Naassenes, the Valentinians, and the Marcosians, which we cannot 

consider in detail in the following, but cf. pp. 53-54 and The Office 
of Apostle, pp. 168 ff. 

Finally, it is worthy of note that the so-called Naassene Preaching 

in Hippolytus, which appeals to numerous passages of biblical and 

poetic tradition, contains in V, 9 (= 98.17 ff.) a detailed quotation 

from the ’Air6<|>acrtq, which—in whatever form—accordingly already 

qualified as Holy Scripture for the author of the “Naassene Preaching.’’ 

This also proves the relatively high antiquity of the system of the 

’A-rrocpacnq, which according to all these considerations is to be re¬ 

garded even temporally as a system of pre-Christian Gnosticism. 12 

Now it is no longer a very long step to the identification of this 

system as “pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism.” When Simon identifies 

himself as the “Great Power,” he therewith makes the claim, not to be a 

definite divine emanation, but an emanated part of the one original 

God himself. We have seen that the ’Airocpacnq developed just this 

Simonian claim and how it developed it. It is immediately understand¬ 

able that all the divine predicates can be claimed by Simon or can be 

attributed to him. Thus, following Irenaeus, Hippolytus rightly says 

that Simon tolerated “being called by any name with which people 

wished to name him.” 76 Hence he is called not only Great Power77 

or The Standing One,78 but also God,79 Son of God,80 Father,81 Holy 

Spirit,82 Kyrios,83 Savior,84 and so on. 

The title “Christ” however also belongs to these titles used by him 

70 Hipp. VI, 19.6 — 147.8-9; cf. Iren. I, 23.1. 
77 Hipp. VI, 19.4; Epiph. Haer. XXI, 1; Origen Cels. V, 62; VI, 11; Iren. I, 23.1; 

Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 22; Acts 8:10; Acta Petri 4; Ps.-Cl. Rec. Ill, 47.1. 
78 Clem. Alex. Strom. II, 11.52; Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 22; Rec. Ill, 46-47; Mart. Petri 

II — Lipsius-Bonnet I, 80.37. 
79 Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 22; Rec. II, 9; III, 63; Iren. I, 23.1; Acta Petri 4, 10; Justin Apol. 

I, 26.1-2; Jerome on Matt. 24:5; Justin Dial. 120.6. 
80 Hipp. VI, 19.6; Iren. I, 23.1; Epiph. Haer. XXI, 1; Mart. Petri et Pauli 15. 
81 Hipp. VI, 19.6; Epiph. Haer. XXI, 1; Iren. I, 23.1-2. 
82 Hipp. VI, 19.6; Iren. I, 23.1. 
83 Hipp. VI, 20.1. 
84 Acta Petri 4. 
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or ascribed to him.85 In the pre-Christian system of Simonianism as 
it underlies the ’ATrocfiacnq this title of Christ is not taken from the 
Christian conception of the redeemer but from the religious termi¬ 
nology of Judaism. In essence, it is only the title which is appropriated, 
not a conception originally bound up with it (see p. 53). When it is 
said in Hipp. VI, 19.686 that Simon had appeared as a man although 
he was not a man, and had apparently suffered in Judea, had appeared 
to the Jews as Son, and to the other peoples as Pneuma Hagion, it is 
still clear in this late report that Simon is the Christ not as the one 
Christ who has appeared in Jesus but as the Pneuma who has appeared 
in all, and only thus also in Jesus. 

Did Simon himself also call that divine figure, as a part of which 
he was on earth, by the name of Christ? In that case the system of 
Simon would actually be the system of a pre-Christian Christ Gnos¬ 
ticism. Unfortunately it cannot be proved that Simon himself used this 
name. It is true that it is told even of Dositheus,87 who serves as Simon’s 
teacher and also as Ecruoq88 and who doubtless was a—presumably 
earlier—representative of the “Simonian” system, that he represented 
himself as “Christ,” 89 a claim which naturally did not compete with 
that of Simon; still the Simonian system which has been presented is not 
meant to serve as proof of the existence of a pre-Christian Christ Gnos¬ 
ticism. It is sufficient that in the foregoing investigation we have be¬ 
come acquainted with the structure of such a system: 

A heavenly being (Eorcoq) —whether God himself or a divine emana¬ 
tion— 

enters into matter (oraq)—which was always there or (in good 
Jewish tradition) is first created by him— 

and there concerns himself with the return upwards (cnricropevoq) — 
which means the liberation from captivity in matter or the transfer 
of the “Dynamis,” which has been actualized out of potentiality 
into substance, into the heavenly treasury. 

Every man or every pneumatic is part of the descended heavenly 
being and is responsible for his “redemption” or self-realization, which 
has as its presupposition the “redemption” also of the other parts of the 

86 Hipp. VI, 9.1; 20.3; Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 22; Rec. Ill, 47.3 (Jesus); cf. Horn. XVI, 
16.5; Acta Petri 4. R. Eisler, Jesus Basileus . . . , I: 133; II: 708, surmises that the 
disturbances which led to the expulsion of the Jews from Rome by Claudius and 
which according to Suetonius (Vita Claudii 25) went back to followers of a certain 
Chrestus/Christus were set in motion by Simon. 

80 r= 147.5-6; cf. Epiph. Haer. XXI, 1; Ps.-Tert. Haer. 1. 
87 Cf. W. Bousset, [1], pp. 382 ff.; K. Rudolph, [1], pp. 33-34. 
88 Ps.-Cl. Rec. II, 8-9, 11; Horn. II, 24. 
80 Origen Cels. I, 57 = Koetschau I, 108.25 If.; cf. VI, 11 — II, 81.17 ff. 



Introduction A: Gnosticism 47 

“Dynamis.” This system knows nothing of a special redeemer figure 
or a real redeemer myth. 

The ’Eyco eijat formula, which stems from the oriental sacral style 

and is widespread in Gnosticism, gives simple and clear expression to 

the divine claim of these Pneumatics—“Dynamics” would better cor¬ 

respond to the terminology of the ’ATrocpacnq. Precisely for Simon this 

formula is characteristic: £yco dpi 6 uioq tou 9eoG.90 The occasional 

occurrence of the genitive is a sign of a precise formulation; Simon 

claims dVcu Suvapiq xai auTOu too tov Kocrpov ktictocvtoc; 0eoG,91 i.e., to 

be part of God, or dVcxi Trjq teAeiccc; Suvapscoq kou petexeiv Trjq dvEworpou 

E^oucriaq.92 Insofar as they are active as “redeemers,” the individuals 

who share in the Suvapiq, the Koivcovia toG uvEupaToq, often bear the 

title of apostle while on their missionary journeys.93 It will be shown 

that this aspect of the described system—like many another—also is 

of significance for the presentation of Gnosticism in Corinth; however, 

in the following our attention will be devoted above all to the title 

“Christ” which occurs in this system. 

The title “man” or a similar title does not occur in the “Great Proc¬ 

lamation” as a designation for the Eorcoq-aTaq-aTriaopEvoq. That is of 

course of no importance. It is familiar to us, for example, from the 

Naassene Preaching which, however diverse the material used by it 

may be, as a whole is to be classified with the system discussed here 

of a redeemerless Gnosticism. 13 

The Naassenes venerate the dvSpcouoq or the uioq toG dvOpcoirou, 

whom they also call ’ASdpaq.94 He is the central figure of their system95 

and corresponds to the “Dynamis” in the “Great Proclamation.” The 

three stages in the destiny of the “Dynamis”—caTcoq-aTaq-crTriaopEvoq 

—appropriately occur in the Naassene Preaching as teaching con¬ 

cerning the (puCTiq tcov ycyovoTCOv Kai yivopcvcov kou dropcvcov.96 One finds 

this doctrine allegorically in Isa. 28:10: Outoi eictiv oi Tpeiq uttepoykoi 

Aoyoi. KauAocKoeG, crauAacraG, ^cricrdp. KauAaxaG toG avco toG ’ASapavroq, 

aauAaaaG toG kotco GvryroG, ^Encrap toG etti to avco psuaavToq ’ I opSavou.97 

Then is added: OuToq da-d, <pr|aiv, 6 ev Traaiv dpa£vo9r|Auq avGpcorroq.98 

Thus men stem airo toG paKapiou avcoGsv dv0p6irou ij apyccvOpcoirou fj 

90 Mart. Petri et Pauli 15 = Lipsius-Bonnet I, 132.10. Cf. Jerome on Matt. 24:15: 
"ego sum speciosus, ego paracletus, ego omnipotens, ego omnia Dei.” 

91 Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 22.3. 
92 Hipp. VI, 41.1 zz 172.20-21 as a description of the Marcosians, whose system is 

similar to that of the Apophasis. 
93 See The Office of Apostle, pp. 159 ff. 

94 Hipp. VI, 6.4-5 zz 78.5 fE. 
95 V, 7.2 zz 79.6 ff. 
99 V, 7.20 zz 83.9 ff.; cf. V, 7.29 zz 85.18 ff. 

97 V, 8.4 zz 89.20 ff. 
98 V, 8.4 zz 89.22 ff. 
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’ASapavToq." They are fettered dq TrAaapa to Ttf|Aivov, Tva SouAcuctgocti 

Tcp Toanriq Trjq KTiaecoq 8r|pioupycp 51 aASa(3aco0, 0ecJ> Trupivcp, apiGpov 

TCTapTcp.100 For “anyone who says that all consists of one thing errs; 

anyone who says ‘of three things’101 speaks the truth and gives the ex¬ 

planation of the universe. Mia yap ecm, <pflcnv, fl parapia <f>Gatq too 

paKapiou dv0pcoTTOu tou avco, toG ’ASapavToq. pla 5e r) 0vr|Tr| koctco. pia 6e 

rj apaaiAeuToq yzvza i) avco yevopevr).” 102 

Here the mythological character of the system emerges more strongly 

than in the “Great Proclamation.’’103 

Now in the middle of the portrayal of this happening “ttote avco 

uotc koctco” 104 is found the well-known passage: “About this one (scil. 

the Logos), they say, it is written: awake, thou that sleepest, and 

arise, and Christ will illumine thee. OuToq eutiv 6 xP|CTTb^ o ev uaai, 

<f>r|cn, Toiq yevr|ToTq uioq dv0p«trou KEyapaKTipiapEvoq aTro toG dyccpocK- 

TripiaTou Aoyou.” 105 The KEyapccKTripiapevoq corresponds to the £^£i- 

KoviapEvoq in the “Great Proclamation.” The uloq dv0pco-rrou KeyocpaK- 

Tripiapevoq is the yivopcvoq or aTaq, namely the apxdv0pcoTroq avco0£v 

’ASapaq who is now to be found as £aco av0pcouoq106 in all men.107 In 

our quotation he is called “Christ,” which clearly means not the one 

person of the church’s redeemer but the “primal man.” Of course the 

church’s redeemer also appears in isolated passages of the Naassene 

Preaching, but he is always called “Jesus” and is “Christ” only insofar 

as he is also the TeAcioq dvOpcoiroq: “Aid toGto, (frjai, Acyct 6 ’IqaoGq. 

’Eyeo dpi r) TruAr) r| aAr)0ivri. "Ectti 6e 6 toGto AEycov 6 and toG axapotK- 

TripiaTOu, q>r)criv, avco0£v KEyapaKTripiapEvoq TEAEtoq dvOpcoiroq. Ou Suva- 

Tai oGv, <J>r)ai, aco0rjvai 6 TeAEioq av0pcoTroq, zav pi) dvayEvviyrri 5ia TauTqq 

eioeAGcov Trjq TruAr|<;.” 108 For the Christ-Anthropos has flowed down into 

all pneumatic men, and everyone can become the redeemer of another. 

The Naassene Preaching likewise still knows nothing of an actual 

15 redeemer figure.109 The “perfect man” saves himself. “Christ” is not 

99 V, 7.30 — 86.7-8. 
100 V, 7.30 — 86.8 ff. 

24 mi This triad is not to be confused with the threefold division of man or of 
humanity, also occurring in the Naassene Preaching, as voepoq, ipuxiKoq, and x0|K°c;* 

102 V, 8.2 = 89.10 ff. 
103 Cf. as a parallel from the Mandaean writings: “The man who is seated there 

above is hidden far below” (Lidzbarski, Mandaische Liturgien, p. 12.6). 
104 V, 7.38 = 88.13. 
106 V, 7.33-34 — 87.3 ff. 

108 V, 7.36 — 87.22. 
107 V, 7.36 = 88.1. 
108 V, 8. 20-21 = 93.1 ff. 
109 Thus Jesus only plays the role of the exemplary Gnostic as in the system of 

Carpocrates described by Iren. I, 25.1-3; Hipp. VII, 32; Epiph. Haer. XXVII, 2 ff.: 
“Jesus, however, is Joseph’s son and is like other men. He was distinguished from 
others in that his soul, since it was strong and pure, had remembered what it had 
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the Christian redeemer but one of the varying designations for the 

primal man.” This designation betrays Jewish but no Christian in¬ 

fluences, even if the quotation in V, 7.33-34 should stem from Eph. 

5:14—which in view of the difference in wording is by no means 

certain—and not rather from a common Gnostic source. 

Before we trace out the extant evidences of the pre-Christian Christ 

Gnosticism now adequately identified as a system, we must explain 

how the transferral of the Jewish title of Christ to the Gnostic primal 

man could come about. The setting of this transferral is not hard to 

discover: it must have involved a Jewish Gnosticism in which the tradi¬ 

tional figure of Jewish eschatology was terminologically joined with 

the Gnostic chief figure. This process is typical of Gnosticism. It could 

combine all the motifs at hand with the conceptions that had come 

down to it, if it was a matter of securing admittance for its own under¬ 

standing of existence in the sphere of already present religions. The 

terminological introduction of the Jewish figure of the Messiah into 

the Gnostic mythology was therefore unavoidable in the Jewish terri¬ 

tory. This association between Messiah and the Gnostic primal man 

was, moreover, not entirely unmotivated. Most of all, the significance 

of both was in essence eschatological. In addition, there was the fact 

that according to the schema of primordial time-end-time, the Messiah 

also—as David’s son—was seen in a primordial-time relation. But it is 

just this generally oriental schema that also dominates the primal man 

myth. The unexampled ability of Gnosticism to amalgamate to itself 

alien conceptions therefore was not at all strained in the equation of 
“primal man = Christ.” 

Conversely, for a Judaism which was exposed to Gnosticism in the 

seen in the presence of the unbegotten Father. The Father had sent him a ‘Dynamis’ 
so that he might escape the creators of the world, and he ascended to him through 
all and set free from all. Those who are like him have the same experience .... 
For anyone who, like Jesus’ soul, holds the Archons, the creators, in contempt will 
likewise receive SuvanEic; to bring about the same effect. Hence some also became 
so arrogant that they said they were equal to Jesus; others even said that in a 
certain sense they preceded him. These also held themselves to be better than 
Jesus’ disciples like Paul, Peter, and the other apostles, who on their own part had 
not been inferior to Jesus in any respect. For their souls came from the same circle 
and hence they likewise despised the creators of the world; they possessed the same 
Suvagiq and would again return thither. But if anyone scorned what is here more 
than that one did, he could also be more than that one” (Iren. I, 25.1-2). 

The original Christology of Cerinthus (cf. Iren. I, 26.1; Ps.-Tert. Haer. 3.2; Epiph. 
Haer. XXVII, 1), whom the heresiologists connect closely with Carpocrates (Ps.- 
Tert. Haer. 3.2; Philastrius Haer. 36; Epiph. Haer. XXVIII, 1.1), is probably to be 
understood in the same way, even though already in Irenaeus the early form of 
Cerinthus’ system has been altered in the direction of the church’s Christology 
(but cf. Epiph. Haer. XXVIII, 6; see below, p. 57). 

Whether the figure of Jesus in the Naassene Preaching is literarily secondary 
can remain open here. It is beyond question that it is secondary in a substantive 

sense. 
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Diaspora, there was no occasion to reject such interpretation of the 

conception of the Messiah; for doubtless certain circles in Judaism, 

especially among the folk who after the exile had intentionally re¬ 

mained in Babylonia, had long since abandoned the Jewish hope which 

was connected with the land of Canaan and the Messiah-king in Jeru¬ 

salem.110 Mesopotamia however may also have been the homeland of 

Gnosticism. A reinterpretation of the messianic idea did not discomfit 

Jewish circles here. 

If we look now for further traces of the system described, it becomes 

evident that we must turn our attention to Jewish Gnosticism. We 

find a presentation of this system distinguished by brevity and clarity, 

even though for the most part not correctly interpreted, in Hippolytus 

in connection with the mention of Elchasai (X, 29). 

The Jewish Gnostics pictured here confess, to be sure like Simon 

in good Jewish fashion, that the origins of the universe lie in God 

alone; nevertheless they do not confess one Christ, i.e., as Hippolytus 

corrects himself, there is indeed, according to their opinion, one Christ, 

but only in the heavens; he has, however, ofttimes changed into many 

different bodies, and hereafter he will continue to enter into bodies and 

will show himself temporarily in many. Reference is made to the 

same people by Hippolytus’ comment in IX, 14 that “Christ” is said 

to have been an ordinary man like everyone else, that he had not now 

for the first time been born (of a virgin), but also previously, and also 

thereafter had appeared and emerged as one who was born and still 

is being born, since he changes his ways of coming and the bodies he 

occupies. 

Thus Christ appears on earth only in the form of the ordinary man. 

Nevertheless he is or was here below not as a particular man, but at 

all times is divided up among many men. On earth, this phenomenon 

is the “hidden power,” 1) KpuTrrq Suvccptq of the “Great Proclamation,” 

namely “Elkesai,” which in all the various forms of the name surely 

means “hidden power” 111 and originally hardly denoted an individual 

person but rather that "Dynamis” also called “Christ,” which is found 

on earth in all Pneumatics and can be active as redeemer in each of 

its parts. 

There is one Christ only avco as £orcoq or crrr|cr6|j£voq; On earth 

Christ is found as the orac; at all times in many ordinary men. It is 

clear that this Christ has nothing in common with the church’s Christ; 

he is after all not a mythological redeemer figure but “man” himself. 

110 It is well known that Philo and Josephus, e.g., completely ignore the messianic 
hope. 

X11 See G. Strecker in RAC, s.v. Elkesai; E. S. Drower, The Secret Adam, p. 93, n. 1. 
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The Christ Gnosticism before us here is thus a purely Jewish Gnos¬ 
ticism. 

What Hippolytus tells in VII, 34 about the Ebionites, who “like 

Cerinthus and Carpocrates”—i.e., in Gnostic fashion—“tell fables,” is 

to be understood only in the light of this Christ myth: “d yap koci 

ETEpoq Tiq TT£Troir|K£i toc ev vopcp npooT£Tocy|i£va fjv av EKdvoq 6 ypicrroq. 

AuvacrGai 6e Kai iauTOuq opoicoq troiriaavToq xpiorouq y£V£a0ai. Kai yap 

Kai auTov opoicoq avGpconov elvai ttoccti XEyouaiv.” 

A reshaping of this system which presumably took place under 

Christian influence is present when in certain Jewish-Christian circles 

in which the church’s Christ was venerated as the prophet promised 

by Moses (Deut. 18:15-18)112 it is explained concerning this prophet 

that he has already appeared earlier in individual figures—Ps. Clem. 

Horn. XVIII, 13.6 enumerates seven such incarnations.113-114 The pas¬ 

sages quoted from Hippolytus’ Refutatio still know nothing of this 

conception. For them Christ is found on earth generally not as one, but 

only in the form diffused among many ordinary men at any and all 

times. 

G. Strecker writes (Das Judenchristentum . . . , p. 149) about Ps.- 

Clem. Rec. VIII, 59-62:116 “According to this the true prophet is said to 

fill the world and to inhabit the mens of every single man; he sleeps in 

the unbelievers, but in those who seek him he ignites the light of 

knowledge. In this conception only a little is preserved of the change 

in form.” Just the opposite is true! The conception of the light-sparks 

of the true prophet Christ present in all men was later transposed into 

the view that the prophet as redeemer has appeared only in individual 

outstanding figures. This tendency toward hypostatizing can most 

clearly be detected in the later passages of the Pseudo-Clementines, 

while it is still largely absent from the earlier passages, according to 

which the true prophet Christ is, rather, present at all times, that is, 

in men themselves, and is revealed to those who are willing to hear.116 

The view according to which Christ appears as an individual figure 

and as redeemer is in the Christian sphere more clearly delineated 

and therefore later than the purely anthropological Christ myth, 

against which Judaism naturally also protested. Od. Sol. 41.15 may 

contain such a protest: “The anointed one is in truth one, and he was 

known before the foundation of the world.” 

112 W. Staerk, [2], pp. 99 ff.; H. J. Schoeps, [1], pp. 87 ff. 
113 Cf. Epiph. Haer. XXX, 3.2 ff.; Ps.-Cl. Rec. II, 47; Horn. II, 52; XVII, 4; 

W. Staerk, [2], pp. 105 ff. 
114 As is well known, this conception is also found elsewhere in Gnosticism, esp. 

in Manichaeism; cf. G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum, . .. p. 151; 1st ed., pp. 113-14. 

115 Cf. Epiph. Haer. XXX, 3.3 ff.; Ps.-Cl. Horn. II, 15, 17. 
116 Cf. H. J. Schoeps, [4], p. 51; G. Strecker, pp. 149-50. 
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The remark of Epiphanius (Haer. LIII, 1.8) that Christ is for the 

Sampsaeans a “KTiapa koci aei tote (= at all times, from eternity) 

(paivopevov Kai upcoTOv pev TTETrAaaBai auTov to acopa too ’A5ap, Kai 

-tt&Aiv £v5u£a0ai ote PouAetoi is also to be understood in the sense of 

the still pre-Christian Christ myth; cf. XXIX, 6. Also Ps.-Clem. Rec. 

I, 52.3: “Christus, qui ab initio et semper erat, per singulas quasque 

generationes piis, latenter licet, semper tamen aderat”; and Rec. II, 

22.4-5 (cf. Horn. Ill, 20.2) : “Nam et ipse verus propheta ab initio 

mundi per saeculum currens festinat ad requiem.” The altogether more 

dependable Syrian lets us recognize the anthropological components of 

this statement even better: “ettei kou 6 dAr)0f]q npo<]>f|Triq car’ dpxn<; T°^ 

Koapou siq Tqv dvairauaiv EirsiyEi rjpaq dei p£0’ ripcov Tpcycov. coctte ecttiv 

p£0’ fjpcov irdaaq Taq f|p£paq.” The rest mentioned is in the sense of 

the Gnostic myth the eschatological rest117 of the CTTricropEvoq that 

embraces all individual souls, of which we read in Hippolytus (VI, 

12.3 = 138.16 ff.) that he “will be one and the same in essence, might, 

greatness, and perfection with the unbegotten and infinite Power 

The well-known passage from j Taan 2.1:118 “If a man says ‘I am 

God,’ he lies; ‘I am the Son of Man,’ he will regret it; ‘I ascend to 

heaven,’ he will not achieve it” should be mentioned here also. It is 

impossible to take this as a polemic against Jesus Christ as is every¬ 

where done; for in addition to the fact that the saying obviously does 

not have in view one certain man or an individual man at all, the 

third part of the saying makes sense only if it is directed against the 

assertion of presently living men that they would ascend to heaven. 

Against the church’s proclamation of the already accomplished ascen¬ 

sion of Christ, the assertion “he will not achieve it” would be an 

uncalled-for and wholly misconceived polemic. People like the Jewish 

Gnostics such as we have become acquainted with are rather meant 

here.119 They represent themselves to be God or the Christ = Son of 

Man; they would ascend to heaven as the Pneuma in ecstasy or after 
their death.120 

Irenaeus tells us, as we have already seen, of the sect of the Carpocra- 

tians that according to their teaching Jesus was an ordinary man. He 

117 dvauauCTiq is one of the most widespread Gnostic terms; it is an indication 
of the decisive eschatological interest of Gnosticism. 

118 Cf. H. L. Strack, Jesus, die Haretiker und die Christen, p. 37. 
119 Thus, correctly, G. P. Wetter, Der Sohn Gottes, pp. 17, 85, 104; cf. M. Fried- 

lander, [1], passim, who also correctly finds polemics against Jewish sects elsewhere 
in the Talmud; K. Schubert, Die Religion des nachbiblischen Judentums, pp. 94 ff. 

is° for example, Simon undertakes to fly into the heavens: Mart. Petri II — 
Lipsius-Bonnet I, 80.33; Mart. Petri et Pauli 30 — 144.8 ff.; cf. 162.2 ff.; 164.10 ff.; 
209.14 ff.; cf. Ps.-Cl. Rec. II, 61-62. After all the description of j Taan 2.1 in all 
respects fits in with the way in which Simon and the Simonians appear according 
to the ecclesiastical reports; cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 216 ff. 
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had preserved undimmed the recollection of his stay in the upper world 

and therefore had received a “Dynamis” with which he ascended. But 

they said the same thing also about themselves, for their souls had 

descended from the same circle and for this reason had similarly 

scorned the creator of the world; they are blessed with the same 

“Dynamis” and would return again to the same goal.121 

Again we encounter the same redeemer-less system as we have come 

to know it in the ’Airo^ao-iq. To be sure the “Dynamis,” which all 

Gnostics possess and ascend with, is not called “Christ,” but the “Dy¬ 

namis” dwelling in Jesus, in the context of the familiar schema of the 

dualistic Gnostic Christology, can only have been the “Christ” who 

then, however, as “Dynamis” lived in all Gnostics and ascended.122 

Even the Gnosticism of Marcus, of which Irenaeus gives us a detailed 

account, belongs here as to its contents. We do not encounter one 

redeemer; instead, all Gnostics are parts Tqq -reAdaq Suvapecoq (Hipp. 

VI, 41.1) . They go about as redeemer apostles and attempt, by means 

of ecstatic productions which the church fathers scornfully called 

magic, to awaken the “Dynamis” hidden in other men, “so that you 

may become what I am, and I what you are” (Iren. I, 13.3), as Marcus 

says to his medium. It is true that in the reports about Marcus, “Christ” 

does not occur directly as a title for the “Dynamis.” The Marcosian says 

“eycb uioq octto Trcn-poq” (Iren. I, 21.5) .123 But he could of course just as 

121 Iren. I, 25.1-2; Hipp. VII, 32.1 ff. 
122 The same conception of the exemplary character of Jesus the Christ, which 

presupposes the equation “Pneumatic rr Christ,” may stand behind Saying 116 of the 
Coptic Gospel of Philip from the Nag Hammadi find; on this, see H. M. Schenke, 
[2], p. 12. The peculiar [ju(jr|cn<; conception as it is found in Paul will also have to be 
understood from this perspective; on this, cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 216 ff. 

The third (earthly) Christ of the Valentinians presumably goes back to the 
Christ who is understood in this Gnostic fashion as an example, while the first 
(heavenly) Christ apparently represents the original Christ-primal man figure 
(eaTcoq) and the second (redeemer) Christ takes on the basic conception of the 
church’s Christology. 

123 To be compared with this is the Gnostic speculation which is offered by 
the pagan alchemist Zosimus, who may have written about the end of the 3rd or 
the beginning of the 4th cent, (on him personally, see R. Reitzenstein, [2], pp. 
8-9), in one of his writings on the origin and destiny of man. (The text in question 
in Reitzenstein, [2], pp. 102 ff., following M. Bertholet, Alchimistes grecs II, [1888]; 
229 ff.; recently translated by H. M. Schenke, [2], pp. 52 ff.) Adam, so we learn from 
Zosimus, is a being of two parts, Light-Adam and Heimarmene-Adam, thus soul 
and body, Prometheus and Epimetheus, inner man and outer man. It goes on to 
say; “In other words, our NoOq says: But the Son of God, who can do all things and 
becomes all that he will, appears to everyone as he will. And to the present and 
until the end of the world he will come and will be with his own, secretly and 
openly, in order to counsel them secretly and through their understanding . . , .” 
Still more is said of this Son of God whom his own “have received,” and it is under¬ 
standable that this section in Zosimus exhibits many Christian interpolations, which 
are relatively easy to recognize (see in Reitzenstein, [2], pp. 103 ff.). But Reitzen- 
stein’s comment ([2], p. 106) also applies to the presumably original text of Zosimus: 
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well have said, if the external proximity to Christianity had not 

hindered him, “eycb dpi 6 xP'crToq,” as Gnostics resembling the Mar- 

cosians do after the performance of their “magical” rites, according to 

the report of Epiphanius (Haer. XXVI, 9.9). This is indeed late but 

clear documentation for that pre-Christian Gnostic “Christology” in 

which Christ is not the heavenly emissary but the “man” to be found 

in all Pneumatics. The self-movement of this Christ as the eorcoq or 

CTTquopevoq avco and the CTTaq ko:tco apparently is expressed among these 

Gnostics portrayed by Epiphanius in the form of a distinction between 

the xPtcrT°^ aAAoq auToAoxeuToq and the xP,crT°<» ouToq 6 kocteABcov 

(Haer. XXVI, 10.4). 

Most of the later witnesses for the collective significance of the 

Christ appear in a context in which Christ appears as the one redeemer 

also. Attempts are frequently made to reconcile the two Christologies; 

frequently they stand in close conjunction. It is certain that the two 

conceptions are basically in competition with each other. Now it is 

inconceivable that the Christ of Christian Gnosticism was later anthro- 

pologized. It is rather the tendency of Gnosticism, the later it is, the 

more to approximate the church’s Christology, that is, to place Christ 

as the one redeemer over against men. So at the beginning there stands 

the conception of Christ as the sum of all Pneumatics. Christ as the one 

redeemer then makes his way into Gnosticism from ecclesiastical Chris¬ 

tianity, yet without being able ever completely to suppress the title 

of “Christ” for "man”; indeed, the one Christ frequently appears still 

to be altogether expendable even in his redeeming function. 

Let me offer some examples: 

Eclogae ex proph. 23 could belong to a Gnostic source of Clement. 

Here indeed the acoTijp is spoken of, but he actually is identical with 

the £KKAr|CTia and is at work in her: “cocmep 5ia tou acopaToq 6 CTcoTqp 

eAaAci Kai iocto, ouTcoq Kai irpoTEpov pcv 8ia tcov TrpoqjrjTcbv, vuv Se 8ia 

tuv ccttootoAcov Kai tcov SiSaaKcxAcov. f| EKKAqala yap utttipeteT Tq tou 

Kupiou EVEpyEia EV0EV Kai TOTE avBpcoTTOv avcAaftev, Tva St’ auToO uirr|pE- 

Tijaq Tcp 0£AfipaTi toG TraTpoq. Kai ttocvtote av0pcoiTOv 6 <f>iAdv0pcoTroq 

£v6u£Tai 0£oq Eiq Ttjv av0pcoTrcov acoTr)piav, irpoTEpov psv Touq TTpo^qTaq, 

vGv 8e Tqv EKKAqaiav.” 

Within the account of the ascension of the Christ redeemer that is 

customary in Christian Gnosticism, it is said in Iren. I, 30.14 that the 

“. . . Christianity probably also has exerted its influence, even though in my judg¬ 
ment half unconsciously.” It is obvious that the strange emergence of the “Son of 
God” who is always present to all eau avflpcoiroi can easily be explained, as in Marcus, 
from the basic conception of the Jewish Christian Gnosticism in connection with 

the Christian equation of Christ and Son of God, More than this of course cannot 
be said, 
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ascended Christ “post depositionem mundialis carnis recipiat in se” 

the souls of the Gnostics; he enriches himself with these souls, while 

the world loses ever more of the heavenly power until at last all the 

“droplets of light” are again gathered above, i.e., until the perfect 

Christ-Anthropos is reconstituted. Here people clearly have combined 

the original Christ-primal man conception with the church’s picture of 

Christ, without making clear how then Christ as a person acts, redeems, 

and lives in the celestial world when the same Christ at the same time 

is still diffused in the world. 

According to Exc. ex Theod. 26 the adjustment of the two christo- 

logical conceptions was made in such a way that a distinction was 

made between the visible and invisible aspects of “Jesus.” There also 

occurs the explicit equation of Christ and church: “to opaTov toG 

’Irioou r| Eo(J)ia kcu r| ’ExxAriaia rjv tqv crrrepiidTcov tcov SiatpepovTCov . . . 

Cf. also §41 of the Exc. ex Theod., important in this connection; 

and on this also W. Foerster, Von Valentin zu Herakleon (BZNW 7 

[1928]), p. 86. 

In Act. Thom. 10 Christ is praised as the one “who is in all and 

permeates all and inhabits all his works and is visible through all 

activity,” a passage which indeed has a pantheistic ring but may be 

originally Gnostic.124 Cf. also Peter’s address to Christ before his own 

martyrdom: “au to ttocv kcci to Trav ev aou xai to ov au, xai oux eotiv 

ccAAo 6 ecttiv d pf| povoq au.” 126 Closer to the myth is a comment of the 

Rhetor Victorinus, who gives as an assertion of the Symmachians (!) 

about Jesus: “Dicunt enim eum ipsum Adam esse et esse animam 

generalem.” 126 Here the anthropological function of the “Christ” 

clearly comes out. Cf. further Aphraates (TU III, 3: 103) : “Christ 

... he dwells with many, since he is only one, and with the believers 

here and there, because they stem from him; and he is not thereby 

diminished, as it stands written (Isa. 53:12?): He has divided him 

among many. And although he is divided among many 

It is generally known how strongly, especially in the Acts of Thomas 

but also in other acts of apostles, the figure of the apostle stands in 

equal significance alongside the figure of Christ. When in the Acts of 

Thomas the apostle is represented as Christ’s twin brother,127 this is 

only a superficial concealing of what is constantly expressed in the 

entire writing, that Thomas himself and thus the pneumatic person 

generally is “Christ.” 

124 Cf. Oxyrhynchus Papyrus I, Logion 5 — Kleine Texte 8: 19; Ephraem in 

Resch, Agrapha, TU NF XV, Heft 3/4 (1906): 201. 
las Mart. Petri 10 = Lipsius-Bonnet I, 98.4-5. 
120 Comm, in Gal. 1:15 = Migne, PSL VIII, col. 1155. 
127 Acta Thom. 39, et passim; cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 187 If. (Lit.). 
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In Act. Joh. 100 Christ says, . . not yet has every member of the 

one who descended been gathered together ... so long as you are not 

called my own, I am not what I am. But if you listen to me, you will 

be as I am and I shall again be what I was, when I have you with me as 

I myself am.” This is originally not the utterance of one emissary as 

it now appears, but the utterance of the crrac;, the “descended one,” 

that “Christ” who, divided among all, seeks himself and finds himself 

(Hipp. VI, 17.3). Cf. also Epiph. Haer. XXVI, 13.2: “I have recognized 

myself and have gathered myself from everywhere . . . koci ctuveAe§oc tci 

peAr) tcc SiecrKopmapeva, and I know who you are. eycb yap tcov avcoSev 

dpi” (from the Gospel of Philip) .128 Further, Haer. XXVI, 3.1: “I am 

you and you are I, and where you are I am, and I am diffused in all. 

And where you will, you gather me; in gathering me you are gathering 

yourself” (from the Gospel of Eve). To be understood in this sense 

also is the song of Christ which is taken up in Act. Joh. 95: 

Saved shall I be, and I shall save. 
Delivered shall I be, and I shall deliver. 
Wounded shall I be, and I shall wound. 

I shall hear, and I shall be heard. 

I shall be united, and I shall unite. 

A door am I to you, on me you knock. 
A way am I to you, the wandering one. 

The identity of Christ with the Christians can also find the follow¬ 

ing expression: “See me in yourselves as one of you sees himself in the 

water or in a mirror,” 129 or “Behold, our mirror is the Lord. Open 

your eyes and look at them therein, and learn the nature of your 
countenance.” 130 

In Pistis Sophia 96 (= Schmidt-Till, p. 148.6-7, 18-19, 29), Christ 

says of the Gnostics: “These men are I and I am they.” This relation¬ 

ship can be expressed in imagery in the following way: Jesus says, “I 

am as near to you as the clothing on your body” (C. R. C. Allberry, 
A Manichaean Psalm-Book, II: 39.23-24). 

In the recently discovered Coptic Gospel of Thomas we read in 

Logion 108 (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 25): “Jesus said, whoever will drink 

18 from my mouth will be drunk. And I shall become he. . . .” In the 

128 Cf. Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 273 ff.; E. Norden, Agnostos Theos, 
pp. 183 ff.; M. Dibelius, Botschaft und Geschichte, II; 156; A. Dieterich, Ein ’e 
Mithrasliturgie, p. 97; H. Jonas, [1], pp. 125, 318-19. 

129 Ps.-Cyprian, De montibus Sina et Sion 13. 
130 Od. Sol. 13.1-2. 
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Gospel of Philip from the same find, there is in Logion 44 this sen¬ 

tence, “You (saw) Christ and became Christ,” and in Logion 67 it is 

said of the perfected Gnostic that he “is no longer a Christian but a 

Christ” (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 46.50). 

Tertullian tells (de praescr. haer. 30.12 If.) of Gnostics who represent 

themselves as “new apostles” and are still circulating in his day, that 

they had asserted that Christ had descended again, had again taught 

the same things, was crucified again, died again, rose again; thus of 

course he created apostles and gave them power also to perform the 

same signs which he performed. These people hardly asserted that the 

Christ-event of the church's proclamation had been repeated only once, 

as Tertullian apparently understands it. Where and how would this 

have been? The meaning of the Gnostic apostles rather seems to be 

that Christ is present in themselves, who, as apostles, are also re¬ 

deemers; they are Christ and Christ is identical with them. 

In this connection these xpictToi may have spoken of being crucified, 

dying, and rising, for we know, for example,131 from the Pauline termi¬ 

nology of Gnostic origin how one could interpret the concepts of the 

church’s Christology anthropologically in Gnosticism.132 

The notice of Epiphanius (Haer. XXVIII, 6.1; cf. Philastrius, Haer. 

36.2) also is probably to be understood similarly: “oOtoc; 8e 6 Kqpiv9oc;, 

ccvoryroq koci avoq-rcov 8i8daKaAoq, <j>aaK£i ttocAiv ToApqCTaq XP1CTT°V ttettov- 

0Evai koci EoraupobcrBai, primo 8e EyfjyEpSai, paAAov 8e av(crraa9ai, otccv 

f) kocSoAou y£vr)Tai vekpcov dvacrracnq. Since Cerinthus made a distinction 

between Jesus and Christ,133 the “Christ” mentioned here is the “inner 

man,” to iTVEOpa to ayiov or the 6cvco0ev Suvapiq (Epiph., Haer. XXVI, 

1.5-6), which suffers in all men and experiences its “resurrection” in 

the final gathering together of all its scattered parts. 

The identification of the Christians with Christ has been preserved, 

not accidentally, in Origen: “For Christ is likewise found in every saint, 

and because of the one Christ many xpicrroi, his imitators, arose.” 134 

“If anyone wishes to see many bodies which are filled with the divine 

Spirit and like the one Christ are everywhere concerned to serve the 

salvation of men, he should consider those who everywhere teach the 

word of Jesus rightly and with pious lives and also themselves are 

called xpio'Toi by the divine Scriptures. . . . For as we have heard that 

131 Cf. the Manichaean passages in H. Jonas, [1], pp. 310-11. 
132 one who participates in the crucifixion slays the cwpa Tnq apapTiaq; gnos- 

tically interpreted, this means the anti-godly body (Rom. 6:6). One who shares in 
the burial puts off the cnapa Tfjq aapKoq; gnostically interpreted, this means the body 
as prison of the soul. In Gnosticism, however, “resurrection” is a favorite and widely 
used metaphor for the reception of Gnosis or the ascension of the soul (see p. 177). 

138 Iren. I, 26.1; Epiph. Haer. XXVIII, 1.5 ff. 
134 Comm, in Joh. VI, 42; cf. X, 92-93. 
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an antichrist will come, so also we know that Christ has come down 

and we see that on account of him many xP,0rT0‘ have been in the 

world.” 135 Examples of this kind could be multiplied and are found 

also in Cyril, Methodius, and others.136 
Perhaps the quotation of Maximilla also belongs in this connection. 

It is reported to us by Epiphanius in Haer. XLVIII, 12.4: £pou pi) 

aKouoT)TE, aAAa xP1°"ro'J &KOucraT£. He interprets it ironically: she is 

right when she says not to listen to her but to Christ. This is doubtless 

a misunderstanding of Maximilla, who according to Haer. XLVIII, 

13.1 asserts concerning herself: dirEo-TEiAc pe Kupiog. Thus she means 

to say: anyone who hears me is not hearing me but Christ. Naturally 

Maximilla could be directly dependent on Luke 10:16. But Luke 10:16 

on its own part goes back to an early tradition which exhibits 

“Johannine” peculiarities, i.e., bears gnosticizing features, and in the 

framework of this tradition137 is found in Mark 9:41 the oti xPlcrr°u 

ectte (otherwise unknown in the Synoptic tradition); in my judgment 

this likewise is a dislocated fragment from the circle of the christologi- 

cal tradition of a Jewish Gnosticism (see p. 65) which is of interest to 

us. 

The identification of Christ with the Pneuma, the light-substance 

to be found in all men, also goes back to the pre-Christian Gnostic 

Christology. Cf., e.g., Ign. Magn. 15: “Farewell in God’s harmony, you 

who possess the unshakable Pneuma which is Jesus Christ.” Underlying 

this salutation is the Gnostic conception that Christ as Pneuma dwells 

in all Pneumatics.138 “The Spirit, which is the Christ, came upon him,” 

it is said in Epiphanius (Haer. XXX, 3.6 = Ebionites). This equation 

has been preserved terminologically on into the speculative systems of 

Gnosticism: Hipp. VI, 36; 49.5; X, 21.3; Iren. I, 2.5-6; 30.12. It is found 

also in Hermas: Sim. V, 6-7; Mand. Ill, 1. Cf. also the well-known 

speech of the prophets who travel around in Phoenicia and Palestine 

of whom Celsus reports (Origen, Contra Cels. VII, 8-9) : ’Eycb 6 0eoq 

Eipi rj 0eoO -rraiq q -rrvEupa 0eTov, qicco Sc. The identification of Christ and 

Ecclesia, as it appears for example in Exc. ex Theod. 58.1, has the same 

origin: “The great warrior Jesus, who with power assimilates to him- 

135 Orig. Cels. VI, 79 — Koetschau II, 150.18 ff. 

186 Cf. W. Volker, Das Vollkommenheitsideal des Origenes, BhTh 7 (1931) : 99- 
100, 191-92, 226; A. v. Harnack, TU 42.3: 134-35; E. Peterson, Friihkirche, Judentum 
und Gnosis, pp. 63-64; J. Jervell, Imago Dei, p. 248, n. 272; cf. Barn. 16.8 ff.— 
XPiCTTo<j>opoq, formed on the analogy of Gcoipopoq, occurs, e.g., in Ign. Eph. 9.2; Eus. 
CH VIII, 10.3; cf. II Cor. 4:10; similarly uvEupaTocpopoe; in Herm. Mand. XI, 16; cf. 
XI, 9; see the Erganzungsband to HNT, in loc. Cf. also II, 10:7 in the version of P46. 

137 Cf. R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 142-43. 

138 Other terminology of Ignatius also stems from the sphere of pre-Christian 
Christ Gnosticism, e.g., Philad. 5.2: the prophets are saved iv £v6ttiti Mr|croG XpiaToO 
OVTEq. 
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self the church.” 139 The double equation Pneuma = Ecclesia = Christ 

is found in Hermas, if one compares Sim. IX, 1.1 with Vis. Ill, 3.3 

(see below, pp. 61 ff.) .14° 

According to Eusebius (CH IV, 22.6), Hegesippus enumerates the 

various Gnostic sects and then remarks: ‘‘Out of these came forth the 

false Christs, the false prophets, and the false apostles.” In the un¬ 

doubtedly Gnostic teachers of his time Justin also sees the fulfillment 

of Jesus’ prediction141 that false Christs and false prophets would come 

(Dial. 82.2). Thus both authors are acquainted with the claim of 

definite and apparently numerous Gnostics to be xP'orofi just as their 

emergence as apostles and prophets is typically Gnostic (see below, 

pp. 275 ff.). We may then ask whether in Mark 13:6 and parallels142 

also the apostrophe was not originally addressed, not to figures of 

political messianism, but to apostles of a Jewish Christ Gnosticism, 

whatever connection Mark and even his source may have made with 

this passage. 

In many of the later Gnostic systems there appears a “Christ” as a 

heavenly hypotasis who has no redemptive function, shows no points 

of contact with the church’s Christ figure, and is more securely and 

more originally anchored in the system than the revealer Christ who 

frequently appears simultaneously. The position of the first-named 

“Christ” can be explained only as a late formulation of the old Jewish- 

Gnostic Christ myth. 

As an example I take the Apocryphon of John from the Coptic 

Papyrus Berolinensis 8502 (ed. Till, 1955). 

Barbelo, the first Ennoia of the ineffable Primal Father, gives birth 

to the “Christ” in devotion to this Father. In the Apocryphon of John 

and in the corresponding systems this Christ originally has nothing 

to do with that revealer Christ as the earthly disciple of whom John 

receives the revelation. The latter Christ always speaks of the former 

in the third person, just as generally the entire revelation of the 

Apocryphon of John only subsequently has been put in the mouth of 

the church’s redeemer Christ. The system itself does not require this 

redeemer, since the redemption of man has already occurred in primor- 

139 “iv eairrco Suva^ei Tr|V dKKAr|a4av dvaAafkov.” 

140 Ignatius’ peculiar affirmation (Smyrn. 1.2) that Christ has risen "dq tou<; 

ctylouq Kcd -tticttoik; ccutoO eTte ev ’louSaioiq, eTte iv eSvectiv iv iv'i oxopocTi Tr}<; do<An- 

aiaq auToO” finds its explanation only in terms of the Gnostic equation of Christ 
— church. Here the church’s Easter event is reinterpreted to mean the re-establish¬ 
ment of the body of Christ, wherein Ignatius naturally applies this body of Christ 

to the church and to this extent demythologizes it. 

141 Matt. 24:5, 11, 24. 
14s The logion in Mark 9:41 could also be considered from this perspective; cf. 

E. Klostermann in HNT 3 (4th ed.): in loc; see below, p. 65. 
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dial times, indeed through the evvoia of light which “illumines” man 

“concerning the origin of his fault and shows him his ascent.” 143 This 

“evvoia of the first light is in him [man] and awakens his thought,” 144 

so that all attempts of the darkness to cast over man an incapacity for 

knowledge fail.145 Thus it is inconsistent that the book of revelation 

is put in the mouth of the historical redeemer Christ. 

The original identity of the latter with the heavenly hypostasis 

“Christ” is also ruled out because a descent of this exalted light-being 

into darkness in the context of thought which is determinative for the 

system of the Apocryphon appears utterly inconceivable; this Christ is 

not a redeemer. 

Of course he moreover is no longer identical with “man.” Rather, 

as has been said, tire fall of such an exalted light-being into darkness 

is inconceivable for the thought of the Apocryphon, and the difficult 

problem as to how light-substance could fall into the power of darkness 

in the first place is acute. The Apocryphon of John solves this problem 

by setting forth an abundance of descending aeons and groups of 

aeons, the last of which, “Sophia,” emanated a “thought” from herself 

but without the approval of the “spirit” and her own “counterpart.” 

Therefore this emanation, named “Jaldabaoth,” was a hateful being, 

although it bore within itself light-substance from its mother “Sophia.” 

This light-substance is now transported through many further stages 

downward until at last it is found within dark matter, in the fetters 

of the body (55.3 ff.). 

The origin of the entire chain of descending emanations, however, 

is the “TrpcoToyEVETcop, who also is called ‘the Christ.’ ” 146 This fact and 

other names of “Christ” such as amv9rip, aopaTOv TrvEupa, TeAeioq, 

vouq, etc.—in other systems also “Anthropos” or “Church”—show that 

the whole system goes back to an original myth in which the “only 

begotten” (povoyEvriq) ” 141 of the primal father and primal mother, 

the “Christ,” himself as “man” falls into the power of darkness from 

which he is again freed in all “perfect men.” Only later was the sys¬ 

tem ecclesiasticized by the quite superficial introduction of the church’s 

21 redeemer figure as the revealer of this system.148 

143 53.15 ff. = Till, 147. 
144 55.15 ff. = Till, 151. 

146 55.18-62. 
146 99.14 == Sophia of Jesus Christ — Till, 239. 
147 30.4-5 - Till, 101. 

148 How this could occur is shown, e.g., by Heracleon in Fragment 35 (Orig. 
Comm, in Joh. 13.49; see in W. Volker, Quellen zur Geschichte der christlichen 
Gnosis [1932], pp. 78-79; W. Foerster, Von Valentin zu Herakleon, BZNW 7 [1928]: 
37 ff.). The proverb quoted in John 4:37, “One sows, another reaps,” is interpreted 
in the following fashion: “The higher Son of Man sows. But the redeemer, himself 
also Son of Man, reaps.” Thus the Pneumatics are seed of the Christ-Son-of-Man, the 
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The same original equation of Christ = “Man” in which a redemp¬ 

tive function of the Christ figure is not presupposed can also be 

inferred from many others of the later Gnostic systems.149 This points 

to the fundamental significance of the pre-Christian Christ myth for 

Jewish Gnosticism and its Christian offshoots. The example cited may 
be sufficient. 

In this connection it is rewarding to take a more careful look than 

has previously (pp. 58-59) been done at the Shepherd of Hermas, 

whose otherwise quite confused Christology has preserved for us 

surprisingly clear documentation of the fact that the Gnostic who held 

the myth which we have examined in principle set himself beside 

Christ. In one of the interpretations of the fifth Similitude it is said, 

among other things, “The preterrestrial Holy Pneuma, who formed 

the whole creation (!), God caused to take up residence in a Sarx 

which he had chosen. Now this Sarx in which the Holy Pneuma dwelt 

served the Pneuma splendidly .... Since it aided the Holy Pneuma and 

cooperated with it in every deed, God chose it as companion of the 

Holy Pneuma” (Sim. V, 6). So much for Christology, which in addition 

to the Gnostic elements exhibits strong adoptionist elements also. Then 

immediately there follows the surprising anthropological expression, 

which however is not exactly a genuine expression: “For every Sarx 

which is found unspotted and free of fault, in which the Holy Pneuma 

dwelt, receives a reward .... Keep this your flesh pure and unspotted, 

so that the Holy Pneuma who dwells in it may give it a good testimony 

and you may be justified” (Sim. V, 6-7). The basically similar estima- 

primal man, who is found (£a-r<a<;) u-rrep tov tottov, that is, they are part of him. 
The Christ redeemer is not identical with this higher Son of Man, nevertheless he 
bears the same name: he is later inserted as a special figure into the system which 
originally had no acquaintance with a redeemer myth. 

149 In place of the one figure, which can be called Christ and Anthropos, Holy 
Spirit and Church, Teletos, Monogenes, Zoe, Logos, Soter, Adam, and so on, there 
appears a host of aeons of the most diverse position and function, who fill the 
Pleroma and to whom the various designations for the one primal man are applied 
as special proper names at times. But remnants of the original myth are still shown 
in the close connection of Anthropos and Ecclesia on the one hand (Iren. II, 13.10), 
and of Christ and Pneuma on the other hand (I, 2.5) in the Valentinian system, 
in the interpretation of the leaven that is mixed into everything to mean Christ 
(Iren. I, 8.3), and in many other individual features. When Irenaeus (I, 2) tells 
that the aeons through the activity of the Holy Spirit, which takes away all distinc¬ 
tions among them, have become inwardly and outwardly all alike, i.e., they all 
have become Nous, Logos, Anthropos, Christ, etc. (I, 2.6), this is probably also 

to be traced to a recollection of that original myth. 
In his presentation of the system of Marcus (I, 15.3), Irenaeus writes: “Thus 

Jesus now is a name for the man of the dispensation of salvation, and it is used 
after the image and likeness of the man who descends upon him,” and he reports 
concerning Valentinus that the latter once asserted that Jesus descended from the 
Christ, qui recucurrit sursum in pleroma, and another time that he was brought 

forth by Man and Church (I, 11.1). 
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tion of Christ and man here becomes just as clear as the identification 

of Christ and Pneuma, which Hermas of course does not hold consis¬ 

tently. 
In general, in terminology and conception the Shepherd of Hermas 

indicates a strong influence of the Jewish Christ myth. Here should be 

mentioned the equation of Pneuma and Kyrios, as it is made in Mand. 

Ill, 1 terminologically as something self-evident: “Love the truth . . . 

so that the TTVEGpa which God causes to dwell in this flesh may be 

found true in all men and thus the Kupioq who dwells in you shall be 

glorified.” 

Still more emphatic and, without reference to the purely anthropo¬ 

logical Christ myth, utterly puzzling, is Sim. IX, 1.1: “GeAco aoi SeT^oci 

oaa cot eSei^e to irvEOga to ayiov to AaAfjcrav psTcc crou ev pop<J>rj Trjq 

’EKKAqalaq (cf. Vis. Ill, 3.3, where the Pneuma says eyco dpi rj 

5EKKAr|cna). ekeTvo yap to TrvEGpa 6 uioq toG GeoG £crnv.” Thus Pneuma 

= Ecclesia = Christ.150 

It has long been known that the figure of the cosmic primal man 

which is identical with the ^KKArjcrta underlies the tower in the vision 

of the building of the tower and in the parallel parable of the building 

of the tower (Vis. Ill; Sim. IX) .151 But even in details all essential 

features of the mythological equation “man” = Christ can be identified 

in the parable of the building of the tower. One may note for example 

Sim. IX, 13.1, where Hermas asks the Shepherd what the tower repre¬ 

sents and receives the answer, “6 Trupyoq . . . rj EKKAqala eottv.” A little 

earlier (IX, 12.1), in answer to the question about the meaning of 

the rock and the gate, the foundations of the tower which has grown 

with them into one stone (Sim. IX, 9.7; cf. Matt. 16:18!?), he receives 

the explanation: “This rock and the gate are the Son of God.” With 

the unity of rock and tower, the personal unity of church and Christ 

is established. Also gnosticizing is Sim. IX, 13.5 (cf. 13.7; 17.5; 18.3) 

where expression is given in the familiar mythological terminology to 

what is very vividly set forth in the parable (: the tower was built 

wactv e§ svoq AiGou, pi) eycov piav appoyf|v ev eauTcp, Sim. IX, 9.7). The 

believers will become Eiq ev -rrveGpa, eiq ev acopa, Kal pia yp°a tgov 

ipaTiapcov auTcbv. 

By far the best source from which the presence of a Gnosticism can 

be demonstrated in which the individual soul is identified with Christ 

is the New Testament. A large part of the terms taken over from 

Gnosticism into New Testament language, particularly in Paul and 

the Deutero-Paulines, presupposed this special mythological back¬ 

ground. Unfortunately this set of concepts has not yet been studied 

150 Cf. H. Schlier, [1], p. 54. 

161 Cf. H. Schlier, [1], pp. 51-52, 120-21; M. Dibelius in HNT 12 (3rd ed.): in loc. 
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in context. Such an omission cannot and will not be made up for 

here. I shall mention only the most characteristic expressions without 

striving for any sort of completeness. It probably does not need to be 

said that the conception which Paul connects with the individual ap¬ 

propriated expressions is not the original mythological one at all. But 

what interests us is not the Pauline theology, but the Gnostic myth¬ 
ology which stands behind his terminology. 

In II Cor. 3:17 the unity of the pneuma-self and Christ is directly 

and programmatically announced with the “6 Kupioq to iTVEupd 

eotiv.” 152 In Rom. 8 Paul sets forth precisely the same idea. I quote 

Rom. 8:9-10: “upsTq 6e ouk eote ev oapKi ccAAd ev TTVEuponr, Enrsp TrvEupa 

0£ou oikeT tv upTv. ei Se Tiq -nvEupa Xpiorou ouk Eyei, ofrroq ouk ecttiv outou. 

si Se XpiaToq ev up!v, to pev . . “To possess the Pneuma of Christ” 

thus is the same as “to have Christ in you”; i.e., Christ is the Pneuma. 

Xptcrroq ev tivi is here the most compact expression of the Jewish- 

Gnostic Christ myth.153 One should note the splendid passage in Gal. 

2:20: “£co Se ouketi syu, £rj Se ev Epoi XpicrrSq” 154 or II Cor. 13:5: “ouk 

ETnyivcookete sauTOuq oti Mqaouq Xpioroq tv upTv” (cf. Gal. 4:19) . 

As in Rom. 8:9 the irvcOpa ev tivi alternates with the equivalent ev 

uvEupocTi slvat, so also the “we in Christ” corresponds to the “Christ in 

us.” 155 The conception of the cosmic figure of the primal man = Christ 

162 On this verse, cf. below, pp. 315 If. On the identification of Christ and Pneuma 
in Paul, see also G. Friedrich, “Amt und Geist,’’ in Wort und Dienst, 1952, pp. 63- 
64; cf. also above, pp. 58-59. 

163 Cf. H. Schlier, [2], p. 143. 
164 On this, cf. J. Weiss in ZNW 19 (1919/20) : 139 ff. 
iE5 The formula tv Xpictt<£ in Paul has been frequently investigated as to its use 

and its origin, most recently among others by F. Biichsel in ZNW, 1949, pp. 141-58: 
“ ‘In Christus’ bei Paulus.” Of course Biichsel knows only to say whence the formula 
does not stem, namely not from the Septuagint, which translates the 2 with tv 
(Kupicp). This view has increasingly prevailed since A. Deissmann’s book. Die neutes- 
tarnentliche Formel “in Christo Jesu’’ (1892). But I do not know of anyone yet who 
has consistently interpreted the formula in terms of the Gnostic Christ myth. 
B. Murmelstein may possibly have come closest to the correct explanation in “Adam, 
ein Beitrag zur Messiaslehre,” WZKM 35 (1928): 242-75; 36 (1929): 51-86. Follow¬ 
ing him, A. Oepke in TDNT II: 542, refers quite generally to the oriental primal 
man speculation (on p. 537 also a listing of the literature on this entire problem). 

The occasional indication that the tv Xpiorcp must be seen in connection with the 
Gnostic conception of the acopoc XpicrToO (R. Bultmann, E. Kasemann, H. Schlier, 

et al.; see A. Oepke in TDNT II) is a correct one. 
This is already suggested by the fact that Paul can say tv XpiCTTcp, then tv Xpicrrcp 

’IncroO, and further (following the Old Testament usage) tv kvpicj), but never tv 
’IricroO. Further, ocopac ’Inaou does not occur alongside crcopoc Xpio-rou. 

Of the more recent literature, one should consult also: W. Schmauch, In Christus 
(1935); M. Dibelius, “Paulus und die Mystik,” in Botschaft und Geschichte II: 
134 ff.; H. L. Parisius in ZNW 49 (1958): 285 ff.; J. A. Allan in NTS 5 (1958): 54 ff.; 
F. Neugebauer, In Christus (1961); W. Schrage, Die konkreten Einzelgebote in der 
paulinischen Pardnese, pp. 80 ff. Important also is A. Dieterich, Line Mithrasliturgie, 

pp. 109 ff. 
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admits of either form of expression. One speaks as it were analytically 

of “Christ in us”; we think of the splitting-up of the Christ into the 

many individual pneumata. “We in Christ” is then synthetically said 

with a view to the physical unity of the scattered light-substance. Thus 

Gal. 3:28: “TrdvTeq ugeiq elq core ev Xpicrrcp ’IricroG,” and Rom. 12:5: 

“ouTcoq oi TroAAoi ev crcogd scrgEv ev Xpiarcp, to Se koc9’ sTq aAArjAcov g£Ar|.” 

For Paul the believers are “in Christ.” Thus there were already before 

Paul’s conversion those who were ev Xpicrrcp (Rom. 16:7). All are 

sanctified ev Xpicrrcp (Phil. 1:1; I Cor. 1:2), of course occasionally also 

vrjTrioi ev XpioTcp (I Cor. 3:1), that is to say, when they consider them¬ 

selves to be cppovigoi ev Xpicrrcp (I Cor. 4:10). Nevertheless it is basically 

true that “eT Tiq ev Xpicrrco Kcuvr) KTicriq. Ta dpxcdcc irapfiA0Ev, i6ou 

yeyovsv xocivd” (II Cor. 5:17). To those who are ev Xpicnqb there is no 

longer any condemnation (Rom. 8:1). They have eternal life ev 

XpioTcp (Rom. 6:23; cf. Iren. I, 21.5 and Eth. Enoch 49.3), though they 

must always remain conscious of the admonition: “cttcikete ev Kupicp” 

(Phil. 4:1; I Thess. 3:8). Paul regards his whole existence Kcrra aapxa 

as refuse, Tva Xpiorov KepSriaco xai eupe0co ev auTcp (Phil. 3:8). 

In Paul this set of concepts is already so polished that its mythologi¬ 

cal origin oftentimes is hardly any longer noticeable. I add here some 

documentation from Gnosticism in which the “christological” ev 

occurs: 

“. . . (are) beloved ones in the beloved one 

and such as are preserved in the one who lives 

and redeemed in the one who is redeemed” (Od. Sol. 8.22). 

“I thank thee, Lord, who wast proclaimed by the alien man and 

art found in us” (Act. Thom. 15 = 120.14-15; 10 = 114.15 ff.). 

. . ev auTcg cruvEcrraAKEvcu” {scil. the church; Iren. I, 8.3). 

“OuToq (Marcus) cAcyev ev auTcp Ti)v pEyiorriv . . . eTvcci Suvagiv” 

(Hipp. VI, 39; cf. Iren. I, 13.3: “6 SeTOTroq toG gey£0ouq ev pgTv ecttiv”) . 

“egE 6 ^rjTcov EuprjcrEi ev -TraiSioiq cctto etqv eittoc . . (Hipp. V, 7.20 
= 83.14-15). 

According to Iren. I, 21.3, the Gnostics speak in the name of Jao of 
the redemption “ev t$ ypicrTcp Tcp ^uvti.” 

In Eth. Enoch 49.3 it is said: “In him (scil. the Son of Man) . . 

dwells the spirit of those who have fallen asleep in righteousness.” 

Cf. further the passages already cited on pp. 48 and 58 from Exc. 

ex Theod. 58.1 and Hipp. V, 7.33 = 87.5. These examples could be 
multiplied. 

Let us turn back to Paul. Paul prefers the ev with the dative, per¬ 

haps because it is close to the language of the Old Testament. Occa- 
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sionally, however, there also appears the simple genitive which as geni- 

tivus parti tivus gave expression in his mythological understanding to 

the point that every Gnostic is part of Christ: “ugeTq 6e xpicttou” (I 

Cor. 3:23; cf. 1:12; II Cor. 10:7) is a proper expression of being a 

Christian (cf. Rom. 8:9). “oi tou xpictou” crucify their flesh with its 

passions and lusts (Gal. 5:24) : “oi tou xP|CrT°u” follow Christ in the 

resurrection (I Cor. 15:23). In this connection a comparison of Gal. 

3:29 with 3:16 is interesting. After Paul had affirmed in Gal. 3:16 that 

by the promised “seed of Abraham’’ was meant not a number of per¬ 

sons but no one other than Christ himself, he concludes in 3:29: “d Se 

u[idq XP10'10^ apcc tou ’A(3pactp oireppa ectte.” This course of thought, 

although naturally meant by Paul unmythologically, yet allows us 

clearly to recognize the original mythological conception of the Pneu¬ 

matics’ participation in the cosmic Christ. Cf. also Mark 9:41! 

How little Paul thinks in Gnostic fashion becomes just as clear in 

these passages as does the mythological background of the whole style 

of speech. For in the Gnostics’ view, whoever is really in Christ the 

light-being and thus is himself a part of Christ, has life. They con¬ 

ceived of the Christ-primal man as a cosmic oxopa whose members are 

formed of the individual souls.156 “kocBoittep yotp to acopa ev eotiv xai 

156 This Gnostic origin of the aupa Xpicr-roG conception is still disputed, as it has 
been. Of the more recent literature on the problem, I mention: H. Schlier, Der 
Brief an die Epheser (1958), pp. 90 ff.; E. Schweizer, Erniedrigung und Erhohung 
bei Jesus und seinen Nachfolgern, AThANT 28 (1955) : 156 ff.; (1962, 2nd ed.) : 
184 (Literature) : ibid., “Die Kirche als Leib Christi in den paulinischen Antilego- 
mena,” TLZ, 1961, cols. 241 ff.; ibid., “Die Kirche als Leib Christi in den paulinischen 
Homologumena,” TLZ, 1961, cols. 161 ff.; H. Hegermann, “Zur Ableitung der Leib- 
Christi-Vorstellung,” TLZ, 1960, cols. 893 ff.; J. Reuss, "Die Kirche als Leib Christi,’’ 
BiblZ, 1958, pp. 103-27; A. Oepke, “Leib Christi Oder Volk Gottes bei Paulus,” TLZ, 
1954, cols. 363 ff.; J. A. T. Robinson, The Body (1952); C. Colpe, “Zur Leib-Christi- 
Vorstellung im Epheserbrief,” in Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche, BZNW 26: 172 ff. 
(Literature); J. J. Meuzelaar, Der Leib des Messias (1961); R. Schnackenburg, Die 

Kirche im. Neuen Testament (1961), pp. 146 ff.; J. Hermann, Kyrios und Pneuma, 
pp. 79 ff.; LI. W. Robinson, The Hebrew Conception of Corporate Personality, 

BZAW 66 (1936) . 
The impossibility of deriving the acopa Xpia-rou conception from the Stoics and 

similar pantheistic ideas is shown by E. Schweizer, Erniedrigung und Erhohung bei 
Jesus und seinen Nachfolgern, and H. Schlier, [3]. Cf. also E. Brandenburger, Adam 
und Christus, pp. 151 ff. Schlier rightly interprets the acopa Xpicr-roG conception in 
terms of Gnosticism. Schweizer proposes (in EvTheol, 1959, p. 66) for the TWNT 
s.v. acopa a derivation from Jewish patterns of thought. The body of Christ is sup¬ 
posed to be “the ‘historical’ body of Jesus in its continuing effect in the community.” 
The article has now appeared in TWNT VII: 1024 ff. Schweizer (pp. 1069-70) 
derives the Pauline acopa XptaroG conception from the late Jewish speculations about 
Adam. A striking parallel is indeed present here. That Paul developed the one out 
of the other is of course an assertion which has nothing to document it. The 
parallelism mentioned may rather rest upon a common (Gnostic) background of 
both conceptions. I regard as exegetically untenable and theologically very dubious 
Schweizer’s further attempt (p. 1066) to equate the “crucifixion body in its con- 

24 
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|a£Arj ttoAAcc e'xei, ttovtcc 5e toc peAr| toO crco|iaToq TToAAa ovtcc h> ecrnv 

crcopa, oOTcoq i<ai 6 Xpiaroq” (I Cor. 12:12). The surprising thing in this 

formulation is the matter-of-fact way in which Paul says Christ when 

he means the church, and indeed without mythically-mystically identi¬ 

fying it with him. This has always confused the exegetes.157 But the 

sentence affords a perfectly classic illustration of the fact that some¬ 

where in Paul’s environment the individual was regarded as a part of 

the CTcoiioc XpioroO, or the church was identified with Christ. One should 

compare with this also I Cor. 12:27: “upelq 8s sots ocbpa Xpiarou kcu 

psAri sk pepouq” and I Cor. 6:15: “ouk o’i'Socte oti toc ocopccToc upwv psAr) 

XpioroO scttiv”;158 

It is true that for Paul one is not in this body cpuaei, by nature, as the 

true Gnostic thinks, but the apostle still can conceive of the way to 

being in Christ after the analogy of the mystery cults: by means of 

tinuing effects” with the “sphere of the church” (sic). “The crucified and resurrected 
body of Christ is for Paul a present sphere into which the community is placed” (p. 
1069). But the community is not, for Paul, in the body of Christ, but is the body 
of Christ; hence an identification of this conception of the body with Paul’s theology 
of the cross is not possible. 

The following passage from the new Coptic texts from Nag Hammadi (“On the 
Three Natures,” quoted following G. Quispel, [1], p. 227, who however apparently 
misinterprets the passage) also shows that the awpa Xpio-roO conception has as its 
presupposition the equation Christ — primal man; “When the redemption was 
proclaimed, the perfect man received the Gnosis in himself, so that he hastened to 
return to his unity, to the place from which he came, to the place from which he 
descended. But his members receive training . . . until the members of the body 
of the church form a unity, so that together they receive the restoration, the restora¬ 
tion into the Pleroma, manifesting itself as an integral (?) body.” This conception, 
in which the church’s Christ does not appear, is not an extension but a basis or a 
parallel of that awpa Xpio-roG conception in which the “perfect man” in all his 
members bears the name “Christ.” 

C. Colpe (see pp. 176 ff.) acknowledges that the Pauline and deutero-Pauline 
awpa Xpio-roG conception is conceived spatially or cosmically. Nevertheless he dis¬ 
putes the Gnostic derivation because in the passages of the deutero-Pauline epistles 
in question the Gnostic redeemer myth is lacking. This latter point may be true, 
but it is only one more indication of the Gnostic background of the conception men¬ 
tioned, since it is not the Gnostic redeemer myth but the primal man-Christ myth 
that underlies this conception. Colpe wishes to derive the awpa XpicttoO conception 
from awpa speculations of Stoic origin, such as are found in Philo. In so doing he 
does not—to say nothing of all others—consider the Gnostic components of the 

25 Philonic Anthropos conception. 

E. Brandenburger (Adam und Christus, pp. 151 ff.) also correctly traces the awpa 
XpicttoO conception back to the Gnostic Adam-Anthropos myth. When he neverthe¬ 
less purports to have found in this myth the conception “of the redeemer soma 
embracing in itself redeemed humanity" “which in the Christian sphere naturally 
is the aw pa XpiaToO” (ibid., p. 152), he allows himself to be misled by the Christ 
concept to the same mistake which I too, among others, made in the first edition 
of this book, namely, to be concerned for the explanation of the awpa XpiaTou con¬ 
ception with the redeemer myth. 

157 Cf. the literature in H. Lietzmann, HNT 9; 187 on p. 63,1. 4. 

158 Cf. further Eph. 3:21; II Clem. 14.2; Ign. Smyrn. 1.2; Trail. 11.2; Eph. 4.2; 
Smyrn. 8.2; see H. Schlier, [2], p. 100, n. 2; cf. ibid., pp. 88 ff. 
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the sacraments the individual becomes a part of the acopa XpiaToO. It 

is in these terms that I Cor. 10:16 is to be understood: “tov aprov ov 

KAcopev, ouxt Koivcovia toO acopaToq tou XpiaToO ecttiv”; and correspond¬ 

ingly, for baptism the same holds: “Kcx'i yap &v &v\ TrvEupaTi ripcTq 

TrdvTeq Eiq ev crcopa £(3aTrriCT0r|p£v” (I Cor. 12:13). Gal. 3:27 shows that 

the oxopa mentioned here is actually the body of Christ, and thus 

Christ himself: “oaoi yap siq XpiaTov e (Bairn a0r|T£, XpiaTov £v6uaaa9£” 

(cf. Rom. 6:3). 

Christ is “to TrAfjpcopa tou Ta iravTa ev Ttaaiv trAripoupEvou” (Eph. 

1:23).159 With this we may compare, for example, Col. 3:11: “TrccvTa 

Kai ev uaaiv Xpioroq.” As the individual souls find their way to Christ, 

the scattered body of Christ is built up again; for this reason the min¬ 

istries are placed in the community eiq oiKo5opf|v toO acopaToq tou 

XpioTou (Eph. 4:12).160 

Out of this circle of conceptions also comes the concept of the Evcoaiq 

or the EvoTriq or the EvoGofiai of the community with Christ, as it fre¬ 

quently appears in the Ignatian epistles (cf., e.g., “ev EvoTrpn ’IqaoG 

XpiaToG” in Philad. 5.2), and in the Exc. ex Theod. and already in the 

New Testament, Eph. 4:13 (cf. 4:3; also John 11:52).161 The back¬ 

ground of this conception is formed by the Gnostic identification of 

Christ and church, as still may be seen relatively clearly, for example, 

in Ign. Trail. 11.2; Magn. 7.2; Exc. ex Theod. 26 and 42. 

If the individual is a part of Christ, it is understandable when in 

certain Christian-Gnostic circles the teaching is propounded that the 

suffering of Christ is complete only when the individual bearers of 

souls have suffered just as he did.162 Col. 1:24 is to be understood 

against this background: “NGv xa'pw ToTq TraSripaaiv Gimp upcov, Kai 

avTava-rrAripco tcc uaTEprjpaTa tov BAiipsov toG XptCTToG ev Trj aapKi pou 

uTrsp toG aopaToq outoG, 6 £cttiv f| EKKAr|aia,’’ and Paul’s “passion 

theology” is a demythologized but nonetheless clear reminiscence of 

this mythic basic outlook. The suffering of the community is a suffer¬ 

ing uttep XpicttoG (Phil. 1:29), i.e., (for mythology) a suffering of a 

150 Cf. Col. 2:9; G. Delling in TDNT VI: BOO ff.; Evangelium Veritatis 36.1 =: 

H. M. Schenke, p. 50; H. Schlier, [3], pp. 96 ff. 

160 Cf. Eph. 4:15-16; Col. 2:19; I Peter 2:5 ff.; H. Schlier, [2], pp. 120-21; [1], pp. 

37 ff. 
161 Cf. S. Hanson, The Unity of the Church in the New Testament, p. 158; H. 

Schlier, [2], pp. 97 ff.; Od. Sol. 41.15; Gospel of Thomas, Saying 3; Saying 24; O. 

Hosius in EvTheol, 1960, pp. 32-33. 
102 In this Gnosticism is thinking of suffering in the power of the demons and in 

the prison cell of the body, and thus of the “incarnation” in general, not specifically 

of the crucifixion, which can occasionally rather be understood even as liberation 

from suffering. 
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part of Christ and therefore a charis. Indeed Paul can directly label 

26 the sufferings of the Corinthians as iraGripaTa too XpioroG.163 

Like the individual, so also naturally the totality of the believers are, 

as the sum of individual souls, i.e., the “EKKAqaia,” “in Christ.” Paul 

was unknown by face Tonq EKKAriaiaiq Trjq 5louSaiaq Tcuq ev Xpicrrcp (Gal. 

1:22; cf. I Thess. 2:14). The church is the crcopa XpiaTou: “«ai auToq 

ecttiv r| KEcpaAf) toG acopaToq, Triq £KKAr|cnaq” (Col. 1:18). The same ex¬ 

pression is found in Col. 1:245.164 

To this connection also belongs the question of I Cor. 1:13: “pepepi- 

otcxi 6 XpioToq”; which is posed in view of the divisions in the con¬ 

gregation. 

Worthy of mention also is Gal. 3:27: “ocroi yap Eiq XpiaTov efikxTrricr- 

0r)TE, XpiaTov £v5uaaa0£.” We may compare with this Act. Thom. 112: 

“Suddenly, when I saw the garment, it resembled me, as I looked in a 

mirror, and I saw myself entire in it, and I recognized and saw myself 

wholly through it; for we, being of the same essence, were in part 

distinguished, and yet one, in one figure . . . and we shall recognize 

that for the myth standing back of Gal. 3:27, Christ, into whom one is 

baptized or whom one puts on, is the sum of the individual selves (cf. 

Rom. 6:3; Col. 3:9 ff.). 

Of special clarity and purity is Col. 1:26-27. Here Paul is introduced 

as the servant of Christ who is called to proclaim the word of God, 

namely “the mystery which was hidden from the aeons and the genera¬ 

tions, but now was revealed to his saints to whom God has willed to 

make known how rich among the Gentiles is the glory of this mystery, 

which is ‘Christ is in you.’ ” Thus first he speaks in purely Gnostic 

fashion of the mystery which formerly was concealed from the Gentiles 

(and thus stems from Judaism!? see pp. 71 ff.), but now is recognized, 

and then the content of this Gnosis is summed up in the phrase 

“XpiaToq ev upTv.” 165 The proclamation of Christ as the Pneuma-Self 

27 dwelling in man and guaranteeing redemption is the content in a word 

of the Gnosis which stands back of Colossians. 

Here I shall add some Gnostic parallels: 

“For the Son of Man is within you. Follow after himl Those who 

seek him shall find him” (Gospel according to Mary, from Papyrus 

Berol. 8502; quoted from Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, New Tes¬ 

tament Apocrypha, I: 341). 

1,3 II, 1:5; later examples in H. Schlier, [2], pp. 158 ff.; cf. The Office of Apostle, 
pp. 47 ff., 222 ff.; J. Kremer, Was an den Leiden Christi noch mangelt (Bonn, 1956) ; 
E. Percy, [2], pp. 128 ff. 

184 Cf. Hermas, Sim. IX; H. Schlier, [1], pp. 60 ff. 

106 Cf. Iren. I, 13.3; Hipp. VI, 34.7: Tva Scpr; upTv 6 0eoq koctoik^ctcci tov Xpicttov 
dq tov eaco avOpco-rrov (Valentinians). 
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“His disciples said: Show us die place where you are; for it is neces¬ 

sary for us that we seek after him. He said to us: He that has ears, let 

him hear! Light is within a light-man” (Logion 25 of the Coptic 

Gospel of Thomas = Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 15). 

“Jesus said: if you beget in you that one whom you have, he will 

save you. If you do not have that one in you, the one whom you do 

not have within you will slay you” (Logion ’ll = L.-S., p. 21) .166 

Further, Gal. 4:19 should be compared here: . . gexP'S °5 popcpcoGrj 
Xpicrroq ev up?v.” 167 

In addition a piece of the Ephesian epistle, which has a strong Gnostic 

tinge in its concepts to which H. Schlier168 has called attention, may be 

cited here. There (4:11-12) it is said that Christ established various 

ministries for the building-up of his body, |iexp< KaTavTqacoiiEv oi TravTEq 

dq Tqv evoTrjTa Trjq -maTECoq Kai Trjq Eiriyvcoaecoq tou uloO toG 9eoG, Eiq 

avSpa teAeiov, £iq psTpov rjAiKiaq tou TrXr|pcopaToq tou Xpia-roG. Thus 

we all attain the knowledge of the Son of God, mature manhood, the 

measure of the Pleroma of Christ. The three expressions naturally 

stand in parallel, if one does not do violence to the text, and this 

means that the perfect or mature man,169 i.e., the primal man who 

himself is redeemed to completeness, is identical with Christ. A similar 

note is sounded by the utterance of the Ebionites about Jesus according 

to Epiph. Haer. XVIII, 6: “cxutov 6e povov (in contrast to the Old Tes¬ 

tament prophets) GeXouqiv elvai Kai Ttpo<}>r|Tr|v Kai avGpcoTrov Kai uiov 

GeoG Kai XpiaTov.” One may compare also Ign. Smyrn. 4.2, where Christ 

is described as dvGpcoiroq -reAeioq. 

106 These logia—others could be added, e.g., the Coptic Gospel of Thomas 112 
(see p. 149, n. 49)—appear to be reinterpreting Luke 17:21. Of course in view of the 
Gnostic passages it should be asked whether the clause in Luke 17:21b, “for behold, 
the kingdom of heaven is in you,” which has never yet been satisfactorily explained 
in terms of the situation of the primitive community or of the historical Jesus, did 
not rather, conversely, make its way out of a Gnostic tradition into the Gospel of 

Luke. 
167 Cf. Koptisch-gnostische Schriften 1, GCS 45; 355.26. On pop^coBfjvai, cf. E. 

Kasemann, [3], p. 63; J. Behm in TDNT IV; 752 ff. It involves a formulation which 
could presuppose the influence of mystery thought on the Gnostic myth, insofar as 
the fashioning of Christ in man is the goal of a development, and as this goal, but 
not as a fact existent since primordial times, represents the content of Gnosis. Of 
course gop^wBfjvoci then could also have the sense of the E^EiKoviaSfjvon of Simonian 
Gnosticism: the Christ who is present as potentiality is to be formed as actuality. Or 
here Christ signifies the sum of all individual selves and as the one Christ is again 
to take shape in and through the individuals. What Paul himself is expressing with 
the terminology which in any case is traditional is a question in itself. On this, cf., 

e.g., R. Hermann in TLZ, 1955, cols. 713 ff. 
168 [1], pp. 27-28. 
169 Cf. Hipp. VI, 8.37; Acta Archelai 8.7, and H. Schlier, [1], pp. 29, 31-32, who of 

course equates the dvrip teAeioc; with the K£<paXf) of the crcoga, the “highest pinnacle 
of his own Pleroma” (p. 28), while yet the avrip t e \ e i o ? is the whole Pleroma, 

body and head. 
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Finally, we should recall Phil. 1:20 ft. Paul has the firm hope that 

in imprisonment and under persecution he himself will not come to 

naught because kcu vuv |i£yaAuv0r|CT£Tai Xpicrroq ev tcp acopaTi pou, 

eTte 5iot Ccorjq eTte 5ia ©avarrou. This terminology too is purely Gnostic. 

This becomes even clearer in the following sentence, in which pos¬ 

sibly a direct quotation is found: “cpoi yap to Xpicrroc; Ka'i to cctto- 

OavEiv KEpSoq.” Christ himself is, as the self of man, the life of man, 

and the onroGavETv as the avaAuaiq (vs. 23) of the aap§ with the goal 

of ev Xpicrrcp clvai signifies the ultimate achievement of this life. The 

broader context also has a strong Gnostic tinge in its conceptions. 

It is interesting that in vs. 23 Paul says ctuv XpiaTcp170 and in vs. 24 

ETTipevEiv Trj crapKi instead of the really Gnostic pcvEiv ev crapd. In such 

small and certainly unconscious alterations of the appropriated termi¬ 

nology is shown the wholly different orientation of Pauline theology. 

Here we pause for a moment. I have intentionally given preference 

to the documentation from the Pauline literature, although the 

Deutero-Pauline letters, especially Ephesians and Colossians, let the 

basic Gnostic conceptions become even clearer. Paul however is doubt¬ 

less the earliest witness for such a source. It is not possible to determine 

this more precisely. We can say with certainty only that it was not 

Paul himself who united the Gnostic concepts and thought-world with 

the message of Jesus as the earthly manifestation of the redeemer. He 

rather found the two already combined and, before he began his so- 

called missionary journeys, appropriated them in combination.171 

Otherwise his traditional Jewish-rabbinical manner of expression 

could not have remained so completely free of Gnostic features as is the 

case with the midrash in II Cor. 3:7 ff. Moreover, he then would have 

to show personal and direct acquaintance with the pure Gnostic myth. 

Nevertheless he knows only christianized concepts and conceptions, 

and when he encounters genuine Gnostics in Corinth, he not only has 

no understanding of their myth and self-understanding but also, as 

we shall see, makes the surely unhappy attempt to oppose the myth 

by taking the myth as his own standpoint (cf. I Cor. 2:6—3:3; see below, 

pp. 151 ff.). Though in regard to Paul’s intention this happens only 

terminologically, still the Gnostics could understand this manner of 

speaking only in their mythological original sense, and not in the 

Christian reinterpretation which in many cases lies quite far removed 

170 Cf. E. Kasemann, [2], pp. 167-68. 

171 This is also shown clearly in the gnosticizing Christ hymn which Paul takes 
over in Phil. 2:6-11 (cf. E. Lohmeyer in Meyer Kommentar 9 [1953, 9th ed.]: in loc.). 
It is true that it stems from another circle of Christian Gnosticism than that to 
which the terminology which we are investigating is native, but it allows the Gnostic 
character of the redeemer myth clearly to emerge. Thus before Paul this myth has 
been connected with Jesus of Nazareth. 
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from the former. Further, it can be shown that there were quite diverse 
Gnostic systems from which stems the Gnostic interpretation of Paul, 
and that the apostle thus certainly already draws from a common 
supply. A demonstration of this would however lead us too far afield 
here.172 

But above all the natural and unreflecting way in which Paul uses 
the Gnostic terminology shows that its original significance was not 
familiar to him. When J. Schierse173 poses the question of how it was 
possible for Paul to understand his own theology when he did not 
perceive the mythological background of his terminology, the answer 
is this: If Paul had known the actual meaning of his Gnostic termi¬ 
nology, he would not at all have been able to use this to express his 
own proclamation, at any rate not in the way in which it was actually 
done; for the mythological meaning of this set of concepts is often 
radically different from the Pauline meaning. For this reason, the anti- 
Gnostic Pastoral Epistles in an extensive imitation of Pauline language 
consistently eliminate its Gnostic components. 

Since Paul was not directly acquainted with the Jewish Christ Gnos¬ 
ticism, he can have acquired the Gnostic elements of his theological 
set of concepts only during the fifteen-year stay in Arabia, Syria, and 
Cilicia mentioned in Gal. 1:18 ff. This means, however, that at the 
latest around the year 40 Jesus was already being proclaimed in the 
terminology of the Jewish Christ Gnosticism as the Messiah, so that 

the Jewish-Gnostic terminology, on the circuit of the Christian com¬ 
munities in the wider environs of Antioch, could find entrance into 
the theological language of Paul. For, as has been said, it is impossible 
that this entire set of concepts was taken over by Paul directly from a 

Jewish Gnosticism. 
Here now we need to mention a unique, diverse, and often investi¬ 

gated christological conception of late Judaism and of early Chris¬ 

tianity. Distinctive features of this conception are, above all: 

The Christ becomes a heavenly being. 
He bears as such the titles Man, Primal Man, and Son of Man.174 

172 Of course in this period in which he was developing his theology, Paul took 
over not only large parts of his reasoning from Gnosticism, but also Gnostic con¬ 
ceptions, particularly important parts of his Christ-redeemer conception. On the 
Gnostic origin of his consciousness of his apostolic office, see The Office of Apostle, 
pp. 198 ff. 

173 Scholastik, 1958, p. 117. 
174 Dan. 7:9 ff.; Eth. Enoch 46 ff., 70-71; IV Ezra 13; the Synoptic Gospels passim; 

John 1:51, et passim; Acts 7:56; Hegesippus in Eus. CH II, 23.13; Justin, Apol. I, 
51, et passim; Acta Joh. 109; Ign. Smyrn. 4.2; Epiph., Haer. XXX, 18.6; Ps.-Clem. 
Rec. I, 60.3; III, 61.2; Od. Sol. 36.3; fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrews in 
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He becomes the “express image of God’’;176 

occasionally even a collective being.176 

He serves as mediator of creation177 

and as Sophia.178 

He is identified with the biblical Adam179 

28 Jerome, vir. ini. 2 rr Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson I: 165; the Gospel of Mary 
from Pap. Berol. 8502, pp. 8, 12 ff., et passim. 

Cf. 1st ed. of this work, pp. 100 ff., 105; E. Sjoberg, Der Menschensohn im athiopi- 
schen Henochbuch; P. Vielhauer, “Gottesreich und Menschensohn in der Verkiindi- 
gung Jesu,” in Festschrift fiir Gunther Dehn (1957) pp. 71 (f.; W. Baumgartner in 
ThRs 11 (1939): 217 ff.; E. Schweizer, [1], pp. 154 ff., 88 ff.; W. Staerk, [2], 
pp. 421 ff.; S. Schulz, [1], pp. 96 ff.; H. J. Schoeps, [1], pp. 78 ff.; A. v. Gall, Basileia 
tou Theou, pp. 126, 268 ff., 385, 409 ff., 441; C. H. Kraeling, Anthropos and Son of 
Man, pp. 128 ff., 166 ff.; H. Gressmann, Der Messias, pp. 343 ff.; H. E. Todt, The 
Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 22 ff., 319 ff., 329 ff.; O. Cullmann, [1], 
pp. 137 ff.; H. L. Jansen, Die Henochgestalt (1939), pp. 86-111; W. Schultz, Unter- 
suchungen zur Menschensohnchristologie im Johannesevangelium, p. X; W. Grund- 
mann. Die Geschichte Jesu Christi (1956), pp. 278 ff.; E. Schweizer, “Der Men¬ 
schensohn,” in ZNW 50 (1959) : 185ff.; L. Rost, “Zur Deutung des Menschen- 
sohnes in Dan. 7,” in Gott und die Gotter, Festgabe fiir E. Fascher, pp. 41 ff.; O. 
Moe, “Der Menschensohn und der Urmensch,” StTh XIV (1960) : 119 ff.; G. Dupont, 
Le Fils de I’homme (1924); R. Otto, Reich Gottes und Menschensohn (1940, 2nd 
ed.), esp. pp. 314 ff.; T. W. Manson, "The Son of Man in Daniel, Enoch and the 
Gospels,” BJRL 32 (1950): 171-93; R. Schnackenburg, Gottes Herrschaft und Reich 
(1959), pp. 110ff.; E. Lohmeyer, Gottesknecht und Davidssohn, FRLANT NF 43 
(1953, 2nd ed.) : 110 ff.; J. Jeremias in TDNT, s.v. ’ASap; avOpcoiroq; uidq tou otvQpco- 

irou; H. M. Schenke, [2], pp. 144 ff.; F. Hahn, Titles of Jesus in Christology, pp. 
17 ff.; E. Jiingel, Paulus und Jesus (1962), pp. 246 ff.; P. Vielhauer in ZThK 60 

29 (1963) : 1(59-70; L. Goppelt, “Zum Problem des Menschensohns,” in Mensch und 
Menschensohn, Festschrift fiir Karl Witte (1963), pp. 20 ff. 

176 E.g., II Cor. 4:4; Col. 1:15; Heb. 1:3. 

cf- J- Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 46 ff., 52 ff., 96 ff., 197 ff.; F. W. Eltester, Eikon im 
Neuen Testament, BZNW 23 (1959); U. Wilckens, [1], pp. 189-90; M. Dibelius/ 
H. Conzelmann in HNT 12 (3rd ed.) , on Col. 1:15. 

176 Eth. Enoch 39.8; 49.3; 71.14 ff. Cf. H. Gressmann, Der Messias, pp. 409-10; 
E. Sjoberg, Der Menschensohn, . . . pp. 98 ff.; E. Brandenburger, Adam und Christus, 
pp. 115 ff.; cf. Herm. Vis. II, 4.1. 

1771 Cor. 8:6; Col. 1:15-16; John 1:2-3; Heb. 1:2 ff.; Herm. Sim. IX, 12; Const. 
Ap. VII, 34; VIII, 12.7 ff. 

Cf. A. v. Gall, Basileia tou Theou, p. 422; O. Michel, Der Brief an die Hebraer, 
Meyer Kommentar XIII (8th ed.) : 36, n.2; R. Bultmann, [5], on John 1:1-3, esp. 
p. 12; M. Dibelius/H. Conzelmann in HNT 12 (3rd ed.): 10 ff.; H. Hegermann, 
Die Vorstellung vom Schopfungsmittler im hellenistischen Judentum und Urchris- 
tentum, TU 82 (1961) passim; G. Lindeskog, Studien zum nt. Schopfungsgedanken 
I: 207 ff.; G. Widengren, Muhammad, the Apostle of God, and his Ascension (1955); 

30 H. Schlier, [3], p. 160; G. Quispel, [2], pp. 475 ff.; 1st ed. of this work, p. 97; E. Percy, 
[2], pp. 68 ff. 

178 Cf. H. Schlier, [3], pp. 161-62; E. Schweizer, “Aufnahme und Korrektur jiidi- 
scher Sophiatheologie im Neuen Testament,” in Horen und Handeln, Festschrift 
fiir E. Wolf (1962), pp. 330 ff. 

179 Epiph. Haer. XXX, 3.5; Ps.-Cl. Rec. I, 45; 47 (Syr.). Here also to a greater 

or lesser degree belong those passages in which the Messiah is set in contrast as the 

last man to the first man, as second Adam to the first Adam, as new man to the 

old man, e.g., I Cor. 15:21, 45 ff.; Rom. 5:12, 15, 18; Iren. I, 14.7; Gr. Bar. 9; Gen. 
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or placed in parallel with him.180 

Primordial era and end-time then correspond.181 

Adam appears in such connections as a heavenly, sinless figure.182 

All these ideas obviously hang together and are related as to origin. 

They cannot be derived from Jewish presuppositions. The equation 

Messiah = primal man shows that its common origin apparently lies 

in the influencing of Jewish messianology by some kind of primal man 

conceptions fitted into the schema primordial era = end-time.183 

Rabba 12.6; late rabbinical passages in Billerbeck, III: 477-78; Josephus, Ant. 1.82; 
8.62; passages from Philo in Gfrorer, Philo, I: 267-68, 407-8; Rom. 6:6 ff.; Col. 3:9-10; 
Eph. 2:15; 4:13, 22 ff.; Herm. Sim. IX, 9; Ign. Smyrn. 1.2; Ign. Eph. 20.1; Diog. 2.1; 
Hipp. V, 7.15; VI, 35.4; Od. Sol. 36.5; Ps.-Cl. Horn. Ill, 22. 

Cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1955, 2nd ed.), pp. 36 ff.; E. S. 
Drower, The Secret Adam (1960); J. Jervell, Imago Dei, pp. 104, 240 ff.; H. Schlier, 
[3], pp. 134-35, 200 ff., 220 ft.; C. H. Kraeling, Anthropos and Son of Man, pp. 174 ff.; 
S. Hanson, The Unity of the Church in the New Testament, p. 141; V. Stegemann, 
Die Gestalt Christi in den koptischen Zaubertexten (1934); G. Lindeskog, Studien 
zum nt. Schopfungsgedanken, pp. 220 ff.; G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den 
Pseudoclementinen, pp. 147 ff.; W. Staerk, [2], pp. 21 ff.; B. Murmelstein, “Adam, 
ein Beitrag zur Messiaslehre,” 35 (1928) : 268 ff.; A. Bentzen, Messias—Moses red.— 
Menschensohn; H. J. Schoeps, [2], pp. 7 ff.; 1st ed. of this work, p. 113; P. Riessler, 31 
Altjudisches Schrifttum ausserhalb der Bibel (1928), p. 946. 

180 Ps.-Clem. Rec. I, 45.2 ff—47; Horn. Ill, 17-19; 22.1; cf. Horn. II, 15.3; VIII, 10.2; 
Rom. 5:12 ff.; I Cor. 15:21-22, 45 ff.; Test. Levi 18; Test, of Adam 3 = Riessler, 
1086 ff.; Book of the Cave of Treasures 6.17-18; 48 ff. = Riessler, 950, 1002-3, et 

passim. 
Cf. G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum, . . . pp. 147 ff.; W. Staerk, [2], pp. 21 ff.; 

E. Brandenburger, Adam und Christus, passim. 
181 Barn. 6.13; Coptic Gospel of Thomas 18 = Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 13; Book of 

the Cave of Treasures 48-49 = Riessler, 1002 ff.; Test, of Adam 3 = Riessler, 1086 ff. 
Cf. H. J. Schoeps, [1], p. 99, n. 3; B. Murmelstein, 36 (1929): 51 ff.; W. Staerk, 

[2], pp. 21 ff-; G. Quispel, [1], pp. 225 ff. 
182 Ps.-Clem. Horn. Ill, 17 ff.; II, 52.2; XX, 2 ff.; Rec. Ill, 52, et passim; Vita 

Adae 12 ff.; Sirach 49.16; Book of the Cave of Treasures 2.12, 18-25; 4.1; 48.29; 49.1; 
1 QS IV, 23; Slav. Enoch 30.8 ff.; Wisd. of Sol. 10.1-2; IV Ezra 6.54; Ep. Ap. 39; 
Apoc. Sedr. 5.2; Apoc. Mos. 39; Philo passim, e.g., de opif. mund. 136-39; Christian 
passages (esp. Ephraem) in abundance, see in B. Murmelstein, 35 (1928) : 247 ff.; 

rabbinical passages, ibid., and in TDNT I. 143, n. 12. 
Cf. E. Sjoberg, pp. 190 ff.; E. Schweizer, [2], cols. 163 ff.; W. Bousset, [2], pp. 408-9; 

G. Quispel [1], pp. 215 ff., 226, n.57; O. Cullmann, [1], pp. 140-41; G. Strecker, pp. 
145 ff.; H. J. Schoeps, [2], pp. 7 ff., 68, n.2; J. Jervell, pp. 37 ff.; E. Schweizer, [1], pp. 
154 ff.; W. Staerk, [1], pp. 158 ff.; [2], pp. 7 ff., 98 ff., 125 ff.; H. J. Schoeps, [4], pp. 
48 ff.; E. Preuschen, Die apokryphen gnostischen Adamschriften (Giessen, 1900); 
K. Rudolph, [3]; R. McL. Wilson, [2], pp. 206, 209-10; E. S. Drower, The Secret Adam 
(1960); G. Scholem, Die judische Mystik in ihren Haupstrdmungen (1957), Index s.v. 
Adam; E. Brandenburger, pp. 39 ff., 78, n.2; 110 ff., 136 ff. H. Hegermann (Die 
Vorstellung vom Schopfungsmittler im hellenistischen Judentum und Urchristentum, 32 

TU 82 [1961]: 68-69) takes a critical position on the evidence from Philo. 
The fall is shifted to Gen. 6:1 ff.! Cf. Eth. Enoch 6-16, et passim; A. v. Gall, pp. 

281-82, 411; E. Brandenburger, pp. 20 ff. 
183 This fact is indeed still occasionally disputed, but without reason; cf. W. 

Bousset, [2], pp. 267-68; E. Sjoberg, pp. 190 ff.; A. v. Gall, pp. 411 ff.; H. Gressmann, 
p. 347; J. Jervell, pp. 38 (Literature), 133; F. Hahn, Titles of Jesus in Chnstology, 

pp. 19 ff. 33 
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But the primal man is a non-Jewish figure. How is it possible that 

this high mythological figure of the primal man could be connected 

with the earthly figure of the Jewish Messiah? The two figures are so 

different that a direct identification appears to be ruled out.184 The 

identification must have been mediated by a religious group between 

Iranian primal man religion and late Judaism in which the figure of 

the primal man and the Messiah were already joined.185 Now since the 

assimilation of the Son-of-Man conception into late Jewish Christology 

is bound up with the appropriation of comprehensive Gnostic or 

Gnosticizing features, a Jewish Gnosticism must have measurably par¬ 

ticipated in this mediation, a Gnosticism in which this identification 

was already present. 

But just this is the case in the pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism which 

we have investigated. In it the central figure bears the features of the 

oriental primal man in the Gnostic metamorphosis of a collective being 

and the name of the Christ. Where this system of a pre-Christian Christ 

Gnosticism influenced certain circles of late Judaism, the earthly 

Messiah was logically displaced by the celestial Son of Man; the 

equating of Messiah and primal man then leads to the equation Adam 

= Christ; this in turn has as its consequence the well-known glorifica¬ 

tion of Adam. That the anthropological significance which the Messiah- 

Son of Man possessed in Gnosticism had only a relatively slight impact 

on Judaism is to be expected in view of the Jewish conception of the 

Messiah. 

If this development is correctly seen, then the above-mentioned 

features of late Judaism point back to the system of a pre-Christian 

Christ Gnosticism which we have explored, in which the earthly 

“Christ” appears not as an individual figure but as a collective person 

—expressed in the Simonian way as crraq. (The derivation of those 

184 Cf. A. v. Gall, p. 441; A. Bentzen, p. 37; J. Duchesne-Guillemin, The Western 
Response to Zoroaster (1958), p. 89; E. Brandenburger, pp. 131 ff. 

186 E. Brandenburger (p. 131) does not take into account this possibility when 
he properly stresses how little affinity there is between the Iranian primal man 
conception and the late Jewish Son of Man, and therefore rejects any connection 
between the two. He proposes to derive the Son of Man speculation from primitive 
forms of the late Jewish Adam speculation. This is undoubtedly correct: late Jewish 
primal man speculations and Adam speculations come from the same roots. Only 
one still has not answered the question as to the source of the Son of Man specula¬ 
tion, which is Brandenburger’s concern, when one explains that the Adam specula¬ 
tion has the same origin! Brandenburger does not ask of what sort this common 
origin is and whether Iranian primal man speculations were not perhaps incor¬ 
porated in it. This apparently is connected with the fact that in spite of the em¬ 
phasis upon the affinity of the aforementioned late Jewish theologoumena with 
Gnosticism—he can label individual features “clearly Gnostic” (p. 135)_he ap¬ 
parently does not wish to presuppose a Jewish Gnosticism for these features. 
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special views of late Judaism from a Jewish Gnosticism thus does not 

presuppose the individual figure of a pre-Christian redeemer!) 

What is suggested here is a hypothesis, nothing more—but also nothing less. 
A hypothesis has its value in that it explains the observed phenomena. Since 34 
the cited features of late Jewish theology and speculation find their adequate 
explanation from the influencing by the described Jewish Christ Gnosticism, 
I regard our thesis as a good hypothesis. 

It rests upon the knowledge that the affinity between Gnostic motifs and 
certain motifs of late Jewish theology is indisputable.180 This affinity is not 
limited to the above-named motifs of late Jewish speculation. 

For example, it also concerns the “guf”-conception: Adam is the Universal 
Man, in whom all individual men are included; he is the “treasure-house of 
souls.” 187 To be connected with this is the idea that all men have sinned in 
Adam.188 This idea is alien to the Old Testament canon. It is found in the 
Apocrypha and is obviously a historicizing, undertaken in the interest of 
orthodoxy, of the Gnostic myth of the unity of substance of men in the fallen 
Adam=primal man. Perhaps this sphere of motifs also belongs in the complex 
of motifs mentioned, which find their explanation in the equation Messiah = 
primal man. Still it is just as possible that a direct equation primal man = 
Adam underlies the “guf”-conception. The cosmogonic figure of the pre-Gnostic 
oriental primal man and the conception of the first man as the father of the 
human race are of course different figures in origin. A direct influence is 
hardly conceivable. The Gnostic formulation of the primal man myth with 
the anthropogonic metamorphosis of the old myth, on the other hand, already 
possessed a strong point of contact with the doctrine of the Archanthropos 
Adam as the father of the human race.189 

The affinity of late Judaism with Gnosticism also concerns the Wisdom of 
God, which appears as a personal hypostasis, which existed before all time, 
assisted in the creation of the world, and then was sent to men to teach them. 
It has long been recognized that we have here a faithful reflection of that 

186 On this, cf. K. Rudolph, [1], pp. 153 ff.; [2], pp. 382-83 (Literature); S. Schulz 35 
[2], pp. 161, 166 ff.; E. Brandenburger, pp. 20 ff. passim. 

187 Eth. Enoch 49.3; Ps.-Clem. Rec. VIII, 59-62; III, 26.4-5; Lidzbarski, Ginza, 
426.15-16; Victorinus Rhetor, ad Gal. l:15 = Migne, PSL VIII, col. 1155; Apoc. Abr. 
23.8; 1 QS 4.23; CD III, 20; Hebr. Enoch 43.1 ff. = ed. Odeberg (1928), pp. 132 ff.; 
Ex. Rabba 40.3; Gen. Rabba 24.2; Qoheleth Rabba 3.21; Tos. Sanh. 8.4-5; Targum 
Jon. on Gen. 2:7; Philo, de conf. ling. 41; perhaps also in the interpretation of the 
Danielic Son of Man to mean the people of Israel there emerges the collective in¬ 

terpretation of the primal man (Dan. 7:27). Syr. Bar. 23.4. 
Cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1955, 2nd ed.), pp. 36 ff.; H. J. 

Schoeps, [1], p. 99; E. Schweizer, [1], pp. 159-60; [2], cols. 164-65; J. Jervell, pp. 105 ff.; 
H. Gressmann, pp. 409 ff.; W. Staerk, [2], pp. 125 ff.; B. Murmelstein, 35 (1928): 
261 ff.; E. Peterson, pp. 107 ff.; E. Brandenburger, pp. 141 ff.; H. M. Schenke, [2], 

pp. 127 ff.; E. Sjoberg, pp. 98 ff., 149, 177 ff., 188 f., 190 ff. 
188 Rom. 5:12 ff.; Vita Adae 11, et passim; IV Ezra 3.7, et passim; Apoc. Mos. 11; 

Apoc. Abr. 23; Syr. Bar. 78.4, et passim. Philo, Vita Mos. II, 147. 
Cf. E. Schweizer, [2], cols. 164-65; A. v. Gall, p. 282; E. Brandenburger, pp. 20 ff. 

passim. R. Bultmann, [2], I: 174, 251. 
las on this, cf. S. Mowinckel, pp. 71 ff.; J. Jervell, p. 38, n. 64, 
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Gnostic motif according to which the redeeming Gnosis is brought or given 

to men by their celestial mother, the Sophia.190 In general, the late Jewish 

hypostasis speculation, insofar as it inserts mediate beings between God and 

world, between creator and creation and thus removes the world far from 

God, betrays foreign influences which can most readily be derived from 

36 Gnostic or pre-Gnostic ideas. 

Further, the anthropological dualism of late Judaism is immediately related 

to the corresponding Gnostic conceptions. This holds true above all for the 

passages in which, in radical contrast to Old Testament as well as to Greek 

thought, the conception of evil is connected with the concept “flesh.” 191 

190 Prov. 1:20-33; 8:1-36; Wisd. of Sol. 9.1 ff.; 10.1 ff.; Sirach 24.1-31; Eth. Enoch 
42.1; 84.3; Slav. Enoch 30.8; 33.3-4; Od. Sol. 12; 33; Philo passim; etc. 

G. Lindeskog, pp. 118-19; W. Schenke, Die Chokma (Sophia) in der jiidischen 
Hypostasenspekulation (Christiania, 1913) ; H. Windisch, “Die gottliche Weisheit der 
Juden und die paulinische Christologie,” in Neutestamentliche Studien fur Georg 
Heinrici (1914), pp. 220 ff.; S. Schulz, [2], pp. 31 ff.; P. Dalbert, pp. 77 ff., 133; 
C. Colpe, p. 51; U. Wilckens, [1], pp. 97-213; H. Schlier, [3], pp. 158 ff.; J. Jervell, 
pp. 46 ff.; H. Becker, Die Reden des Johannesevangeliums, FRLANT NF 50 (1956) : 
41 ff.; W. Staerk, [2], pp. 71-85; A. Adam, Die Psalmen des Thomas, BZNW 24 
(1959) : 31 ff., 79-83; E. Schweizer, [2], cols. 166-67; M. Dibelius/H. Conzelmann, in 
HNT 12 (3rd ed.) : 16-17; U. Wilckens in TWNT VII: 498 ff., 508 ff., et passim; 
H. Hegermann (see above, n. 182), pp. 70 ff.; W. Vischer, “Der Hymnus der Weisheit 
in den Spriichen Salomos 8,22-31,” EvTheol 22 (1962) : 309 ff.; H. Jaeger, “The 
Patristic Conception of Wisdom in the Light of Biblical and Rabbinical Research,” 
Studia Patristica IV, TU 79 (1961) : 90 ff.; G. Pfeifer, Ursprung und Wesen der 

37 Hypostasenvorstellungen im Judentum (Stuttgart, 1967). 
The alien character of the hypostatic Sophia conception in late Judaism becomes 

particularly obvious in Sirach 24, since the author assimilates the adopted concep¬ 
tion to orthodox thought by identifying the pre-existent Sophia with the Torah 
(24.33). The doctrine of the Torah as God’s instrument of creation is subsequently 
found not infrequently in rabbinical literature (Pirqe Aboth III, 14; Gen. Rabba 1). 

191 Noteworthy above all are the new presumably Essene texts from the Dead 
Sea, which also in other aspects of their concepts and manner of presentation betray 
a closeness to Gnosticism. Do we have to do here with pseudo-Gnostic features 
(H. J. Schoeps) ? Or with pre-Gnostic motifs (B. Reicke, K. G. Kuhn, et al.) ? Or do 
the new texts presuppose a fully developed Gnosticism in their environment (R. 

Bultmann, E. Kasemann, et al.) ? I consider the last-named view to be correct; but in 

view of the present attitude toward the problem of Gnosticism in general, this ques¬ 

tion will continue to be in dispute. It is generally acknowledged only that the texts 
themselves are not Gnostic. 

Here I should mention some literature on the problem of the Gnosticism in the 

new texts: M. Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls (1955), pp. 251-60; R. McL. Wilson, 

“Gnostic Origins,” VC 9 (1955): 193-211; also, “Gnostic Origins Again,” VC 11 

(1957): 93-110; and, The Gnostic Problem (1958), pp. 73 ff.; B. Reicke, “Traces of 

Gnosticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls?” NTS 1 (1954) : 137-41; B. Gartner, “Nazareth, 

Nazoraer und das Mandaertum,” in Horae Soderblomianae IV (1957) : 5-36; F. Not- 

scher, Zur theologischen Terminologie der Qumran-Texte (1956) ; S. Schulz, [2], pp. 

152 ff.; also, in ThRs 26 (1960/61) : 325 ff. (Literature); H. W. Huppenbauer, Der 

Mensch zwischen zwei Welten (1959); also, in ThZ 13 (1957) : 298 ff.; K. G. Kuhn, 

“Die in Paliistina gefundenen hebraischen Texte und das Neue Testament," ZThK 

47 (1950) : 192 ff.; also, "Die Sektenschrift und die iranische Religion,” ZThK 49 

(1952) : 296 ff.; and, "Der Epheserbrief im Lichte der Qumrantexte,” NTS 7 (1960/ 

61): 334-46; E, Kasemann in Beitrdge zur Evangelischen Theologie 15 (1952): 139; 
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We also recall the ecstatic practices on down to the rabbinical times and 
groups.102 

Finally, there appears in late Judaism a large number of typically Gnostic 

concepts in a manner not characteristic of the Old Testament: yvcoaiq, pucr- 

Trlpiov, coTOKaXuipiq, irveOna, etc. 

The affinity of the Gnostic and late Jewish motifs referred to is not acci¬ 

dental and cannot be accidental.193 Anyone who does not wish to explain it 

in terms of Gnostic influences in late Judaism must go in the opposite way 

and derive Gnosticism in essence from late Jewish conceptions.104 But that is 

a poor way and a poor hypothesis. 

It leaves those new—and indeed in part significantly new—views in late 

Judaism unexplained. Whence come then Son of Man and sinless Adam, 

Wisdom myth and “guf”-conception, dualism and the equation Adam — 

Christ, and much else besides? The Old Testament hardly afforded even ma¬ 

terial for these conceptions, let alone an occasion for them.195 

Further, this hypothesis makes the impossible attempt to derive Gnosticism 

from Judaism.106 But apart from the fact that Gnosticism is not at all “de¬ 

rivable,” there exists a simply unbridgeable chasm between the understanding 

of existence of Judaism, even of late Judaism, and that of Gnosticism: for 

whatever is found of gnosticizing motifs in late Judaism, it has been fitted 

H. Braun, Spdtjiidisch-hdretischer und friihchristlicher Radikalismus (1957), e.g., 
I: 21, n. 1; 23, n. 3; 44, n.2; also, “Rom. 7,7-25 und das Selbstverstiindnis des Qum- 
ran-Frommen,” ZThK 56 (1959) : 1 ff.; E. Baumbach, Qumran und das Johannes- 
evangeliurn (1957), pp. 29 ff., 46 ff.; S. Wibbing, Die Tugend- und Lasterkataloge 
im Neuen Testament, BZNW 25 (1959): 51, 64 ff.; K. Schubert, Die Religion des 
nachbiblischen Judentums (1955), pp. 80 ff.; also in TLZ 78 (1953), cols. 495 ff.; 
E. Schweizer, “Die hellenistische Komponente im neutestamentlichen oap£ Begriff,” 
ZNW 48 (1957) : 237 ff.; O. Cullmann, "Die neuentdeckten Qumrantexte und das 
Judenchristentum,” in Neutestamentliche Studien fur R. Bultmann (1954), pp. 37- 
38; O. Betz, Offenbarung und Schriftforschung in der Qumransekte, WUNT 6 
(1960), e.g., pp. 150 ff.; J. Duchesne-Guillemin, The Western Response to Zoroaster 

(1958), pp. 91 ff. 38 
102 Cf. W. Bousset, [3], pp. 14 ff. 
193 This is, however, the opinion of H. J. Schoeps, [4], pp. 44 ff.; similarly C. 

Colpe; see above, p. 66. 
Some—but only a little—could be accounted for by a common source for late 

Judaism and Gnosticism, such as Iran, e.g., affords. 
194 Thus recently above all G. Quispel, [1], pp. 195-234; [2], pp. 474 ff.; further 

works by Quispel in ThRs 26 (1960/61) : 239; further, C. Colpe, p. 57; E. Schweizer, 
[2], pp. 161 ff.; cf. [3], pp. 241 ff.; R. M. Grant, Gnosticism and Early Christianity 
(1959); W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1955, 2nd ed.), esp. pp. 36 ff. 

L. Goppelt, Die Kirche in ihrer Geschichte, I A: 66-67, holds Old Testament-Jewish 
influences to be “a necessary presupposition for the emergence of Gnosticism” in 
general. If one proceeds from the general understanding of “Old Testament” and 
“Gnosticism,” Goppelt’s sentence is incomprehensible. What can he mean by “Old 39 

Testament” and “Gnosticism”? 
195 Cf. K. Rudolph, [1], p. 92, n.2; [3], pp. 17 ff. E. Brandenburger rightly sug¬ 

gests “that certain motifs have an illuminating and well-grounded setting in hereti- 
cal-Gnostic speculations, while on the other hand in ‘orthodox’-Jewish literature 
they appear only isolated, disconnected, and more or less poorly motivated” (p. 139). 

196 G. Quispel moreover reckons with Hellenistic influences, while he completely 

denies Iranian motifs. 
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to Jewish thinking, as also conversely Jewish influences in Gnosticism are 

there subordinated to Gnostic thinking.197 
In addition, there is the fact that Judaism hardly provided, and could 

hardly have provided, material for the mythological objectivation of the 

Gnostic self-understanding in the myths of Gnosticism, even when Jewish 

Gnosticism rediscovered the myth, by means of various exegetical artifices, 

above all in the primeval biblical story.198 It is also excluded because Gnos¬ 

ticism developed, if not out of Judaism, yet within Judaism.199 Jewish Gnos¬ 

ticism is an early offshoot of Gnosticism. 

So it is a better hypothesis if one explains the gnosticizing conceptions of 

late Judaism from Jewish Gnosticism.200 Then however the equation Christ = 

197 Therefore to speak of “Jewish Gnosticism” does not mean to assert a mixtum 
compositum of Judaism and Gnosticism. “Jewish Gnosticism"—how else should 
one put it—like “Christian Gnosticism” and “pagan Gnosticism” designates a 
Gnosticism which clothes itself in the garments of Jewish concepts and conceptions, 
as does the described system of pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism, in order in this 
clothing to be Gnosticism. 

198 H. M. Schenke ([2]) has traced the considerable influence which Gen. 1:26-27 
has exerted upon Gnosticism, and therein and elsewhere he has pointed to the 
strong influence of the Old Testament as a whole upon many branches of Gnosticism. 
In this respect his investigation is extremely instructive. Of course he thinks that 
from the frequent use of Gen. 1:26-27 in Gnostic literature he can conclude that the 
Gnostic myth of the primal man grew out of speculation on this biblical passage 
(see above, pp. 35-36). The fact that such a derivation is an assumption for which no 
evidence can be adduced is not an unconditional argument against Schenke’s thesis; 
the traditional derivation of the Gnostic Anthropos myth from oriental primal man 
speculations is also unprovable. Nevertheless Schenke’s explanation fails on the 
point that it has the Gnostic movement as such actually developing out of a specu¬ 
lation on Gen. 1:26-27; for the primal man myth, i.e., the anthropogonic doctrine 
of the fall of a light-figure into the material realm, is—under whatever labels— 
constitutive for Gnosticism. But to make a speculation on Gen. 1:26-27 responsible 
for the rise of Gnosticism as such is curious. 

Of course Schenke sees the problem indicated here and denies that his hypothesis 
represents “a contribution to the understanding of the development of the Gnostic 
world view in general” (p. 69). Rather “the Gnostic world view with its interpreta¬ 
tion of the identity in nature between God and the innermost core of man” is the 
presupposition for the process of speculation which he reconstructs (p. 69). But 
that Gnostic world outlook, which certainly is “more original” than the Gnostic 
myth, is discernible only in the form of the myth of the fall of light into matter 
and its reascent into the Pleroma. The myth of the “Man" indeed does not indicate 
the source but rather the beginning of Gnosticism, which therefore according to 
Schenke and in spite of his denial of this fact still found this its beginning in a 
speculation on Gen. 1:26-27. 

Actually the Gnostic myth found in Gen. 1:26-27 a substantively and terminologi- 
cally desirable point of contact with Judaism in the missionary movement. This 
fact, which explains the frequent use of Gen. 1:26-27 as well as of the early biblical 

40 stories in general, and to a certain extent also the use of the dvOpco-troq title in Gnos¬ 
ticism, is evident and is the actual positive result of Schenke’s study. 

199 The question whether Gnosticism can be derived from Judaism has most 
recently been answered correctly in the negative by W. C. van Unnik, among others. 

41 See his “Die judische Komponente in der Entstehung der Gnosis,” VC 15 (1961): 
65 ff., esp. p. 72. 

200 That Gnosticism and Judaism had already met in pre-Christian times is 
obvious to us, among other reasons, from the fact that not a few Gnostic writings 
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primal man-Son of Man and the views bound up with it presupposes the 
Jewish Christ Gnosticism which we have described. 

We must still ask how it happens that practically no direct literary 

witnesses to this pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism have been preserved 

for us, and that even the ecclesiastical heresy fighters deal with it in 

its pure form only seldom. There is for example hardly any evidence 

for the oxopcc concept employed in this system outside the indirect 

documentation in the New Testament and in other ecclesiastical writ¬ 
ings. 

The answer to the first question would be that almost nothing but 

indirect witnesses to Jewish Gnosticism have been preserved at all. The 

soil of Syria and Mesopotamia has not preserved any writings for us, 

and the early christianizing of Syria put an end to the tradition of 

Jewish-Gnostic literature. But above all, apart from hymnic fragments 

such as are preserved for us, for example, in the Odes of Solomon, 

there was Gnostic literature only where the doctrine of the one re¬ 

deemer had to be handed down. A Gnosticism which knew no redeemer 

because the Pneuxna spoke in ecstasy out of all Pneumatics, thus a 

Gnosticism which sought “Christ” in men themselves, required no 

revelational literature and did not have it. On this, cf. pp. 275 ff. below. 43 

With respect to the second question, we must recall that the heresy 

fighters carried on their dispute with Christian Gnosticism. The Gnos¬ 

tic system considered by us, however, represents a Jewish Gnosticism 

which was not able to maintain itself as such for long into the Chris¬ 

tian era. The described system was very early christianized, i.e., the 

figure of the heavenly emissary, Christ, the one redeemer, was fitted into 

the system, and as a consequence the title of Christ then must also be 

reserved for him. The anthropological Christ myth of Jewish Gnos¬ 

ticism was also intolerable for pure Gnosticism if it wanted to gain 

access to Christian circles or to appear as Christian. Thus we have found 

a whole series of witnesses for our system as terminological remnants 

in writings of already christianized Gnosticism or in accounts of such. 

This christianizing can be observed best in a comparison between 

the language of Paul himself and that of the Deutero-Pauline Ephesians 

and Colossians.201 The Jewish Christ myth, to which Paul owes his 

are indeed strongly marked by Old Testament conceptions, but are not influenced by 
the New Testament, or are only subsequently thus influenced. A good example of 
this is the "Untitled Work” from Codex II from Nag Hammadi, which in consider¬ 
able measure is shaped by Jewish and late Jewish ideas, and yet apparently betrays 
no sort of direct knowledge of the New Testament. Cf. also O. Betz, "Was am 
Anfang geschah,” in Festschrift fur O. Michel, pp. 24 ff.; G. Kretschmar, “Zur re- 
ligionsgeschichtlichen Einordnung der Gnosis,” passim. 42 

201 The anti-Gnostic Pastoral Epistles deliberately avoid the "mystical” termi¬ 

nology of Paul. 
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“mystical” language, identifies the Christ simply with the church. The 

concept crcopa XpicrroG therefore even in Paul designates the whole 

Christ; as a whole the acbga is the church. The Christ of this myth 

exists only in the individual parts of his body. 

In Ephesians and Colossians this picture has been displaced.202 

The myth employed here differentiates between crcopoc and KeqjaAq.203 

The Christ consists of head and body. The church is no longer identi¬ 

fied with the whole Christ but only with the acopa part of the Christ, 

who is moreover the KecpccAf] tou acopaToq, the head of the church.204 

Here we see how the pre-Christian myth was christianized in a first 

step. To be sure, the personal identity of Christ with the Pneumatics 

is not yet eliminated. Every Pneumatic is still toG XpicrroG. But by mak¬ 

ing a distinction in the primal man-Ch»rist between head and body, 

one could build into this Gnostic system the Christian Christ. He is the 

distinguished and determinative head of the church, which is his body, 

and as this head he can also be redeemer kcct’ e^oxqv.205 

Since the ascension of the Christ-Pneuma took place gradually, a 

part of the Christ is always risen already. This mythological state of 

affairs provided a convenient occasion for introducing the “ecclesi¬ 

astical” Christ into the system by hypostatizing the higher part of the 

Christ-primal man and identifying this with the “ecclesiastical” 

202 Although the old conception does not completely disappear; cf., e.g., Eph. 
4:11-12. 

203 Cf. also Ign. Eph. 4.2; Trail. 11.2; Hipp. V, 7,34 ff.; Lidzbarski, Ginza, pp. 
522.1 ff., et passim; Od. Sol. 17.15; 23.16; 24.1; Acta Joh. 93; 100; Exc. ex Theod. 
42.2-3; II Clem. 14.2; Parth. Hymn. AR VI, 53 ff. — C. Colpe, p. 84; cf. pp. 94-95; 
Theodore bar Khonai, pp. 128.7 ff. Pognon; Exc. ex Theod. 33; Parth. Turfan Frag¬ 
ment M 33, 1. 86. 

Cf. J. Jervell, p. 137, n. 63; K. Rudolph, [1], pp. 153-54; H. Schlier, [2], pp. 88 ff.; 
[3], p. 202; E. Schweizer, [3], col. 245, n. 14; P. Pokomy, Der Epheserbrief und die 
Gnosis, pp. 63 ff., 69 ff. 

The schema thus may be older than its use in the expansion, which stands behind 
Eph./Col., of the originally redeemer-less Christ Gnosticism (see below). 

204 Eph. 1:22-23; 4:15-16; 5:23, 29-30; Col. 1:18; 2:19; 3:5. 

Cf., e.g., Eph. 1:22: cxutov eScokev KEipaXfjv unep ttocvtcx t() ^KKXriaigc, t)tiq £<ttiv to 

acoga auTou. Here the otvaKEipaXaioOaBai in Eph. 1:10 also probably belongs. The 
word may not be originally Gnostic but may indeed have been used in a technical 
sense in Gnosticism. It is hardly ever found in profane Greek, but on the other 
hand more frequently in early Christian writers (cf. Rom. 13:9), particularly among 
those who show some connections with Gnosticism (cf. H. Schlier on dvccKecpccXcuoopai 

in TDNT III: 681-82). In the language of the myth it literally means “to provide 

with a head again,” and Schlier is certainly correct when he interprets the dvctKE- 

<t>aXaicoaaa0ai to TTdvToc . . . &v Tcp Xpicrre?) in 1:10 by means of 1:22: “He made him 

head over the whole ecclesia. Here then there clearly emerges in language and 

conception the Gnostic myth, according to which the uniting of head and members 

of the primal man is the goal of all that happens. (Cf. C. Maurer in EvTheol, 1951, 
44 pp-154 ff.) 

206 Eph. 5:23. 
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Christ.206 One may compare for example Exc. ex Theod. 26: “to oparov 

tou ’lr)CTou r| Xoqna kcci r| ’EKKAr|cna fjv twv aTTEppaTcov tcov SiacpspovTcov, 

pv ecttoAictocto 6ia toO aapKiou, . . . to 5e aopaTOv (to) ovopa, ottep ecttiv 

6 uioq 6 povoy£vr|q. 60ev otov Enrq *£yco sipi r| 0upa’, touto Asysi, oti 

psypi tou opou ou eipi Eycb eAeuctectOe ol tou SiatpspovToq orrEppaToq. 

OTav 5e kou auToq EiCEpypTOci, Kai to atrEppa auveiCTEpxeTai auTcp £iq to 

TrAripcopa Sia Tr)q 0upaq auvayQEV Kai daax0EV.” 

The higher Christ thus waits at the opoq until all his parts scattered 

below have found their way upward. Then the whole Christ, who is 

nothing other than the sum of the parts of the “primal man” which 

were dispersed in the flesh, betakes himself into the Pleroma. 

From here it is only a short step then to a more thoroughgoing per¬ 

sonal separation of church and Christ which resulted everywhere in 

the Christian-Gnostic systems. Of course even then the special correla¬ 

tion of the redeemer and the community was maintained, not only in 

remnants of earlier terminology, as we have already observed, but also 

in various images and conceptions; the transitions from personal unity 

to separation of persons are especially fluid. The two figures now 

distinguished in the mythological conception but by no means always 

separated are paired 

as body and clothing or armor,207 
as bride and bridegroom or as husband and wife,208 
as tree and fruit or branches,208 
as prototype and copy,210 
as brother and sister or as twins,211 

208 Therefore the members still on earth could appeal for help to their parts that 
were already once again dwelling above. This may be the case, e.g., in the Naassene 
Preaching (Hipp. V, 8.15) and in the Jewish prayer in Preisendanz, Pap. gr. mag. 

I: 12-13: 112 ff., where Adam calls on Adam for help. 
207 Acta Arch. 7.3-5; Od. Sol. 33.12; Lidzbarski, Ginza, 374.15 ff.; 363.25; Acta 

Thom. 112; Copt. Psalmbook, C. R. Allberry, p. 39.23-24; Parth. Hymn. AR VI, 9; 

21 = C. Colpe, p. 83. Cf. E. Brandenburger, pp. 147-48. 
208 II Clem. 14.2; Exc. ex Theod. 21.1; 26.1-2; 27.5; 64; 68; Eph. 5:29-32; Iren. 

I, 13.3; 6; 30.12; Hipp. VI, 34.4; Od. Sol. 3.7; 7.1; 38.11; 42.8; Acta Thom. 4 ff., 11; 
Ps.-Cl. Horn. Ill, 22.1; 27.3; Coptic Gospel of Philip, Saying 71; 78; the common 
conception of the bridal chamber and of marriage belongs here; cf. further J. Jervell, 
pp. 162-63, 170; H. Schlier, [3], pp. 264 ff.; G. Strecker, pp. 161-62; R. Reitzenstein, 
[1], pp. 245 ff.; W. Volker (see p. 60, n. 148), pp. 100-114, 226; E. Percy, [2], pp. 

327-28. 
209 Hipp. V, 9.1; Od. Sol. 11.1-2, et passim; Coptic Gospel of Thomas, Saying 44; 

John 15.1 ff. and R. Bultmann, [5], in loc.; Exc. ex Theod. 33.2. 
210 Pap. gr. mag. VIII, 37-38 (Preisendanz); Acta Thom. 112; Od. Sol. 34.4; 

Lidzbarski, Ginza, 91.13-14; 331 ff.; 559.29 ff.; this way of speaking is not the source 
of the Gnostic Anthropos Christology (thus J. Jervell, p. 248), but one of its forms; 
cf. further E. Kasemann, [2], pp. 81 ff., 147 ff.; R. Bultmann, [5], p. 108, n. 4; K. 
Rudolph, [1], p. 127; 1st ed. of the present work, pp. 93-94; E. Brandenburger, pp. 

147 ff. 
211 Acta Thom. 11, 39; Iren. I, 30.12; Epiph. Haer. LIII, 1.9. 
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as mother or father and child or seed,213 
as building and cornerstone,213 
as higher man and lower man,214 
as Christ and Jesus,216 
as Elohim and Edem (Pneuma) ,216 
as “Jesus the effulgence’’ and “Jesus patibilis,” 

his “self thrown into everything” in Manichaeism,217 etc. 

Of course these images are not in their totality an efflux of a Gnos¬ 

ticism in which the unity of person of redeemer and redeemed found 

its clearest expression, because a special redeemer figure did not occur 

at all. In many cases there is expressed in it simply the widespread 

Gnostic idea that redeemer and redeemed are closely related figures of 

the Pleroma or that they are identical in substance,218 Even the image 

of head and members could in individual instances express only this 

latter idea. Moreover, the original redeemer-less Gnosticism, insofar 

as it stands in the background of these syzygies mentioned, was not 

necessarily, either always or even most of the time, the Jewish Christ 

Gnosticism which we have investigated. Finally, the reason for the di¬ 

vision of the one basic mythological figure of “man” into a heavenly 

redeemer and his earthly parts is not to be sought only or even pri¬ 

marily in the influence of the church’s Christ.219 

212 Cf. Rev. 12; Iren. I, 8.4; 11.1; 30.12; Exc. ex Theod. 23, 32; Od. Sol. 3.7; Acta 
Petri 39; Acta Thom. 108 ff.; Parth. Turfan Fragment M 42; Coptic Gospel of Philip 
102; Heracleon in Orig. Comm, in Joh. 13.49 = Preuschen, p. 276.18 ff.; cf. 1st ed. of 
this work, p. 90. 

213 Eph. 2:20 ff.; cf. I Peter 2:5; Hipp. V, 7.34 ff.; Coptic Gospel of Thomas, 
Saying 67. 

214 Iren. I, 29-30; Hipp. V, 6-7; Philo, Leg. all. I, 3 ff.; De opif. mund. 134; Biller- 
beck, III: 477-78. 

This conception is found relatively unretouched in Eph. 2:15: Tva roue; Suo ktictij 

!v auTG3 (Christ) etq Iva kouvov avOpcoTrov . . . kou &TroKCCTa?Ad§fl touq ccppOTEpoup iv 
£vi crcopaTt T$ 0E$. In Christ, Jews and Gentiles become one Soma, in other words, 
the “new man,” the owpa XpicrTou (cf. Eph. 4:13; also Ign. Smyrn. 1.2). The myth 
appears still more unretouched in the source itself which the author of Ephesians 
apparently is using in this passage. For this source oi Suo are not Jews and Gentiles, 
but the head which dwells in heaven and the mass of the members of Christ that 
are captive on earth. The two are separated by to pectotoixov tou ppaypou. The 
head, Christ, by his descending iv Tt) crqpKi breaks down (Aucrccq) this dividing wall, 
so that now both stand before God tv £vi crwpotTi or tv iv1 ttveupccti (vs. 18; cf. I, 

6:17) as Kocivoq ocvGpwtroq. 
21B Exc. ex Theod. 42.2; cf. 26.1. 
216 Hipp. V, 26.17 ff. 

217 H. Jonas, [1], pp. 310-11; E. Rose, Die Christologie des Manichdismus, p. 52, 
et passim. 

218 “. . . the life found its own” (Lidzbarski, Ginza, 567.22, et passim). 

219 The Babylonian myth of Marduk unquestionably exerted such an influence in 
apparently pre-Christian times; cf. 1st ed. of the present work, pp. 90 ff.; C. H. 
Kraeling, pp. 100 ff.; C. Colpe, pp. 54 ff. (Literature). The mystery cults as also the 
entire Kyrios cult in general are bound to have tended in this direction. 
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It would take us too far aside to sift, on the strength of the foregoing, 

all the material, to see to what extent late formulations of the original 

Jewish Christ Gnosticism are certainly to be found in it. I offer only 

a few examples: 

II Clem. 14 and Eph. 5:29-32 are interesting as examples of Gnostic 

exegesis. In both cases the same tradition is in the background.220 In 

II Clem. 14.2 it is said: “Aeyet yap r| ypacprj. ’ETroiriaev 6 0eoq tov av9pco- 

ttov apaev xai 0rjAu. to apacv cotiv 6 Xpioroq, to 0rjAu r| diacAriCTia.” The 

Anthropos of the quotation from Gen. 1:27 is for Gnosticism the 

primal man. He consists of Christ as his celestial part, the “male,” and 

the church on earth, the “female,” which however can also serve as 

his body (Gen. 2:24) : “EKi<Ar|cna £coaa cropa £ctti XpicrroO” (ibid.; cf. p. 

62). This shows that the entire body of speculation grew out of an 

original equation primal man = Christ. The eschatological goal is: 

“eaovTai oi Suo dq aapica piav” (Eph. 5:32), that is, Christ and the 

church again become the one Anthropos; for “to puorrjpiov touto pcya 

£oriv, Eycb 6e Asyco Eiq Xpiorov xai Eiq Trjv EKKXrjaiav” (ibid.) .221 This 

tradition is likely to stand in some way also behind I Cor. 6:15. 

One may compare further Logion 106 from the Coptic Gospel of 

Thomas: “Jesus said, ‘If you make the two to become one, you 

will become Sons of man’ ” (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 24). 

“And at that time he called and said, “My children, whom I bear, 

until Christ takes form in you,’ and he cries moreover, ‘I am ready to 

put a single spouse, Christ, beside a holy virgin’ ” (Koptisch-gnostische 

Schriften I, Schmidt-Till [GCS 45], p. 355.26 ff.). The “inner Christ,” 

i.e., the sum of the “ectco av0pcoTroi,” is the spouse of the celestial virgin. 

We shall conclude this introduction with some remarks about the concept 

of the “redeemed redeemer,” since the material of this introduction was pre¬ 
sented in the first edition under just this heading. I have this time avoided 
the concept whenever possible, since it apparently gives added occasion for 
misunderstanding.2 2 2 

The concept “redeemed redeemer” is a catchword of modern studies of 
Gnosticism. In the form salvator salvandus it can be derived from Augustine’s 
Contra Faustum II, 5.228 That it is used in the form “redeemed redeemer”= 
salvator salvatus is not materially decisive. For the salvator salvatus is the 
salvator salvandus himself after the completed redemption. Further, it is not 

330 On this, cf. H. Schulte, p. 71; H. Schlier, [1], pp. 67 ff.; [2], pp. 91-92. 
321 Cf. Hipp. IX, 13 (Elchasaites): kcu tov pev oipaeva ulov eTvai tol» 0eou, Tr|v 6e 

0rjXeiav kocAeTctOoci ay iov Trveupa. 
222 Even C. Colpe (pp. 171 ff.), in spite of many a correct observation, has 

obscured rather than illumined what clarity the concept still possessed, since he does 
not take into account the original content of the formula, but connects it in essence 
with the redeemer myth. Unsatisfactory also is H. M. Schenke’s remark, [2], p. 30, 
n. 120. 

238 CSEL XXV: 258.14-15. 
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important that the concept does not occur in Gnosticism as an abstract phrase 

or catchword. How should it?l Nevertheless it is drawn from Gnosticism both 

as to substance and as to terminology. 

On terminology one may compare, for example: 

. . (are) beloved in the beloved 

and such as are preserved in the one who lives 

and redeemed in the one who is redeemedl” (Od. Sol. 8.22). 

“We too desire to be redeemed with you, 

for you are our redeemer” (Od. Sol. 42.18). 

“Saved shall I be, and I shall save. 

Delivered shall I be, and I shall deliver. 

Wounded shall I be, and I shall wound. . .” (Acta Joh. 95; see p. 56) . 

“Be thou my effulgence, and I will be thy effulgence; 

be thou my light, and I will be thy light” (Lidzbarski, Liturgien, p. 128). 

On the contents one may compare, for example: 

“. . . so long as you are not called my own, I am not what I am. But if you 

listen to me, you will be as I am and I shall again be what I was” (Acta Joh. 

100; see p. 56). 

“I have recognized myself and gathered myself from everywhere . . . and 

I have gathered the scattered parts and I know who you are. That is to say, 

I come from the world above” (Gospel of Philip according to Epiph. Haer. 

XXVI, 13.2). 

“I desire to make you a partaker of my grace, since the Father of all sees 

your angel before his face continually. But the place of greatness is in us; 

we must become one. First of all, receive grace from me and through me. 

Prepare yourself, as the bride awaits her bridegroom, that you may become 

what I am and I may become what you are. Let the seed of light sink 

down into your bridal chamber. Receive from me the bridegroom and 

make a place for him and take your place in him. Lo, grace has come down 

upon you. Open your mouth and prophesy” (Iren. I, 13.3). 

“This is one power divided above and below, which begets itself, enlarges 

itself, seeks itself, finds itself, its own mother, its own father” (Hipp. VI, 

17.3 = 143.7 ff.). 

These examples, which could be multiplied, anchor the concept “redeemed 

redeemer,” not in just any substantial unity of redeemer and redeemed, nor in 

a commonality of fate, but in a—mythologically conceived—personal, hypo¬ 

static unity of the two figures.224 In the first case it would be wholly unusable 

as the designation of a special redeemer figure, since for Gnosticism redeemer 

and redeemed are always identical in substance. In the second case the con¬ 

cept would not be covered by the Gnostic terminology. Therefore one should 

use it only for the special conception of that redeemer who is identical in 

224 C. Colpe (p. 175, n. 1 and p. 186, n. 2) criticizes the use of the concept “per¬ 
sonally” in this sense. On p. 190, n. 1, he himself correctly uses the concept in just 
this sense. 
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person with those whom he redeems, so that in his redeeming others he him¬ 

self is redeemed as a person. 

Then, however, the concept belongs above all to that Gnosticism which 

knows no redeemer myth. Simon, as we have earlier come to know him, and 

Marcus, as the quotation from Iren. I, 13.3 shows him, are representatives 

of a Gnosticism without a redeemer myth. They are Gnostics who were already 

redeemed by other Gnostics and now concern themselves with redeeming 

others also similarly.225 The sum of all these “redeemed redeemers’’ forms 

the one person of the “man” who in the system investigated by us also bears 

the title “Christ.” Since every individual Gnostic understands himself in 

possession of Gnosis as already redeemed, the concept salvator salvatus is here 

more appropriate than salvator salvandus; for the p6r| crco^opEvoc; (see pp. 

179 ff.) is determinative for the Gnostic self-consciousness of these circles, even 

if the redemption is completed only when all parts of the “man” have been 

combined into the TcXctoq ccv0pcoTroq. 

The unity of person is still preserved when the primal man = Christ ap¬ 

pears divided into head and members, into heavenly and earthly parts. We 

followed this development on the basis of the Pauline and Deutero-Pauline 

literature. It may also be traced in the Odes of Solomon, whose christianizing 

possibly coincides with this development, and elsewhere as well. One may 

compare: 

“And they received my blessing and became alive, 

and they were gathered to me and were redeemed. 

For they became members to me 

And I became head to them. 

Praise to thee, our head, Lord, Anointed One!” 

(Od. Sol. 17.14 ff.) . 

Here too the redemption of the individual members through the reuniting 

with the head signifies the restoration of the original person, which includes 

head and members, redeemer and redeemed. Insofar as therein the head ap¬ 

pears as redeemer—the members thereafter also mutually redeem themselves— 

the designation salvator salvandus is proper, since the redemption of the head 

is completed only when the whole person is again complete. Only in this 

case is the formula "redeemed redeemer” connected with a redeemer myth. 

A use of the term “redeemed redeemer” going beyond this even for a re¬ 

deemer figure personally separated from the ones to be redeemed 226 is not in 

harmony with the Gnostic set of concepts, and with good reason. 

S26 This aspect, which is of great importance for the understanding of early 

Gnosticism, in particular also of the system of Jewish Christ Gnosticism, is only 

occasionally touched in the present study. I have examined it in detail in The 

Office of Apostle, pp. 159 ff.; cf. also below, pp. 275 ff. 
22S Cf., e.g., E. Kasemann, Das wandernde Gottesvolk, pp. 90 ff. R. Bultmann ([3], 

p. 104; cf. ThRs, 1932, p. 8) writes: “Now since the figure of the emissary is assimi¬ 

lated to that of the primal man, the emissary in his earthly manifestation also 

appeared as captive and oppressed, and his ascent is also his own redemption; 
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he is the redeemed redeemer.” Such an assimilation certainly took place. The 
Mandaean texts above all show that descent of the redeemer was adorned with 
the features which were also well known from the conception of the descent of the 
primal man. Thus there can often be doubt as to which descent is meant (cf. also 
W. Bousset, [1], pp. 242 ff.). If, however, one follows the Gnostic terminology, the 
distinctive thing about the redeemed redeemer is not that during his soteriological 
activity he himself falls into distress and is liberated from it, but that he is identical 
with the individual sparks of light which he was sent to set free, and, through 
them, with the cosmic figure of the primal man; thus that by redeeming those im¬ 
prisoned TTveuiaocToe he redeems himself. One will do well to limit the expression 
“redeemed redeemer” strictly to this mythological conception, which was its original 
meaning. 

R. Reitzenstein fails to do this when ([3], p. 116) he explains the term “redeemed 
redeemer” by referring to the fact that the part of the primal man which already 
at the beginning of the world had returned to the light above required redeeming 
assistance for this return. 

E. Kasemann asks ([2], p. 68); “How is this identity of primal man and redeemer, 
. . . how is the unity of the company of souls in the heavenly redeemer Physis pos¬ 
sible?” The answer which Kasemann gives to his own question is: "Of fundamental 
importance is the . . . statement, that for Gnosticism substance and power are 
identical. This holds true even for the heavenly ‘nature.’ Thus the fallen primal 
man, because the same in substance, is also the same in power with the redeemer. 
And since only the power is decisive as to the substance, not its individual forma¬ 
tion, the identity of primal man and redeemer is absolute. Of course the same is 
true of the identity with the company of souls, indeed, even with the individual 
soul.” 

Apparently following this passage, C. Maurer (in EvTheol, 1951) speaks of the 
“identity in substance” of redeemer and community: “The ones to be redeemed 
are redeemed because as regards substance they belong to the redeemer” (p. 168). 
This is certainly correct, but it still does not justify the use of the title “redeemed 
redeemer.” 



INTRODUCTION B: 
THE CORINTHIAN EPISTLES 

I. Literary-Critical Analysis 

1. General 

An investigation which, like the present one, constantly has in view 

the varied and complicated relations of Paul to the community in 

Corinth must first draw a reasonable and fairly complete picture of 

these relations, at least so long as there does not exist a certain una¬ 

nimity in the studies on this problem. 

Fundamental here is the question as to the literary composition of 

our epistles. After Sender1 first called in question the unity of II Co¬ 

rinthians, the attempts to demonstrate in our canonical epistles three 

or more originally independent writings have not ceased. While at 

the beginning only II Corinthians was under discussion, I Corinthians 

also was later drawn into the debate. It cannot be surprising that up 

to now an agreement among the various attempts at division has not 

been reached, even though a certain agreement appears to be in the 

making in recent research. Nevertheless it is incomprehensible that the 

necessity of a literary-critical analysis of the Corinthian epistles is still 

widely disputed. The diversity of the hypotheses about the division 

and the farcical character of many of the same2 could of course bring 

the efforts in general into discredit. Their necessity however can be 

denied only if one refuses actually to weigh the epistles as epistles. 

Already in 1894 J. Weiss3 spoke of the “now audacious-appearing 

hypothesis of the unity” of II Corinthians. This judgment has main¬ 

tained its full validity. Not only that it is rather unlikely that in 

Corinth people preserved4 or published only a portion of the apostle’s 

letters: The arrangement of the letters itself forces us to recognize that 

Paul cannot possibly have written them thus. This is to be shown 

1 Paraphrasis II, ep. ad Cor. (1776), Praefatio b; pp. 238-39, 309-10. 
2 Cf., e.g., C. Clemen, Die Einheitlichkeit der paulinischen Briefe an Hand der 

bisher mit Bezug auf sie aufgestellten Interpolations- und Kompilationshypothesen 

(Gottingen, 1894). 
2 TLZ, 1894, p. 513. 
4 It is generally recognized today that Paul wrote at least four epistles to Corinth. 

The remarks in I, 5:9 and II, 2:3, 9 admit no other interpretation. 

87 
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presently in the analysis in detail. Of course Lietzmann6 thinks: Paul 

is not a letter-writer to whom one may apply the usual standards, and 

for this reason the problem of the exegesis of his epistles is not so 

much a literary-critical one (as was thought earlier), but a psycho¬ 

logical one.” This remark appears in connection with II, 10:1. If one 

wishes to explain psychologically that Paul wrote II, 10-13 at the 

same time as II, 1-9, then of course Paul’s psychical anomie must have 

reached a high degree—in spite of a “sleeplessly watched-through night ’ 

(ibid.) .6 But the opposite is the case. Rom. 1-15 is a literary master¬ 

piece.7 The Thessalonian epistles display a clear course of thought 

48 as well as a strict arrangement. The same holds true for Galatians, 

which in its plan shows no abnormally changeable temperament (cf. 

ibid.), but a conscious pastoral responsibility, bound up with thought¬ 

ful regard for the psyche of the Galatians. Thus the psyche of Paul is 

such that precisely a psychological explanation of die Corinthian 

letters must establish that Paul could not have written them in their 

present outward form. Lietzmann himself directs us back basically to 

the literary criticism which is now to follow in detail. 

We must, however, strive for the greatest possible brevity and above 

49 all refrain from any direct debate with other hypotheses. For the 

present purpose it suffices to occupy ourselves with a reasonable new 

arrangement of the epistles according to their division, which then is 

basic for the presentation of the course of events in and around 

Corinth at the time of the extant correspondence. In the course of the 

later investigation the justification will be strengthened in details. The 

ultimate proof for the analysis which in some respects always remains 

hypothetical must be its confirmation in exegesis.8 

To begin with, if we ask about the occasion which led to the com¬ 

bining of various smaller letters into two larger Corpora, we can prob¬ 

ably disregard any effort to form pieces more suited for reading in 

worship, for why should the smaller but by no means always minute 

epistles have been less suited for this purpose? I should rather assume 

that the publication of a larger collection of Paul’s letters in Corinth 

was the primary occasion for that editing. The assertion that in the 

pre-Marcionite period an ecclesiastical collection of Paul’s letters was 

circulated9 is not a mere supposition but a well-founded statement. It 

6 Lietzmann, p. 139. 
6 Cf. Windisch, p. 16. 

7 See G. Schrenk, Studien zu Paulus (1954), pp. 121-22. 

8 J. Hering has offered (The First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians; cf. W. 
Michaelis, TLZ, 1950, cols. 343 ff.) a new attempt at dividing the epistle which, to 
be sure, in my judgment is based on astoundingly narrow observation and is cor¬ 
respondingly superficial. 

9 Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons, II: 59-60, 344-54. 
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is indisputable10 that already in the first century people were collecting 

the writings of the apostle, and our present arrangement is in any case 

more recent than that of the Muratorian canon {ad Corinthios prima 

. . .), which is also known to Tertullian.11 The placing of the Co¬ 

rinthian epistles at the beginning points to Corinth as the place of 

origin of such a collection,12 and this placing was for its own part well 

founded only if the various writings of varying scope were assembled 

into larger Corpora that appeared more important than a number of 

smaller letters. People then had the favorable opportunity of handing 

down only with the Corpus some very brief letters whose setting in 

relation to their theologically significant contents was dispropor¬ 

tionately large. What the special occasion was that called forth this col¬ 

lection is stated in Vol. 2, pp. 197 ff.13 Perhaps one may think of the 

disputes, attested by I Clement, which agitated the Corinthian com¬ 

munity at the close of the first century, especially if W. Bauer (Recht- 

glaubigkeit und Ketzerei im altesten Christentum [1934], pp. 104 ff., 

ET Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity [1971], pp. 100 ff.) 

should be correct in his attractive conjecture (cf. p. 298, n. 32) that 

here it was a matter of discussions between anti-Pauline Gnostics and 

representatives of the Pauline-orthodox tradition.14 What happened 

10 Cf. P. Feine, Einleitung in das Neue Testament (1936), p. 288. 
11 Even Marcion presupposes it (cf. A. v. Harnack, Die Briefsammlung . . . 

p. 9). Lietzmann has assembled at the beginning of his commentary on Romans the 
various arrangements in a form easy to survey. Cf. Vol. 2, pp. 185 ff. 

12 A. v. Harnack already saw this (Die Briefsammlung des Apostels Paulus [1926], 
pp. 8-9) and convincingly demonstrated it. 

13 In any case this collection was intended from the first for a larger group of 
communities. This is evident from the editorial comments in the introductions to 
the two epistles as they now stand. J. Weiss rightly excises I, 1:25: cruv -rraaiv toTc 
ettikcc^oupevom; to ovopa tou Kupiou npwv ’lnCT°6 XpicttoO tv ttocvt'i tottcp cxutwv koc! 
fipcov. 

(Leipoldt in ZNW 44: 143: “An impossible wording: First Corinthians is prompted 
by a specific occasion and is directed to one single community.”) 

Similarly, in II, 1:1 “cruv toT? ayfot? -rracnv Toiq oScnv ev oAq t() ’Axocuy” may 
have been inserted, of course from an epistolary introduction not preserved for us 
(cf. p. 97, n. 27), which explains the diverse form of the two catholicizing remarks, 
a feature which Lietzmann (Commentary on I, 1:2) incorrectly adduces as an 
argument against their interpolation. If the editor did not provide the other epistles 
of his collection with similar additions, this would have been because in epistles 
which were sent to him from other communities, such an insertion could not have 
gone unnoticed by those who sent them. Besides, the addition of I, 1:2 must have 
seemed necessary for the entire collection which it introduced. In II, 1:1 what we 
have in fact is not an editorial addition, but one of compilation. The further com¬ 
ments in I Cor. which according to J. Weiss are added to express the same tendency, 
namely 4:17; 7:17; 11:16; 14:33, are, on the contrary, original and, in the context, 
either necessary or at least easily accounted for (see p. 244, n. 169). 

14 Anyone who is convinced (properly, in my judgment) that Philippians also 
consists of two (or three) original epistles of Paul will, if he holds the cruv ettictkottou; 
kcxi Siockovok; in Phil. 1:1 to be a later addition, reasonably consider whether this 
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later in the formation of the canon on a large scale thus has already 

been anticipated here on a small scale: a collection of writings of 

apostolic tradition to which one could appeal in the battle with Gnos¬ 

ticism as to the bearers of pure doctrine. 

2. Analysis of 1 Corinthians 

One will do well first to enumerate the component parts of I Co¬ 

rinthians. The following parts complete in themselves may be set forth: 

a) 1:1-9 Heading and Proem 

b) 1:10-4:21 The discussion with the parties and partisans in Corinth 

c) 5:1-13 Incest 

d) 6:1-11 Action at law 

e) 6:12-20 Warning against unchastity 

f) 7:1-40 The question of marriage 

g) 8:1-13 The eating of meat sacrificed to idols 

h) 9:1-23 The example of the apostle 

i) 9:24-27 Exhortation to a good warfare 

j) 10:1-22 Warning against participation in idol worship 

k) 10:23-11:1 The eating of meat sacrificed to idols 

l) 11:2-34 Proper behavior in the congregational meeting15 

m) 12:1-14:40 On the gifts of the Spirit 

n) 15:1-58 The resurrection of the dead 

o) 16:1-24 Epistolary conclusion (unitary?) 

In any case 1:1-9 and 1:10-4:21 may originally have belonged to¬ 

gether. One naturally may not expect a close transition between the two 

pieces, yet in 1:10 Paul obviously refers back to the koivcovioc ’IrjaoO 

XpicrroG which was mentioned in 1:9. 

The decisive observation for the fact that our canonical I Co¬ 

rinthians contains pieces from various Pauline letters is to be made 

at I, 11:18 ff. Paul hears of schisms in the community. He believes in 

the correctness of this rumor pepoq ti; SeT kcc'i aipeociq ev upTv eTvcci, Tva 

Kcci oi SoKipoi (pavEpoi ysvcovTai. If one compares this passage with Paul’s 

statements in I, 1-4, it is simply inconceivable that both attitudes 

toward disputes could come from the same epistle. In I, 11:18-19 it is 

obviously a case of a first reference to disputes within the community. 

remark was not meant to give support to the battle of the protectors of the tradition, 
namely the bishops and deacons, against the reaction of the Gnostic Pneumatics. 

16 The two major parts of this section, 11:2-16 and 11:17-34, belong together, since 
vs. 17 refers back to vs. 2. Because of 11:22b, the theory of J. Weiss (Commentary, 
in loc.) that vs. 17 is an editorial comment which is supposed to join the two 
separated parts of the same Epistle A appears to me very unlikely. 
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Apparently Paul does not know of what special sort these are. He has 

“heard” (cckouco, 11:18) of them and to some extent believes this report. 

He touches on them only quite briefly and even knows how to derive a 

positive aspect from them. It cannot be a question of the mention of 

other disputes than those discussed in I, 1-4 in the same letter, because 

with the scantiness with which he is informed about these schismata, 

Paul would have had to identify them at once with those previously 

mentioned. But if he had had a concrete conception of them, after 

the long statements at the beginning of the letter, he would have had 

to go into more detail, particularly since the opinion that controversies 

must occur utterly contradicts what was set forth earlier. The possi¬ 

bility that by the crx‘crflaTa and aipeaeiq he could have been designat¬ 

ing disorder in connection with the Lord’s Supper is completely ruled 

out. 

Most likely is the well-known explanation that what we have here 

is a reference to the eptSeq mentioned in I, 1:11, and in fact a reference 

which comes from a time when Paul was still less well informed on 

these conflicts in the community than in I, 1:11. Arguing for this is the 

fact that the conception which is expressed in the cckouco (vs. 18) fits 

nicely with tire report that has come through Stephanas (see p. 101), 

while the e5r|Aco0r) poi in I, 1:1 which has a significantly different 

nuance appropriately characterizes reports which Paul received from 

the official delegates of the congregation (see ibid.). Thus one may 

assign I, 11:18 ff., and with it the entire section 11:2-34, to the apostle’s 

earlier letter mentioned in I, 5:9. If we designate this letter as Epistle 

A, then I, 1-4 belongs to Epistle B. 

Now the observation that from I, 7:1 on to the end of the epistle 

Paul makes reference in various ways to written inquiries addressed 

to him by the Corinthians is an important one. The sections in¬ 

troduced with Trepi Se undoubtedly belong to the same letter of Paul 

(7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1; 16:12), and it is in fact Epistle B, to which 

16:1-12 surely also belongs. It is to be expected that Paul carries 

through the answering of the letter without any major digressions. 

That he had this in mind is clear from the Trepi Se cov £ypdipccTe in 7:1, 

which not only heads the following statements down to 7:24 but, as 

distinguished from the later Trepi Se superscriptions, has in view the 

whole set of inquiries of the congregation’s letter. Thus also the section 

11:2-34, which divides the statements Trepi tcov d5coAo0uTcov in 8:1 from 

those uepi tcov TTveupcxTiKcov in 12:1, could be extracted as belonging to 

Epistle A. But in the same way chap. 15 also breaks the connection of 

16:1 (irepi Trjq Aoyeiccq) with the statements Trepi tcov irveupccTiKcov in 

chaps. 12-14. For this reason I should assign chap. 15 also to the 
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apostle’s first Corinthian epistle (A). Moreover, arguing for this is not 

only the fact that 15:1 follows well after 11:34—Paul intends to make 

more specific arrangements about order in the Supper only when he 

comes, but on the other hand wishes to call the message of salvation 

back to the recollection of the Corinthians now—but also the observa¬ 

tion that chap. 15 in many respects displays an earlier stage in Paul’s 

relations to Corinth than do parts of Epistle B.16 One should only com¬ 

pare 15:9, for example, with 9:1 ff. In 9:1 ff. Paul must defend his 

apostolate against attacks from Corinth with self-commendation, while 

in 15:9 he still quite innocently calls himself the eAdxioroc; tcov oarocr- 

53 toAcov. It is not conceivable that at the same time in which he writes 

I, 9 Paul declares that he is not kavoq KaAeTaGoa auoaroAoq, thus 

precisely what people in Corinth are charging. Further, this misunder¬ 

standing about the resurrection of the dead is explained only (see pp. 

155 ff.) if the cautious ockouco of I, 11:18 also holds true for the reports 

which Paul takes as a basis in I, 15, but not if he has already received 

a letter and an official embassy from Corinth.17 

Further, the unity of the section introduced with the -rrepl 5e tcov 

dScoAoBuTcov, 8:1-11:1, is to be contested. Of the five individual pieces 

of this section of the letter as enumerated above, a continuous train of 

thought is formed by three: 8:1-13, 9:1-23, and 10:23-11:1. At first 

Paul speaks in principle about the occasionally necessary renunciation 

of the freedom to eat meat sacrificed to idols and of Christian freedom 

in general, then he presents himself as example and model, and finally 

he gives concrete instructions for the attitude of the Corinthians toward 

the problem of eating meat sacrificed to idols, for which in fact they 

had asked him by letter. The statements about the worship of idols 

(10:1-22) by no means fit into this connection. They concern a basi¬ 

cally different theme. In the treatment of the profane eating of meat 

sacrificed to idols there is nothing to indicate that at the same time 

some in Corinth had the inclination to take part in the pagan wor- 

54 ship. Conversely, 10:1-22 treats only of cultic meals. Therefore, with 

J. Weiss, I assign 10:1-22 also to Epistle A.18 

10 Cf. further below on chap. 16. 

17 Against the attribution of chap. 11 and chap. 15 to the same epistle one might 
object that chap. 15 does not agree with the Corinthians’ faithfulness toward the 
tradition which is boasted of in 11:2. But this objection cannot be allowed, even 
though it is in itself correct, because it could be applied with equal force to the 
deviations from the -n-apaSoo-1<; which are reproved in chap. 11. The tension be¬ 
tween 11:2 and 11:17 is still more obvious than that between 11:2 and chap. 15. In 
this connection we cannot concern ourselves with the question of how to resolve this 
tension. 

18 One may also consult Hans Freiherr von Soden, Sakrament und Ethik, Marb. 
Theol. Studien, Heft 1, p. 17, where important differences between the two parts 
are indicated. Von Soden places value upon the fact that in 10:1-22 apparently 



Introduction B: The Corinthian Epistles 93 

Now 9:24-27, however, is also connected with 10:1-22. The meta¬ 

phorical assertion that, of those who contend for the prize, only one 

is awarded the prize is illustrated by Paul in 10:1 ff. by means of a 

historical example: the fathers were all under the cloud, all received 

the same spiritual gifts. Nevertheless God was not pleased with most 

of them. If the internal connection of 9:24-27 with the following is 

thus assured, then this brief section also belongs to Epistle A. Now 56 

if one removes 9:24—10:22 from the context of I Cor., then the original 

order of Epistle B is restored; for the principle of 10:23 can sensibly 

be joined only with 9:19-23, where it moreover fits very well, while in 

connection with 10:14-22 it is simply impossible. 

This now leaves only the arrangement of the sections cited above 

under c) -e) to be settled. Chapter 5 belongs to Epistle B, because in 

5:9 is found the reference to Epistle A. But I, 6:1-11 is closely connected 

with chap. 5. Apparently Paul deliberately chose a key-word associa¬ 

tion. In the section 5:12-6:3 the word Kpiveiv is found seven times! In 

view of the fact that the community does not judge outsiders, it is 

for her a matter of particular shame that she should allow herself to 

be judged by unbelievers. Thus 6:1-11 is also to be assigned to Epistle 

B. 57 

The placing of 6:12-20 creates some difficulties. I do not venture 

here to pass definitive judgment. Nevertheless it would be strange if 

Paul should immediately have taken up again in 6:12 the theme 

“•n-opvda” which he has just left in 5:13, particularly when one notes, 58 

in accepting the foregoing analysis, that the arrangement of Epistle B 

is explicitly precise. The doubled reference to the catchphrase “-rcavTcc 

poi £§£crriv” in the same letter, especially on different themes (cf. 6:12 

with 10:23), would moreover be not exactly apt. Finally, J. Weiss 

(Kommentar, pp. 156-57) has pointed to the various substantive and 

formal parallels which exist between our passage and 10:1-22, while 

in this respect significant differences with 5:1-6:11 are present. Hence 

with J. Weiss I also assign the section 6:12-20 to Epistle A and place it 

before 9:24, where it has good continuity with what follows and, as we 

shall see, with what precedes it. 59 

Finally, however, the unity of chap. 16 is to be disputed. A clear 

division lies between vs. 12 and vs. 13. It is true that in Paul admoni¬ 

tions are customary before the closing salutations, but they always 

rights are conceded to the weak without limitation, while elsewhere in principle 
the strong have the theological right on their side. This is an undoubtedly correct 
observation, which of course must be supplemented and explained so as to point 
out that in 10:1-22 Paul is not thinking of the strong and the weak at all. At the 
time in which he is warning the Corinthians against participation in the worship 
of idols, this problem is utterly remote from his mind—one more indication that 
the vss. 10:1-22 stem from another situation than that of the other statements. 55 
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begin with an address.19 In comparison with that practice, vs. 13 begins 

much too abruptly for it to have its original connection here. But it 

fits in well as the continuation of I, 15:58. Here we find the usual 

transition to the concluding admonitions: coote, dSeAcpoi pou dycnniToi 

. . . , which are followed then by the closing salutations. Thus in I, 

15:58 -f 16:13-24 the conclusion of Epistle A would be preserved for 

us, while Epistle B has been handed down to us only so far as the 

concluding response to the community’s letter (n-epi Se ’AttoAAq in 

16:12). Under this presupposition also is clarified the question which 

has caused the exegetes much racking of the brain, as to how Paul 

could be silent in I, 1:11 about Stephanas and his companions but in 

I, 16 about the people of Chloe—a puzzle that is in fact insoluble if 

one holds to the unity of I Corinthians. Rather, Epistle A is delivered 

by Stephanas, and Epistle B has been prompted by those of Chloe. It 

would indeed be most strange if Paul had only belatedly recalled in 

I, 1:16 Stephanas who was present with him. 

The often-posed question as to whether parts of II Corinthians also 

are to be assigned to Epistles A or B is to be answered in the affirma¬ 

tive for the section II, 6:14-7:1. Even exegetes who otherwise are not 

very critical affirm that this paraenesis is not original in its present 

place.20 On the other hand, it cannot be demonstrated that this piece 

is non-Pauline,21 and it is even unlikely, because the canonizing com¬ 

piler of the epistles would hardly have gone back to a non-Pauline 

fragment, but a later, “post-canonical” interpolation would have had 

to be identified in the text tradition. A warning against the heathen 

however fits only into our Epistle A, from a time when Paul still did 

not see through the position of his opponents. The best place in it 

appears to me to be directly before I, 6:12, so that the section II, 6:14— 

7:1 would be the beginning of the part of Epistle A that has been 

preserved. Paul would then have joined with a general warning against 

10 Rom. 15:30; 16:17; II Cor. 13:11; I Thess. 5:1411.; 5:25, cf. Vol. 2, pp. 122 ff.; 
Phil. 3:1—if our canonical Philippians contains more than one epistle of Paul to 
Philippi; cf. Vol. 2, pp. 48 ff. 

20 E.g., Bachmann in Zahn’s Kommentar (1918, 3rd ed.). The literary arrange¬ 
ment and the contents must convince any unprejudiced person of this. 

21 The ideas in detail are not un-Pauline; only, in the present connection they 
are ill-fitting. It is generally acknowledged that the hapax legomena are no argu¬ 
ment against the Pauline authorship. And the expression poVxrpoG oapKoq koci 

n-vEupa-roq indeed does not presuppose the genuinely Pauline usage of crap? and 
trveOiaa, but neither does it presuppose a genuinely non-Pauline usage, as is shown, 
e.g., by I, 7:34; I, 16:18; II, 2:13; I Thess. 5:23 for -rrvEOpa and by I, 1:26, 29; 5:5; 
7:28; 10:18, etc., for adp?. If, as we assume (see p. 96), II, 7:5 follows II, 2:13, we 
have here the same juxtaposition of crap? and -nveGpa as in II, 7:1; in Troas Paul 
was disturbed -n£ Trveupcm because he did not find Titus; in Macedonia his erdp? 
had no rest because he was also oppressed from without. 
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paganism the treatment of some specific problems—an unchastity and 

pagan cult. These themes already are suggested in II, 6:14-7:1 (cf. II, 

6:16 with I, 10:14 ff. and I, 6:19). I, 5:9 will refer back to II, 6:17! The 61 

internal connection of II, 6:14—7:1 is just as prominent directly with 

I, 6:12 ff. as indirectly with the entire Epistle A. It is understandable 

that the redactor wanted to have a warning against mixing with 

paganism in the second epistle also, especially since in his time it 

certainly was more necessary than in the early period of the com¬ 

munity.22 

Thus the first two letters of Paul to Corinth may be reconstructed 

in the following way. Epistle A consists of: II, 6:14-7:1; I, 6:12-20; 

9:24-10:22; 11:2-34; 15; 16:13-24. It is likely that this first epistle has 

been preserved for us in its entirety except for the prescript, proem, 

and perhaps some isolated remarks which had to be eliminated in the 

editing. In any case the individual pieces follow one another well in 

the proposed arrangement, and it is not to be supposed that the com¬ 

piler has excised any important statements of the apostle. Already by 62 

that time these would have been much too valuable for such to have 

been done. And whoever published I, 5 or II, 11 could hardly have 

taken offense at other statements. 

For Epistle B then there remain: I, 1:1-6:11; 7:1-9:23; 10:23-11:1; 

12:1—14:40;23 and 16:1-12. This epistle has certainly been preserved in 

22 It was early, and has often been, presumed (see Windisch, p. 18) that II, 6:14— 
7:1 stems from the epistle mentioned in I, 5:9, though, curiously, for the most part 
without the obvious inference being drawn that other parts of Epistle A must then 
also have been preserved. Lietzmann’s scorn (Kommentar, in loc.) at “the ‘flying 
leaves’ stirred up by criticism, which have sought out such odd resting places for 
themselves in various places in the New Testament,” is for this reason understand¬ 

able. 

23 J. Weiss appears to me moreover to have provided convincing proof (in 
Meyer’s Kommentar, in loc.) that originally I, 14:1c followed immediately after 
12:31a, but that 14:la5 is a redactional gloss which ties 12:315-13:13 into the 
present context more by sheer force than with insight. Of course the only sensible 
place for the undoubtedly not un-Pauline chap. 13 is not “somewhere” beside chap. 
8, as J. Weiss thinks because of certain formal points of connection, but immediately 
after chap. 14. Paul concludes his statements about spiritual gifts with the sum¬ 
mary: “Therefore, my brethren, strive for the gifts of prophecy, and do not hinder 
speaking in tongues; but everything is to be done with decency and order,” and 
then continues logically: “But I show you a still better way. . . .” Thus chap. 13, 
which clearly represents a climax, has a proper place in conjunction with the 
statements ttepi tcov •nvEUgocTiKCov, which now move in a sensible progression. Thus 
however there is also an inner connection between the dyomT) in 13:13 and the im¬ 
mediately following recommendation of the collection in 16:1. It is not very likely 
that the pious editor, whose only personal comment we have, in my judgment, 
in I, 1:25, has intentionally undertaken this senseless rearrangement, even though 
it is not impossible that some reason or reasons invisible to us may have prompted 
him or someone else to do this (and to insert 14:la5). One may rather assume 
that a copyist before him or just after him by mistake skipped chap. 14 and then 
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full up to the closing salutations, with which a recommendation of the 
bearer of the writing surely was connected. It is splendidly arranged. 
At the beginning Paul refers to oral reports and in the first four chap- 

63 ters treats the party divisions in Corinth, in the next, two cases of 
unchristian conduct. From chap. 7 on, he answers the letter he has 
received from Corinth without turning aside from it. The brief closing 
salutations, which will have followed immediately after 16:12, have 
fallen victim to the editing which at this point inserted the close of 
Epistle A. It is interesting that the editor has formed the structure of 
I Cor. out of two different letters, a method which he also employs in 
the canonical II Cor., surely not without deliberate intent. 

3. Analysis of II Corinthians 

In II Cor. are found the following sections complete in themselves: 

a) 1:1-2:13 + 7:5-16; d) 8:1-24; 
b) 2:14-6:13 + 7:2-4+ e) 9:1-15; 
c) 6:14-7:1; f) 10:1-13:13. 

The paraenesis 6:14-7:1 has already found its place in Epistle A. Of the 
remaining pieces, a) and f) in no case belong together. Even if one 
thinks that it is possible to explain the contradictory character of these 
sections by sleepless nights or new reports from Corinth, still it is 
simply inconceivable that Paul sent both of them at the same time. 
And there is nothing to support the assertion that the last four chap¬ 
ters address another group of Corinthians than does the rest of the 
epistle.25 In view of the special character of the last chapters, the 
thesis first proposed by A. Hausrath26 that in this part of the letter we 
have to do with the so-called sorrowful epistle mentioned in II, 2:3 ff. 
and II, 7:12 is simply compelling. Reservations about this identifica¬ 
tion, so far as they are raised even by scholars who separate chaps. 
10-13 from the context of II Cor. (e.g., Windisch), rest upon preju¬ 
diced opinions of the conditions in Corinth, especially with reference 
to the dSiKfjcraq of II, 7:12 (cf. pp. 108 ft.). It may be doubted whether 
the sorrowful epistle has been preserved for us in reasonably complete 
form. Of course it is not necessary to assume that major parts are 

added it following chap. 13.—Jean Hering in his commentary also has adopted 
64 the theory that chap. 13 is the interpolation of a Pauline piece. 
67 34 J. Weiss (TLZ, 1894, pp. 512 ff.; cf. also Preisker in ThBl 5 [1926]: 154 ff.) 

first noted the fact that this section meaninglessly breaks the thread of the narra¬ 
tive which is interrupted in 2:13 and taken up again in 7:5. It must be conceded 
to the redactor that this insertion has been achieved with consummate skill. 

68 35 Cf. Windisch, p. 15. 
69 36 Der Vier-Kapitelbrief des Paulus an die Korinther (Heidelberg, 1870). 
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missing, especially not if one does not presuppose a thorough treatment 

of the case of the dSucricraq known from II, 2:5 ff. and II, 7:11-12 as 

obligatory in the sorrowful epistle (see below). 65 

II, 1:1-2:13 -j- 7:5-16 is a coherent piece of the “letter of joy” which 

Paul writes from Macedonia not long before his arrival in Corinth. 

Whether still other pieces are preserved from this letter must be shown 

in the following investigation. 

Sender (pp. 238 ff.) had already recognized that chap. 9 is a doublet 

of chap. 8. Both chapters stem essentially from the same situation, to 

be sure with one distinctive difference: in chap. 8 Paul can already 

speak of a successful collection among the Macedonians and can set 

these before the Corinthians as an example, while in chap. 9 he still 

speaks of boasting to the Macedonians of the good intention of the 

Corinthians. Thus chap. 9 appears to be earlier than chap. 8 and will 66 

have been written at the beginning of the apostle’s Macedonian tour. 

I regard the chapter as the body of a letter of recommendation with 

which Paul sends Titus and the two brethren mentioned in chap. 8 

back to Corinth27 just after the meeting reported in II, 7:6, so that the 

business of the collection, in which the apostle had undertaken noth¬ 

ing more since sending the sorrowful letter, is again pushed. That such 

a mission must have preceded the letter of joy is proved also by II, 

l:8ff., where it is presupposed that people in Corinth were already 

informed about the nature of the trouble most recently suffered by 

Paul in Asia. And II, 8:16 ff. shows that Titus was in a hurry to return 

soon. In the further course of his journey then the apostle writes the 

letter of joy, II, 1:1-2:13 -f- 7:5-16, to which the eighth chapter, com¬ 

posed a short time after chap. 9, is also to be assigned. II, 8:1 follows 70 

7:16 well—and better than 9:1—in every respect. Indeed the theme 

“Collections” basically already begins in 7:13, since Titus’ presence 

in Corinth which is mentioned there served this purpose.28 If it were 

not preserved for us, one would simply have to postulate such a recom¬ 

mendation of the collection for Paul’s last letter before his arrival in 

27 It should be considered whether chap. 9 is not a letter of recommendation to 
all the communities in Achaia. Achaia is mentioned only in II, 9:2! If this is the 
case, then the address “ctuv toTc; ayioiq ndcriv -roiq oOctiv ev 6X13 Trj ’AxaTqc” in II, 
1:1 would have been inserted there out of the context of this letter of recommenda¬ 
tion. In view of the joyful epistle, which pertains to the Corinthians exclusively, 
it appears to me beyond doubt that in these verses we have to do with an inter¬ 

polation. 72 
as H. Greeven (“Propheten, Lehrer, Vorsteher bei Paulus,” ZNW 44, n. 75) con¬ 

jectures, possibly correctly, that in II, 7:11 Paul is already thinking of the collec¬ 
tion when he uses the word cnrouSn. In any case it is striking—and it certainly argues 
for the connection of 7:5-16 with chap. 8 as well as for the separation of chaps. 8 
and 9—that cmouSn and cmouSaioc; are frequent in chap. 8 (vss. 7, 8, 16, 17, and 

22), but are lacking in chap. 9. 



98 Gnosticism in Corinth 

Corinth. The flattering praise of the messengers, which would have 

been highly improper in a letter conveyed by them personally, is now 

quite in place in chap. 8. 

The arrangement of the section 2:14—6:13 -f- 7:2-4 is difficult. Many 

have left it in its present position, and others have attached it to the 

sorrowful epistle. If one observes the special character of this part of 

the letter, it appears that it fits neither of the two known epistles. In 

the epistle of joy Paul is zealously concerned with removing the last 

misunderstandings which still existed between himself and the com¬ 

munity. So he avoids making any charge, even where there are unedify¬ 

ing matters. Above all, not a word more is said about the alien op¬ 

ponents in Corinth. If only this epistle were at hand, one would never 

get the idea that theological differences existed between Paul and the 

Corinthians. 

The inserted section displays a fundamentally different character. 

Not only that it frequently refers to still existing conflicts (II, 2:17; 

3:1; 4:2-3; 5:12), which apparently are nourished by Christians who 

have come in (3:1). Rather, the entire part of the epistle, with the 

exception of the generally framed midrash in chap. 3, contains in run¬ 

ning form a more or less hidden polemic against the schismatic views 

represented in Corinth. That this is the case will be shown in detail 

in the course of this work. The tendency of this section thus utterly 

contradicts that of the joyful epistle, which refrains from any allusion 

to theological differences. This holds true also for the closing vss. 6:11- 

13 + 7:2-4, in which Paul requests, in a form that is no less urgent for 

being mild, the uuaxof) which in 7:15 is already confirmed! If one con¬ 

siders also that II, 7:5 surely originally followed II, 2:13, and that it 

is unlikely that the editor separated parts of the same epistle in order 

to combine them in a different way, then it is ruled out that the vss. 
2:14-6:13 -[- 7:2-4 belong to the epistle of joy. 

But they are also distinctively different from the sorrowful epistle. 

As already mentioned, the theological polemic is pursued in them in 

such a veiled fashion that the polemical aim of the individual sections 

has often escaped the exegetes. Where the dispute becomes obvious 

(2:17 ff.; 4:2 ff.), Paul consistently only refutes the charges which are 

raised against his person, without himself becoming sharply polemical. 

Instead, the only direct charge which he makes, namely in 5:125, is 

surprisingly mild in expression. The character of chaps. 10-13 with its 

biting attacks on his opponents in Corinth and the vigorous tone of its 

statements is fundamentally different. One may compare also 7:2-4 

with 13:1 ff. Further, in chaps. 10-13 it is the community as a whole 

which is assailed by Paul. It puts up with the alien teaching (11:4), 

it apparently makes no defense against the many charges made against 
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Paul, demands of him the proof of his apostolate (13:3), must as a 

whole submit to the fact that its Christian position is doubted (13:5), 

and so on, and when Tiveq are especially mentioned, they appear as 

a part of the community. Quite different is the attitude toward the 

community in 3:2 ff. or in 5:11 ff., where Paul still sees the Corinthians 

as basically on his side and helps them in the defense against those who 

are “puffed up.” The thesis which is occasionally heard in defense of 

the unity of the entire II Cor., that chaps. 10-13 are directed to an¬ 

other group of addressees, has its own basis in this difference in the atti¬ 

tude of the apostle to the addressees, even though it is in itself unten¬ 

able. The fact that in both fragments the same theme stands at the 

center of the statements, namely the defense of Paul’s apostolic au¬ 

thority, may not mislead us to the conclusion that they therefore 

belonged together in a single writing. On the contrary. Precisely the 

fact that Paul lays hold of the same problematic in such different ways 

shows that we have to do with two separate treatments. If one wishes 

to assign both parts of the epistle to one letter, one must, in the last 

analysis, base this upon the same inadequate and often fanciful argu¬ 

ments which are brought forward by those who defend the place of 

chaps. 10-13 in the entire II Cor., without thereby having explained 

the special peculiarity of the section being treated here. 73 

But now it is precisely this special peculiarity that allows us to 

arrange the statements distinguished by it with some probability in 

the sequence of the apostle’s other correspondence with Corinth. The 

cautious polemic cannot be without reason. It fits into a time in which 

Paul was compromised by recent prejudiced utterances in Corinth and 

had received information about this exposure. However, both Epistle 

A and Epistle B contained inaccurate or misinformed statements of 

the apostle on the situation in Corinth, as is already widely recognized 

by the exegetes and will also be shown in this work. Paul probably 

already received reports of it from the returning Timotheus (I, 16:11), 

but at the latest during his brief interim visit (see pp. 103-4). 

Now II, 1:13, which is explained by vs. 17, presupposes that Paul 

had communicated to the Corinthians in writing the travel plans set 

forth in vs. 15. This must have been after Epistle B and even after 74 

the interim visit, which was the first charis (vs. 15). But at the same 

time it is prior to the sorrowful letter, in which indeed the plan of 

I, 16 (tacitly?) is again taken up, that something happened which 

resulted in the ironic charge by Paul’s enemies in Corinth that they 

read something different from what he wrote, i.e., from what he had 

had in mind in writing as they had to infer from his later conduct. 

Paul indeed excuses himself on this point by saying that he stands by 

what he has written, but has changed his plan which was communi- 
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cated in writing, out of love for the Corinthians (II, 1:17 ff.). Thus 

there must have been a letter between the interim visit and the sorrow¬ 

ful letter, one in which Paul had communicated the plan mentioned 

in II, 1:15 ff. I regard II, 2:14-6:13 + 7:2-4 as the body of this letter, 

which was sent soon after Paul’s return from the interim visit, yet be¬ 

fore the occurrence of the event which occasioned the sorrowful letter. 

Here then we have to do with Epistle C, while the sorrowful letter 

would be Epistle D, the letter of recommendation in chap. 9 Epistle 

E, and the joyful letter Epistle F. 

Thus the editor has preserved for us six letters of Paul to Corinth— 

Paul can hardly have written more at that time to Corinth—and in¬ 

deed, as we probably may assume without further ado, in their essential 

elements. Outside of some epistolary introductions and conclusions as 

well as contradictory indications of the situation he may have repro¬ 

duced the correspondence that lay before him with fidelity. The sup¬ 

posed reasons for this redaction have already been mentioned. The 

composition of II Cor. resulted even more simply than dm 

Cor. Epistle C was very skillfully inserted into the epistle of joy (F), 

and into the former was fitted, to be sure less skillfully, the brief parae- 

nesis from Epistle A (II, 6:14—7:1). The letter of recommendation (E) 

and the sorrowful epistle (D) then were simply appended with their 

major parts to this complex. The fact that this work of compilation 

was performed neither awkwardly nor with scientific pedantry, but 

makes a quite natural impression, may strengthen the confidence in 

the correctness of our analysis.29 At any rate, all those efforts at di¬ 

vision which reckon with a misplacing of leaves or detailed work of 

the editor (cf. in Clemen, Die Einheitlichkeit der paulinischen 

Briefe . . . , passim) appear to me unlikely from the outset. After the 

editing, which certainly was connected with a wider distribution of the 

epistles, more serious alterations in the state of the text were no longer 

possible unless they could be demonstrated in the tradition. And since 

the redactor approached his texts, according to all appearance, with 

the greatest fidelity, I regard more serious interpolations of non-Pauline 

fragments into our canonical epistles, such as Dutch scholarship in 

particular has suspected, as inconceivable. 

The six letters of Paul to Corinth in the form and order which we 

have just reconstructed30 are now the source for a presentation of the 

20 Cf. A. Schweitzer, Die Mystik des Apostels Paulus (1930), pp. 51-52. The other 
composite Pauline letters also show the same method; cf. Vol. 2, pp 48 ff 91 ff 
138 ff. 

30 To summarize, the following division emerges: 

Epistle A: II, 6:14-7:1; I, 6:12-20; 9:24-10:22; 11:2-34; 15; 16:13-24. 
Epistle B: I, 1:1-6:11; 7:1-9:23; 10:23-11:1; 12:1-14:40; 16:1-12. 
Epistle C: II, 2:14-6:13; 7:2-4. 
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events which preceded Paul’s last appearance in Corinth and which are 

decisively affected by the appearance of strange teachers in Corinth. 

II. The Course of Events 76 

Paul, probably tarrying in the vicinity of Ephesus (because of I, 77 

15:32; cf. Acts 19:22), receives a visit from Stephanas, Fortunatus, and 

Achaicus (I, 16:17). The latter two may have belonged to the house¬ 

hold of Stephanas (I, 1:16), but were in any case his close fellow- 

laborers; in other words, Paul is surely thinking of them in the allu¬ 

sion to the auvepyoOvTcq and the KomcovTcq (I, 16:16). Since Stephanas 

is the first convert in Achaia (I, 16:15) and was also baptized by Paul 

himself (I, 1:16), he cannot have been a resident of Corinth. In that 

case, the trustworthy note in Acts 17:34 would have to be a freely in¬ 

vented bit.31 Of course that does not necessarily mean that he was an 

Athenian. He may have lived in a part of Achaia north of Athens. 

Because of I, 1:16 (oTkov) and Acts 18:1-3, it is rather unlikely that he 

as a Corinthian resident had already early been converted by Paul out¬ 

side Corinth. He placed himself with his house at the service of the 

churches and for this reason appears to have been frequently away on 

journeys. In any case he claims that people are subordinate to him by 

reason of his distinction as carapxf| Trjq ’Axouac;, and Paul fully recog¬ 

nizes this demand (I, 16:15 ff.). Of course, in Corinth, where he most 

recently stopped, his claim had been disputed. Paul must urgently 

recommend him and demand that the Corinthians acknowledge his 

authority (I, 16:16 ff.). If we relate this state of things with the total 

contents of Epistle A, it follows that Stephanas, having arrived at 

Corinth, finds there conditions deserving reproof, but does not succeed 

in the effort to eliminate these.32 He betakes himself to Ephesus in 

order to stir Paul to intervene. This is the occasion which calls forth 

Epistle A. The fact that Paul owes his information about the situation 

in Corinth to people who themselves were present in Corinth only 

temporarily well accounts for the peculiarity of this epistle. That is 79 

Epistle D: II, 10:1-13:13. 
Epistle E: II, 9:1-15. 
Epistle F: II, 1:1-2:13; 7:5-8:24. 78 

33 Acts 17:34: tivec; 6e . . . dTriuTEUcrav, tv oTq koci Aiovucnoq 6 ’ApEOtrayiTri*; koci 

yuvr; ovoporri Aapocpiq Kai etepoi auv ccutoTi;. 

32 In I, 16:175 one could understand the upetepov subjectively: “These have 
supplied what you lacked.” Of course it is better to translate it, with most com¬ 
mentaries, “These have supplied what was lacking to me from you." Then the 
oStoi, stressed in contrast with the upcTEpov, could mean that Paul does not count 
the oOtoi among the upeTEpot.—In any case vs. 18a yields the best sense if Paul means 
to say that the three messengers have refreshed him by their visit just as they 

refreshed the Corinthians by their visit in Corinth. 
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to say, Paul shows himself well informed on the conditions in the con¬ 

gregational assemblies (I, 11) as well as on isolated details of the views 

represented in Corinth (6:12; 15:12, 29). On the other hand, the 

actual character of the oxicriaaTa in Corinth on their theological side 

has not become clear to him. Thus not only are these crxiegcctcx, which 

in truth were the cause of the whole trouble in Corinth, mentioned 

only quite briefly (I, 11:18 ff.), but there also are some misunderstand¬ 

ings, particularly with reference to the question of the resurrection. In 

II 5:1 ff. Paul shows himself obviously otherwise and better informed 

about the eschatological heresy in Corinth than in I, 15, since now he 

no longer takes issue with those who deny the resurrection but with a 

spiritualistic expectation of the hereafter (cf. pp. 259 ff.). 

Stephanas personally brought the first Corinthian epistle (A) which 

contained the recommendation of himself to Corinth, for a little later 

Paul presupposes his presence there (I, 1:16). At about the same time 

he sends Timotheus to Corinth, oq upaq dvagvriaei Taq oSouq pou Taq 

ev Xpiorcp (I, 4:17). Of course Timotheus takes the roundabout way 

by Macedonia (cf. Phil. 2:19ff.),33 so that at the time of Epistle B 

Paul still does not reckon on his presence in Corinth (I, 16:10) . 

Possibly already before the arrival of Stephanas in Corinth, but 

more probably soon after it, and influenced by Epistle A, the com¬ 

munity directs a letter to Paul in which it asks the apostle for advice 

in some questions that are disputed in Corinth, awaits instructions for 

the organization of the collection in Corinth, and requests the return 

of Apollos. This letter was delivered by Chloe’s people (I, 1:11), from 

whom Paul also learns more details about the party divisions in 

Corinth and other occurrences which the letter itself does not mention. 

Chloe’s people might just as likely have returned from a visit in 

Corinth and thus be residents of Ephesus as the other way around. I 

should assume the former, since in the other case they surely would 

have delivered Paul’s answer and Paul then would have found a more 

polite and more personal word than the blunt “utto tcov XAoqq” (cf. 

I, 16:15 ff.; Phil. 2:25-26). Besides, as temporary guests in Corinth they 

will have been better known under the designation “oi XAoriq” than 

under their own names which Paul otherwise would have had to name. 

Thus it is easily explained that Paul at the time of Epistle B still 

possessed only relatively scanty oral reports about the actual conditions 

in Corinth. 

In an answering letter. Epistle B, the apostle at first comes to deal 

explicitly with the epiScq, in order then to reprove two cases of moral 

83 Cf. W. Michaelis, Die Datierung des Philipperbriefes (Giitersloh, 1933), pp. 
50 ff.; Vol. 2, pp. 183-84. 
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delinquency. The second part of the epistle serves to answer the letter 

of the Corinthian community. The fact that Paul is first and explicitly 

concerned with the disputes in Corinth shows that he indeed has 

recognized a certain seriousness in the situation. His authority as an 

apostle was already being attacked (I, 9:1 ff.). In other respects, how¬ 

ever, Paul appears not to be afraid that someone will contradict his 

instructions. The community’s letter indeed is a clear sign that the 

community is altogether subject to the apostle. One may think of the 

inquiry regarding the collection, of the request for the return of 

Apollos, who certainly should have supported the community in its de¬ 

fensive struggle against the schismatics, of the fact that the community 

clearly dissociates itself from the opponents (on I, 12:1, cf. pp. 171-72), 

and of the obedience with reference to the problems of idol worship 

(see p. 229) and of sexual life (see pp. 233-34) which the community’s 

letter presupposes. 

According to 16:11 Paul expects Timotheus back. He urges his early 

return, probably not least in order to be informed by his closest col¬ 

league about the situation in Corinth and the effect of his letter. At 

the same time he states his travel plans (I, 16:5-9), according to which 

he intends to remain in Ephesus until Pentecost and then to travel to 

Corinth by way of Macedonia. 

After his return Timotheus informed Paul about the situation in 

Corinth and the effect of his letter there. This will have prompted the 

apostle to make the famous interim visit which is presupposed in II, 

2:1; 12:14, and 13:1. It is almost unanimously acknowledged by 

modern exegetes that this visit took place between “I Cor.” and ‘‘II 

Cor.,” that is, between Epistle B and the epistle of joy, so I can pass 

over the discussion of this problem. Under this presupposition the 

passages in the epistle referring thereto are easily understandable, and 

furthermore the picture of the sequence of events is illumined at a 

decisive point, while the other explanations are unsatisfactory in both 

respects. Whether Paul had planned and announced his visit, whether 

new reports suddenly prompted him to make it, whether he only 

availed himself of a favorable opportunity to make the trip—all this 

is unknown. It can be said with certainty only that this visit was 

brief,34 that it was made ev Au-tt^, and that in it or after it Paul had 

34 Since the community at large in Corinth consisted of the most diverse house 
churches, which moreover had various founders (Paul, Apollos, and Peter are named 
in I, 1:12: there are also the Gnostics; it may be that there were others unknown 
to us) and therefore lived in great diversity, it was impossible for Paul on one short 
visit to come to know the situation in the entire community with any thoroughness, 
at least that in the Gnostic conventicles. Nevertheless, from Epistle C onward, Paul 
shows himself significantly better informed about the situation in Corinth and the 

Gnostic theology. 
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altered his travel plans. All this may have occurred in combination of 

one element with another. Paul finds disturbing conditions present 

(II, 2:1), but departs without having taken decisive action (II, 13:2). 

While even at that time he surely had the will to set conditions in 

order, he can only have been prevented from doing so by a lack of 

time or by serious bodily infirmity. He had the hope, however, that 

the immoral members of the community would repent as a result of 

his visit (II, 12:21), and therefore only threatened that, if this did 

not happen, on his return he would not again spare them (II, 13:2). 

He intends this return to be soon, since he now again explicitly (II, 

1:15 ff.) takes up the travel plans which he had given up in I, 16:7a. 

Thus he had found no time for a conclusive pacification of the com¬ 

munity.35 

The fanciful assertion that Paul left Corinth abruptly in anger has 

no basis in the text. Above all it is inconceivable that in consequence 

of the mysterious intervening event (see pp. 105 ff.) that plays such a 

great role for scholarship Paul should have left Corinth in great haste 

and then written the sorrowful epistle from a safe distance. Not only 

would this conduct not even remotely correspond to the same Paul 

who wrote II, 11:23-33; it would also be assuming that Paul, who 

allegedly withdrew himself from the events in rather inglorious retreat 

and was in no way hindered in doing so by the Corinthians, by means 

of a letter has wrought such crrTou6f|, ^rjAoc;, etc. (II, 7:11) among these 

people who personally drove him out, that all at once all tensions are 

81 eliminated! This construction is completely ruled out if the concilia¬ 

tory Epistle C was written after the interim visit (see below) and II, 

10-13 belongs to the sorrowful letter, as we suppose. For this angry 

Epistle D to Corinth is written immediately before the final trip to 

Corinth by way of Macedonia (II, 13:1), but not already on the re- 

83 turn trip to Ephesus following his interim visit. And what kind of 

unique light would it shed on the character of Paul if he should have 

written II, 13:10 after he had left Corinth in flight! One who would 

let his fancy have free rein may assume that Paul could not extend the 

visit because of ship connections and perhaps was in Corinth only for 

the time of unloading and loading. 

84 Probably just after his return to Ephesus Paul sends Titus36 to 

Corinth, so that he might set in motion again the work of the collec- 

36 If I Thess. was not written until during the so-called third missionary journey, 
as W. Michaelis, e.g., with good reasons assumes, Paul had taken Timotheus along 
on the journey to Corinth and had sent him from Athens to Thessalonica (I Thess. 
3:1-2), apparently in concern for this community, which certainly had not been 

82 spared the appearance of the Gnostics. 

36 Presumably Timotheus was on the way to Thessalonica (see the preceding 
note) and therefore was not available to Paul. 
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tion which certainly had been neglected in the course of the con¬ 

troversies (II, 8:6); for at the time of Epistle B his mission was not 

yet scheduled (I, 16:1 If.), while he must already have left Corinth 

again at about the same time as Paul finally left Ephesus (II, 1:12-13; 

7:5).37 Apparently it was necessary for Paul to give Titus some en¬ 

couragement to travel to Corinth (II, 7:14). However, not only the 

fact that he is sending him on such a delicate mission at all, but also 

that he even boasts of the Corinthians before Titus shows that, in 

spite of all the Aunri (II, 2:1), the apostle’s connections with the com¬ 

munity as a whole have not reached a level of excessive strain. Other¬ 

wise he would not have been able even in II, 1:15 indirectly to call 

the interim visit a -npcoTri x^P1^- It must have been individuals who 
troubled him. 

Titus may have taken Epistle C along with him. Since no part of 

the setting of this letter has been preserved for us, it can hardly be 

placed in time and identified as to its special intention. It is true that 

it fits best into this point of time, especially since II, 1:13 presupposes a 

letter in this situation (cf. p. 99). The setting together with the recom¬ 

mendation of the collection naturally had to be dropped. The extant 

corpus contains a predominantly cautious polemic against Paul’s op¬ 

ponents and shows now a much better acquaintance with their actual 

position than the earlier writings. The present text closes with the 

very fervent request: xuPn°'°CT£ • • • • The announcement which 
the redactor has excised (II, 1:13 ff.), of the forthcoming visit which 

Paul obviously regarded as necessary without however regarding the 

situation as in any way desperate, fits well into a connection with this 

plea. Nevertheless the letter clearly shows that the opposing side in 

Corinth has in large measure proceeded, in place of a substantive dis¬ 

cussion, toward an attack upon the apostolic authority of Paul. 

The further relations between Paul and Corinth are essentially 

determined by the intervening event which we can infer from the 

epistle of joy (II, 2:5 ff.; 7:12). It is hard to say what was involved 

here. The only sure thing is that Paul returns to the travel plans 

sketched in I, 16:5 ff., and immediately before setting off on the 

journey writes a bitterly angry letter, the sorrowful epistle. The antici¬ 

pated second interim visit thus is dropped (II, 1:15 ff.), simply because 

Paul does not wish to come to Corinth again iv Autnn (II, 2:1). The 

tension between Paul and the Corinthians must have been significantly 

heightened since the interim visit, if this explanation by the apostle is 

supposed to be adequate. For during or just after the interim visit, 

37 I do not understand why, as W. G. Kummel remarks (in Lietzmann, Kom- 
mentar, on p. 139, 1.34), “according to 7:14, at the time of the composition of the 
interim letter [scil., the sorrowful epistle D] Titus cannot yet have been in Corinth." 

85 
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which was also made in sorrow, Paul indeed had in mind his forth¬ 

coming visit. Thus the sorrowful letter in fact is sharply contrasted in 

tone with that of the preceding letters. Paul does not recall the col¬ 

lection directly with a single word, not even when he mentions Titus 

(II, 12:18). 

If one inquires as to the reasons which created this changed situation, 

it is advisable at first to leave out of consideration the intervening event 

already mentioned, especially since the theme of the sorrowful epistle is 

too evident from the first word to the last to require any long search 

after the actual motives which evoked Paul’s change in attitude: the 

apostolic authority of Paul has been disputed in an extreme fashion, 

and Paul now attempts to make clear to the community the unjustified 

character of these accusations, not, of course, without strongly deplor¬ 

ing the fact that this is necessary at all. While Paul presupposes that 

individuals or a small group are the driving force in the movement 

which is directed against him (II, 10:7; 10:10; 11:4-5, 20), yet the 

accusing letter is aimed at the entire community, because it has not 

placed itself decisively on his side (11:4). Paul already had been obliged 

occasionally in Epistle B to refute similar attacks against himself (I, 

9:1 ff.), then in Epistle G quite explicitly, even though cautiously, to 

defend his rights. From II, 2:14 to 4:15 Paul speaks more or less em¬ 

phatically of himself as an apostle, and in II, 5:11 ff. he comes back 

again to the same theme, not to leave it entirely down to II, 7:4. 

Of course at the time of the sorrowful epistle the discussion had 

acquired a sharpness and a significance going far beyond the preceding. 

The outward occasion for this new and vigorous campaign directed 

against Paul personally may still be detectible. On the basis of the 

fkxpeTou and layupcd ETnaroXai of the apostle, some from the side of his 

opponents who had come in had formed a quite definite picture of him 

which was shattered when they discovered, upon his visit, that his 

TrapouCTia tou acopaToq was aoBevriq kou 6 Xoyoq £§ou0Evr||iEvoq (II, 10:10) . 

It will be shown below (pp. 176 ff.) that these judgments do not 

refer to Paul’s physical weakness or awkwardness of speech but to his 

deficiency in pneumatic gifts (see p. 177) which in the view of the 

Corinthian schismatics are the most eminent and indispensable sign 

of the apostle (see p. 182). In the first letters Paul had emphatically 

claimed for himself a possession of the Pneuma in pure Gnostic termi¬ 

nology (I, 2:6-3:3; 6:19; 7:40; 9:1, et passim), without his having 

demonstrated it in Corinth in a Gnostic fashion (I, 14:19). The knowl¬ 

edge, obvious after the interim visit, that according to Gnostic stan¬ 

dards Paul could not qualify at all as a pneumatic and therefore even 

less as an apostle, necessarily had as a result an intensified propaganda 
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campaign against him personally which is reflected step by step in the 
sorrowful epistle. 

The consequences which this changed situation in Corinth had for 

Paul and his relationship with the community there are these: Not 

long after his return from the interim visit he learns that some are 

attempting to set the community against him with strong arguments 

and vigorous accusations which the sorrowful epistle allows us still to 

recognize in part. He is reluctant to come to Corinth at such an un¬ 

pleasant time, and therefore changes his travel plans (II, 1:15).38 

But immediately before his departure he writes a sharp letter in the 

hope that this might save him a personal unsparing appearance (II, 

12:19 ff.; cf. 2:3). Further, he now has the fear that his boasting before 86 

Titus about the Corinthians, which has only recently resulted from 

the interim visit, has come to naught (II, 7:14). He will at the same 

time have asked Titus to meet him at Troas and to report on the situa¬ 

tion in Corinth following his letter. Thus at the time of the sorrowful 

epistle Titus is still with the one brother on the collection affair in 

Corinth (II, 12:18). The widely held but groundless assumption that 

he had already returned to Ephesus, had informed Paul about the new 

situation in Corinth, and now delivers the sorrowful letter, is ruled 

out by II, 7:13-14. Paul cannot brag on the Corinthians to the Titus 87 

who comes with most disturbing reports from Corinth, especially not 

if he places in his hand the sorrowful epistle. 88 

The effect of the sorrowful epistle is simply striking. The change 

in mood in the joyful epistle is a total one. If the situation in Corinth 

was in fact as serious as Paul regards it at the time of the sorrowful 

epistle, then this epistle must have wrought a small miracle. I should 

assume that Paul saw the situation in too dark a color in the sorrowful 

epistle. Undoubtedly something had happened in Corinth which made 

Paul fear the worst. Undoubtedly the community had not placed itself 

on the side of the apostle without reservation. But just as undoubtedly, 

Paul was in error when now in his letter he made the charge against 

the whole community of insubordination. The joyful epistle makes this 

clearly evident. The reaction in Corinth to the sorrowful epistle con¬ 

sisted in crTTOuSr) (II, 7:11), but this zeal apparently is expressed in 

the first place as coToAoyia (7:11). At any rate Paul places the latter 

first, in order then explicitly to give the testimony to the community: 

iv TravTi cruvccrrriaaTC eoarrouq ayvouq eTvou t<?> npayiaaTi (ibid.) . Thus 

some in Corinth have defended themselves against the apostle’s charges, 

38 It is only natural that in II, 1:15 Paul does not think of the founding visit, 
which he just as naturally does take into account in the solemn adjurations in 

13:1 ff. 
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and Paul ascertains that this is done rightly. The oSuppoq (7:7) and 

the Au-nr) (7:8-9) of the Corinthians also may have been evoked as 

much by unjustified accusations by the apostle as by the insight into 

their own failures. Even Titus can report only good news from Corinth 

(II, 7:13-16). Not only had he been well received when he came to 

Corinth on the matter of the collection (vs. 15), but the whole time 

he had been treated with friendliness (vs. 13), so that Paul had un¬ 

justly feared that his boasting to Titus had come to naught (vs. 14). 

Thus everything had been only “half as bad” as was thought; in this 

way, but only in this way, is the sudden change from the sorrowful 

epistle to the joyful epistle explained satisfactorily. 

What role was played in all this by the famed intervening event will 

never be fully clarified. I should certainly assert that Paul himself was 

the person of the d5iKr]0dq (II, 7:12). For if it had been a matter of 

someone else, this person would have had to be named in II, 2:5 in¬ 

stead of, or at least along with, Paul. 

Since Paul himself was directly affected by the dSucfa (II, 2:5-11), it 

cannot have been a question of just any case of moral lapse, especially 

since such cases were not at all so rare in Corinth (II, 12:21; cf. I, 5:6). 

Since the intervening event moreover must have been closely connected 

with the sorrowful epistle, one will also have to connect it with the 

contents of that epistle. So then someone has disputed the apostolic 

rights of the apostle in an especially injurious way. Such a direct ac¬ 

cusation in fact comes to light in II, 12:16. The assertion, uTrdpxcov 

TtavoOpyoq SoAcp upaq eAa(3ov, presupposes that someone held Paul to be 

a sorcerer who of course did his business with special fraudulent cun¬ 

ning, in that he indeed refused all financial support by the community, 

but only in order to be able all the better to exploit the community 

by the roundabout way of the collection—anything other than this 

89 hardly comes into question.39 If the d5u<ia mentioned in the joyful 

epistle consisted in this insinuation, of course Paul cannot have gone 

into this case more fully in a lost portion of the sorrowful epistle, as is 

very often naively assumed. Under this latter presupposition it would 

be idle to try to characterize the offense of the dSiKijaaq more precisely. 

But there is no compelling reason for the assumption that Paul had 

handled the dSuda thoroughly in the sorrowful epistle and even de¬ 

manded the punishment of the evildoers. The passages involved, II, 

2:5 ff. and 7:11-12, are just as well if not better understood if one dis¬ 

regards this assumption (see below). For of course if the sorrowful 

epistle is fairly fully preserved, hardly any other injury than the one 

90 09 Thus also H. Preisker, ThBl 5 (1926) : 154 ff. 
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mentioned in II, 12:16 can have been castigated in the epistle. 

At any rate this possibility appears to me to be by far the most likely. 

Paul then had heard of sharp attacks against him within the com¬ 

munity, without a decisive stand against these attacks being taken. 

He feared that the community, which indeed already during the not 

long past visit in Corinth had made an impression on the apostle which 

was not altogether pleasant, could be lost to his influence or was even 

already lost. In the face of this situation the individual case retreats 

wholly into the background. Paul rather writes in fact: oux cvekev tou 

dSiKricravToq ouSe evekev tou dSiKrjSEvroc;, dAA’ evekev toG <t>av£pco0fjvai toG 

crn-ou6f)v up«v (7:12). The community in Corinth receives this letter 

with the awareness that it has not come out for Paul with the needed 

decisiveness, and now belatedly punishes a case of especially crass dis¬ 

obedience, probably the one which Paul expressly mentions (II, 12: 

16) ;40 for the rest, however, it defends itself rightly against the charge 

of having abandoned the authority of the apostle and having joined 

the “superlative apostles” (II, 11:5). That it now, more decisively than 

before, places itself on the side of Paul is surely an important achieve¬ 

ment of the sorrowful epistle. 

Paul learns of this reaction through Titus. He grants to the com¬ 

munity the right of the daroAoyia (II, 7:11), at the same time rejoices 

over the pETocvoia that has occurred, and also mentions the episode, 91 

of course so as to indicate that theretofore nothing definite about it 

had been known to him, and this only in order to ask pardon for the 

culprit. The indefinite e! 8e Tiq AeAutitikev, ouk Egi AsAunriKEv (II, 2:5) 

appears to me impossible if Paul had treated the disturbing event ex¬ 

plicitly in the sorrowful epistle and had even demanded a punishment, 

but on the other hand it makes sense if one can insert the intervening 

idea, “. . . as I now have to assume.” Besides, the request that the 

culprit be forgiven would have had to be framed differently if Paul 

himself had specified the punishment. It is particularly inconceivable 

that in the reference to the SoKiprj (vs. 9) demanded in the letter he 

is requesting that this should be confirmed in dydnri (vs. 8) and x°Pl9 

(vs. 7), if precisely this SoKipri signified exactly the opposite, punish¬ 

ment, in the sorrowful letter itself. 92 

Of course in view of its relative innocence the community had as¬ 

sumed that Paul had written primarily on account of the dSiKijcrag and 

40 It can reasonably be doubted that Paul himself had already connected this 
complaint with the collection, which certainly would have corresponded to the 
actual situation. Vss. 17-18 rather give the impression that he suspects the charge 
that he had enriched himself by means of exaggerated demands for support of 

his companions. 
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had acted accordingly. To this Paul responds by correctly stating that 

he had not written at all on account of the aSiKtycrag or for his own 

sake, but had been thinking only of the community and their zeal for 

93 him instead of for the false teachers (II, 7:12). 

Immediately after he reached Paul, Titus is sent back—probably not 

least at his own insistence (II, 8:17) —with a letter of recommendation 

(E) on the matter of the collection to Corinth or to all Achaia. A little 

later Paul writes the joyful epistle.41 The occasion for it may have been 

the recommendation of the collection in Corinth which had become 

especially urgent through the success of the collection among the 

Macedonians (8:1 ff.). Perhaps Paul also announced his coming and 

wished to remove any still existing confusion, particularly with refer¬ 

ence to the altered travel plans (II, 1:12-13). Besides, he surely felt 

a compulsion to take a position on the question of the &6iKr|o-aq and 

to ask pardon for him, whom the community, out of an understandable 

misunderstanding of the sorrowful epistle, had punished so sharply. 

If one considers also the happily lightened attitude of the apostle 

since the arrival of Titus, the composition of the joyful epistle is ade¬ 

quately accounted for in terms of motive. 

Only through the book of Acts are we informed about the further 

connections of Paul with the Corinthian community. This gives the 

stay of Paul in “Elellas” as three months long (Acts 20:3), a note 

which seems trustworthy and also is confirmed by the “we”-source 

which soon sets in. Paul spends Easter week in Philippi or—more likely 

—in Troas (Acts 20:5 ff.). This exact indication of time allows us to 

determine the span of time over which the extant correspondence is 

distributed. 

41 Here the following may be noted: the redactor wishes II Cor. to be under¬ 

stood as a joyful epistle. But at the time of the joyful epistle Titus was already 

again in Corinth. Therefore for the redactor, in the unified II Cor., Titus’ stay men¬ 

tioned in II, 12:18 can refer only to this last visit which is presupposed in II, 8:16 ff., 

while the one cited in II, 2:13 and 7:13 ff. is meant. The name which originally 

stood in II, 12:18 instead of dSeAtpoc; was, however, not identical with any of the 

names which Paul has named in chap. 8, for there Paul introduces the two brethren 

as previously unknown to the Corinthians. Hence the redactor had to strike out 

the names. Thus editorial reasons led to this manipulation, about the motivation 

94 for which there has been much puzzling, and with little success. The redactor in II, 

12:18 did not simply insert one of the names from II, 8; indeed, he did not even 

write aScX^oi, as one would expect. This shows how reverently he handled the text, 

and thus how little we have to reckon with interference in the wording of the 

epistles from his hand.—In similar fashion the ysToc tcov d8ek<pcov in I, 16:12, which 

conflicts intolerably with the same expression in vs. 11, will have appeared for the 

names of the bearers of Epistle B, since according to the intention of the redactor, 

Stephanas and his people, who were the bearers of Epistle A, are supposed to have 

95 returned to Corinth with I Corinthians. 
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III. Chronology 

If Paul, as he intended (I, 16:8), left Ephesus just after Pentecost 

(II, 13:1) and celebrated the following Passover in Troas (Acts 20: 

4 ff.), about ten months have elapsed in the intervening time (6th 

Sivan to 14th Nisan). If one reckons three months for the collection 

trip by way of Troas through Macedonia to Corinth, three months for 

the stay in Hellas (Acts 20:3), and one month for the journey from 

Corinth to Troas (or Philippi), there still remain three months which 

can of course be divided among the above-mentioned events without 

difficulty, if one does not wish to assume that Paul departed from 

Ephesus only after a longer time after Pentecost (see below). How¬ 

ever that may be, it is in any case beyond comprehension that a 

majority of interpreters does not let the Pentecost observance men¬ 

tioned in I, 16:8 be Paul’s last one in Ephesus, because in the time that 

follows the many events could not be fitted in. But since Paul wrote 

the sorrowful epistle while still in Ephesus, the following time has 

only to account for the meeting with Titus and the two letters con¬ 

nected with that meeting, and there certainly was time enough for all 

this on the collection trip to Corinth, which could have lasted up to six 

months. 

The question is only how much time lies between Epistle B and the 

sorrowful epistle. In this span of time in fact many events took place: 

1. Delivery of Epistle B. 

2. Timotheus’ trip from Corinth to Ephesus. 

3. Interim visit with connected sending of Titus and of Epistle C. 

4. Arrival in Ephesus of the reports which prompted the sorrowful 

epistle. 

If one counts five to ten days for the voyage from Ephesus to Corinth,42 

one could find a place within sixty days for these events if they fol¬ 

lowed close upon one another. It is unlikely that significant intervals 

lay between the separate events. Thus if one calculates that some four 

to five months separate the sorrowful epistle from Epistle B, one will 

hardly have set the figure too low.43 

42 According to Heinrici (Meyer Kommentar on II Cor., p. 48), in good weather 
one could travel from Ephesus to Corinth in five days. For purposes of comparison 
one can adduce the indication given in Acts 20:6, according to which the voyage 

from Philippi to Troas lasted four to five days. 
42 One could even make the following calculation: Timotheus returns sooner 

than Paul had expected, and arrives in Ephesus one day after Epistle B has been 
sent. The next day, prompted by Timotheus, Paul sets out for the interim visit. 
Thus he is in Corinth seven days after sending Epistle B. One day’s stay there and 
five days for the return make a total of twelve days. On the thirteenth day he sends 
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That Paul cannot have written Ecog Trjq TrEVTEKoerrfig (I, 16:8) if the 

Jewish church year had not already begun, i.e., until after 1st Nisan, 

is an unfounded assertion of T. Zahn (Introduction to the New Tes¬ 

tament 1:268-69). Nevertheless, on the other hand he could be correct 

with his conjecture that Paul because of I, 5:7 If. wrote I Cor. 

(= Epistle B) around Passover time. Then Epistle B would be com¬ 

posed some six to eight weeks before Pentecost, and we would have 

to assume that Paul remained in Ephesus some two to three months 

after Pentecost, until the composition of the sorrowful epistle. There 

is nothing in the way of such an assumption, especially not if one notes 

the changing situations and the often-changed travel plans of Paul. 

Arguing for it is the fact that the dp-n in I, 16:7 surely must be related 

to an early departure of Paul. 

If we assume a time span of one to two months between Epistle A 

and Epistle B, then some six months lie between Paul’s first reaction to 

the conflicts in Corinth and the sorrowful epistle. The joyful epistle can 

hardly have followed the sorrowful epistle more than two months later, 

since the latter was written at the departure from Ephesus, so that the 

entire span of time from Epistle A to the end of the tensions between 

Paul and the Corinthians stretched over about eight months, say 

96 from February till October. 

This calculation is called for by the text. Anyone who reckons with 

significantly greater periods of time would have to support this with 

good reasons. But he can in no case employ the twice-occurring cnro 

TTEpuoi (II, 8:10; 9:2) unless he presumes, against all probability, that 

the activity of Titus in Corinth mentioned in 8:6 signifies the begin¬ 

ning of the collection for Corinth in general. I, 16:1-2 rather shows 

that long before the writing of Epistle B the Corinthians had resolved 

ou povov to Troifjcrai aAAa kou to 0eAeiv (II, 8:10), without having re¬ 

ceived more specific instructions from Paul or through Titus. Thus 

Titus must have wrought Tijv xapiv touttiv (II, 8:6) only later. Even if 

one assumes that Paul first called attention to the collection at the 

time of Epistle A, and then in a passage of this epistle that was excised 

because of I, 16:1-2, or orally through Stephanas, about eight months 

lie between the mention of the cnro ttepucti and the time indicated 

therewith. In view of this fact, the cord -rrepucn is quite in place in the 

joyful epistle, especially since in these eight months occurred all the 

beginnings of the year customarily noted at that time except for the 

Roman new year (see Windisch, p. 255). If one presupposes for Paul 

Titus, who carries Epistle C with him, while on the fourteenth day the reports 
arrive which prompt the sorrowful epistle. This calculation, which is altogether 
possible in practice, may show that it is mistaken to reckon from the outset with 
year-long intervals. 
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the Roman calendar with January 1 as the beginning of the year, as is 

generally done, then one must assume that already some time before 

Epistle A and independent of it Paul had initiated the collection, 

which of course is likely anyway, because he canvassed for the collec¬ 

tion generally in Macedonia and Achaia, while Epistle A had as its 

occasion a quite specific matter which concerned only the Corinthians. 

This connection appears to me the most probable one. If on the 

other hand one inserts another whole year, thus having Paul refer 

with the cord uepuai to a point in time lying almost two years back 

which then is separated from the present by two changes in the year, 

the expression would be most unnatural.44 Thus our calculation of the 
time given above is confirmed here as well. 

IV. Paul’s Opponents in Corinth 

In the foregoing presentation we have deliberately refrained from 

going into detail on the question of Paul’s opponents in Corinth. 

Here three important complexes of questions are to be suggested: 1. 

The number of opposing fronts; 2. Source and emergence of the op¬ 

ponents; and 3. The heretical theology in Corinth. 

1. The Number of Opposing Fronts 

The opinions of the exegetes are widely divergent on the question 

of whether Paul was battling against one, two, or even three different 

opposing groups. On this issue every opinion appeals to the passage I, 

1:12: £ycb p£v dpi riauAou, eyco 6e ’AttoAAco, eycb 8e Kr)<}>a, eycb 5e 

XpiaToO. pEpepiaTai 6 XpiaToq; It is regrettable that this verse stands 

right at the beginning of the Corinthian epistles, so that the exegetes 

for the most part are accustomed to deciding already here how many 

parties are actually to be assumed in Corinth; for this statement of the 

apostle not only is used as a basis for all the various theses, but it can 

be used as a basis for them all. In the context of the existing theses 

its interpretation is unrestricted. For this reason one must on prin¬ 

ciple leave I, 1:12 out of consideration in answering the question now 

being propounded. The meaning of this verse is rather to be deter¬ 

mined conversely when the exegesis of the whole epistle has clarified 

the state of affairs underlying this passage also. 

A provisional answer to our question, however, appears to me to 

be possible even now, before any detailed exegesis. According to our 

reckoning of the time set forth above, eight months lie between Paul’s 

first intervention in the disputes in Corinth and the conclusion of 

them, i.e., about one year between their beginning and their end. It 

44 Cf. also Zahn, Introduction, pp. 318 ff. 



114 Gnosticism in Corinth 

is quite clear that Paul hears of axicrpaTa in Corinth for the first time 

at the time of Epistle A (I, 11:18), although during his stay in 

Ephesus he certainly was not without occasional contact with Corinth. 

It is equally clear that at the time of the joyful epistle the situation 

was restored to his satisfaction. Thus the emergence of the false teachers 

in Corinth forms an episode in the history of the community there 

which can be set within narrow limits of time. It would be most un¬ 

usual if two completely different heresies had been able to secure ad¬ 

mission in the community at about the same time, and then similarly 

had disappeared again at the same time. Thus Windisch (pp. 25-26) 

distinguishes between “a pneumatic-Gnostic tendency which had 

already developed in Corinth before the writing of I Cor. and an agita¬ 

tion by Jewish itinerant preachers which perhaps began before the 

98 waiting of I Cor. but first took an upsurge after I Cor.” Such a re¬ 

markable coincidence naturally would be theoretically possible, but 

it is obvious that it would be a more than rare accident. One could 

arrive at such an assumption only if Paul’s polemic were clearly di¬ 

rected against two opposing fronts. Whether this is the case can be 

99 shown only by the further course of the work. At any rate such a 

doubled battlefront is not obvious. In this point one may definitely 

follow F. C. Baur. With his sure historical perception he recognized 

that only one decisive conflict pervades the epistles, and he defended 

this view even against his own pupils. Hence it must serve as a pro¬ 

visional assumption, and the most likely one, that Paul was fighting 

100 and forcing into a retreat one opponent. The assertion that at the same 

time three different groups took up a position against Paul and were 

overthrown by him appears to me simply impossible. It is almost 

comical when for example we read in Zahn:45 “Throughout the entire 

polemic against the followers of Peter (xi: 1-xii: 18) there are inter¬ 

spersed apologetic remarks directed to the Christ party (xi:l, 16-21, 

30; xii:l, 5-6, 11, 19). Hints of a defensive character directed against 

the Apollos followers occur only incidentally (xi:6)” (!). Here as 

elsewhere during the painstaking exegetical detailed work Zahn over¬ 

looks the larger context, and in the light of all that has heretofore 

been developed this context makes it appear inconceivable that three 

different parties emerged and disappeared in Corinth simultaneously. 

Yet it is natural if the individual members of the community in the 

face of the invading opponents should have appealed to their respective 

teachers, that is, to Paul, Apollos, and Peter. Therewith the single 

101 character of the line of battle by no means needs to be obliterated. 

i5 Introduction, p. 302. 
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2. Source and Emergence of the Opponents 

If we summarize what we can deduce from the epistles about the 

origin and the outward emergence of the opponents, the result can be 

related to only one group. This of course is hardly ever contested. A 

second or even a third group would not even have been mentioned 

by Paul in any of these respects. 

The opponents are of Jewish origin. 'E(3paToi eiaiv; Kayco. ’ I apariAnrai 

dcnv; Kayco. orreppa ’A(3paap daiv; Kayco (II, 11:22). Whether each of 

these designations is supposed to express a special nuance may be left 

undecided.46 It is much more noteworthy that Paul does not say 

’louSatoi. For him the 51 ouSaToq is the Jew who holds to the patriarchal 

principles, who is diligent about his conduct ev -rep ’louSalapcp (Gal. 

1:14). Thus the opponents in Corinth appear not to have made a 

special boast of this conduct. When they call themselves 'E(3paToi with 

emphasis, they identify themselves thereby (in the broadest sense) as 

Palestinian Jews.47 They may already have resided among the Diaspora, 

as was also the case with Paul, without having lost the inward and 

outward connection with the Palestinian homeland. 

These Israelites have come into the community from without. Of 

course we learn this explicitly first in Epistle C, and even here quite 

incidentally from the remark that some have presented letters of recom¬ 

mendation to the community.48 Thus we have to do here with 

“apostles,” who, like Paul, traveled on missionary work but now of 

course did not (or at least not only) begin their preaching in syna¬ 

gogues (as did Peter) or among the Gentiles (as did Paul), but also 

in the Christian communities. In doing this they took along letters 102 

of recommendation on their respective further travels (II, 3:1). If they 

have success, they boast ev aXXoTpioiq kottok; (II, 10:15). They ap- 103 

parently do not let themselves be supported by the communities (II, 

11:20; cf. 11:7; 12:13), and naturally they stress their apostolate (II, 

11:5, 13; 12:11). These same opponents are certainly in mind in 

Epistle B also. For already here the apostle must defend his apostolate 

precisely as later against the superlative apostles (I, 9:1); already here 

the right to support is problematical (cf. I, 9:12 with II, 11:7, 20). 

The fact that in Epistle B he does not attack the new arrivals person¬ 

ally is explained by the fact that he himself does not know them in 

40 Cf. Windisch, pp. 350 ff. 

47 Cf. Lietzmann, in loc.; Kuhn in TDNT III: 365 ff.; W. Gutbrod, TDNT III: 104 

390. 
48 That they came with very official letters of recommendation from the original 

community, as lately Kasemann again asserts ([1], pp. 44-45), is impossible, be¬ 
cause in II, 3:1 Paul equates the letters given to them in Corinth with those which 

they had brought along. 
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any way and has only had an oral report about them from Chloe's 

people. The letter from Corinth appears not to have mentioned them 

explicitly. In this case it was requisite and sufficient to let the op¬ 

ponents note, by means of polemic on the issues, that they were meant. 

It is not surprising that at the time of Epistle A Paul obviously knows 

nothing of alien teachers in Corinth.- In fact he is only superficially 

informed about the crxiopcn-cc themselves, knows nothing about their 

background, and addresses himself only to the apparently paganizing 

disturbances which are visible from without. 

The course of the debate between Paul and his opponents is, in 

brief, that Paul opposes their innovations in cultus and doctrine. Some 

in Corinth will not yield to him in this but very skillfully pass over to 

the attack by denying to Paul the office of apostle. Hesitantly and reluc¬ 

tantly Paul must also take his position on this level of discussion and 

prove that he fulfills all the conditions which the Corinthian schis¬ 

matics propound for an apostle. Therewith his peculiar concern recedes 

altogether into the background. In the sorrowful epistle no specific 

problem of doctrine and of life is any longer treated. The presupposi¬ 

tion for such is lacking, according to Paul’s opinion. II, 12:20 ff. shows 

that he is indeed only thinking of creating this presupposition. The 

struggle ends with the community staying on the apostle’s side. The 

opponents are suppressed. From II, 2:6 (utto tuv ttXeiovcov) one may 

perhaps infer that the opponents have not remained entirely unsuccess¬ 

ful. A small part of the community may have followed them, but 

then has already brought about a separation, since in the remaining 

joyful epistle and in Epistle E Paul bestows on the whole community 

his praise for obedience and for zeal for him.49 Of course the “utto twv 

ttAeiovcov” can also be connected with a special form of punishment 

for the evildoers, so that its interpretation must remain an open ques¬ 

tion. 

19II, 9:15; cf. Schenkel, Ecclesia Corinthia primaeva factionibus turbata, p. 139. 



THE HERETICAL THEOLOGY 
IN CORINTH 

I. The History of the Research 

1. The Various Theses 

It was the great F. C. Baur who evoked the more recent discussion 

about the character of Paul’s opponents and also dominated in a 

sovereign way this discussion down to the beginning of our present 

century. In the setting of his Tendenz criticism, which, following 

Hegel’s dialectical schema, represented the emergence of Catholicism 

as a synthesis of Jewish Christianity and Gentile Christianity, he at¬ 

tempted in various essays to prove the Jewish attitude of the Corin- 105 

thian schismatics. Most of his pupils and successors recognized that 

individual features in Paul’s characterization of the opponents are 

simply irreconcilable with an extremely Judaistic attitude on their part. 

For this reason they frequently assumed that there was in Corinth a 

second, moderated Jewish-Christian tendency against which also Paul 

was contending. To this second party then occasionally a more or less 

rationalizing or gnosticising tendency was attributed, unless one 

chose to make a third group responsible for this tendency. In an 

amazingly extensive body of literature this expanded Baurian thesis 

has been proposed in numerous modifications. Common to all the 

individual hypotheses of this tendency in interpretation is the assertion 

that the predominant current in opposition to Paul in Corinth bears 

explicitly Judaistic features. 

In the face of this assertion supported by Baur’s authority, the thesis 

first propounded with decisiveness by Schenkel, that Paul was arguing 106 

with non-Judaistic Pneumatics, was not able to prevail, although 

de Wette, Godet, and others associated themselves with it.1 It was not 107 

until the labors of Liitgert and Schlatter (see Bibliography) that 

Baur’s thesis was effectively assailed. These two scholars recognize in 

Corinth only one opponent, and that in fact, following Schenkel, a 

pneumatic-libertine Gnosticism. 

1 Cf. the presentation and criticism of this tendency of the research in Liitgert, 
Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth, pp. 41-47, along with the indica¬ 

tion of the literature given there. A brief earlier summary in Godet’s commentary, 

pp. 33 ff. Cf. also D. Georgi, [1], pp. 1 fL 

117 
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While around the turn of the century most scholars still regarded 

Baur’s assertion as convincing (cf. Heinrici, p. 18) and even as late 

as 1924 Windisch could describe this opinion as “until quite recently 

predominant” (p. 24), the picture has been greatly changed in the 

meantime, largely through the work of the two scholars mentioned. 

Today it is characterized by an indecisive alternation between the in¬ 

dividual extremes or by corresponding compromise solutions. Win- 

discli’s solution of the problem which was quoted earlier (p. 114) 

may serve as typical of this situation. To it, however, must be added 

the distinctive point: “Now ... a closer connection of the two ten¬ 

dencies, thus a judaizing Gnosticism or a Gnostic Judaism, is not an 

impossibility. Thus it would be possible that in Corinth also in the 

course of time a certain assimilation of the two groups emerged . . . .” 

This solution (like Wendland’s, Lietzmann’s, and others), which ob¬ 

viously represents more of a synthesis of the existing results of research 

which leaves open all the possibilities than the results of a careful 

exegesis, is not satisfactory. As has already been stated, it would be 

more than strange if the Corinthian correspondence did not, like 

Colossians, Galatians, I John, etc., exhibit a single polemical battle- 

front. Now if Paul is fighting only one opponent in Corinth—and we 

presuppose this so long as the exegesis does not force us to the contrary 

view—then the brief outline given here of the studies on our theme 

can show that either a judaizing heresy akin to the Galatian stream or 

a group of Pneumatics who somehow are to be described more pre¬ 

cisely, possibly of Jewish (not judaizing; cf. p. 294) observance, has 

invaded the Corinthian community. 

2. The Untenability of Baur’s Thesis 

Now there is probably no assertion in theological-critical research 

that has been defended with greater certainty and wider distribution 

and at the same time with less evidence2 than the assertion that in 

the Corinthian epistles Paul is dealing with Judaizers. The heretics in 

Corinth are supposed to have been Judaizers although Paul does not 

slip into anti-Judaistic polemics with a single word; although not a 

single passage in the epistles allows us to conclude with certainty or 

even with some probability a Judaistic attitude of those who have in¬ 

vaded Corinth;3 although it is conceded that these false teachers have 

2 Cf. in particular on the criticism Liitgert, pp. 49 ff., 65-66. 

3 On II, 11:22 see below; II, 3:1 could say something in favor of the theory about 
Judaizers only if there were letters among Judaizers only. On II, 11:4 it must be 
said that Paul in no way indicates that the other Jesus, the other Spirit, and the 
other gospel are marked with a Judaistic stamp; that in II, 11:5, 13, Paul should 
have abused the Jerusalem apostles is utterly impossible, especially since at the 
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even neglected the proclamation of their false teaching in the decisive 

points,* * * 4 although they would have had every reason—especially after 

the experiences in Galatia—to win the community for their views be¬ 

fore Paul's intervention; although Paul nonetheless polemicizes in 

several letters (A-E) against their false teaching, which must there¬ 

fore have been well enough known to him; although this polemic 

exhibits features which certainly rule out the Judaistic character of 

the opponents; although one then would have to regard Paul simply as 

obtuse if even after his personal sojourn in Corinth he did not perceive 

the actual intentions of his enemies; although it has long been recog¬ 

nized that in Jesus’ time Judaism was a religion so much caught up in 

syncretism that “Hebrews” could also disseminate all sorts of other 

tendencies than purely Pharisaic, “Judaizing” (II, 11:22). Although 

one has to wonder then how anyone could even get the idea that 

Judaizers could have emerged in Corinth, there is nevertheless no 

doubt in many minds that there were Judaizers. 

Still it is possible to elicit a certain understanding for the fact that 

the “Judaists” theory was held within the Tubingen school. Here the 

studies from the first stood under the sign of Baur’s construction of 

history. And since this construction ruled out other significant phe¬ 

nomena in primitive Christianity besides Gentile Christianity and 

Jewish Christianity, one was simply compelled to characterize the 

Corinthian heresy as Judaistic. It is true that this necessity became a 

virtue for the Tubingen school, since the Judaizers in Corinth now 

could be adduced conversely as evidence of the wide distribution of 

Jewish Christianity. 

But to me it is utterly incomprehensible that also outside the 

Tubingen school, where the presuppositions of Baur’s Tendenz criti¬ 

cism were not given, people have not dissented from this theory, for 

unprejudiced exegesis cannot at all lead in this direction, which has 

no sort of support in the text. One wonders whether the great advan¬ 

tage in Baur’s hypothesis, that the events in Corinth did not need to 

be considered in isolation but could be placed in the context of the 

judaizing agitation known elsewhere, was the real reason that the 

same time he is gathering an offering for them in Corinth with the greatest per¬ 
sonal involvement. II, 10:7 also proves nothing. It is not true that the midrash in 
II, 3:7 ff. is a polemic against the righteousness that is of the law; in details it is 
not at all polemical. Finally, in II, 11:15, “servants of righteousness” is a title of 
honor which Paul never could have given in this way to Judaizers who sought to 
produce righteousness by the fulfilling of the law. 

4 “There is actually nothing in them [the Corinthian epistles] from which it could 
be concluded that the major difference between Paul and his opponents was related 
to the extreme dependence of the latter on the Mosaic law, as one . . . should ex¬ 
pect” (Baur, “Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde,” Tiibinger Zeit- 

schrift, 1831, 4. Heft, p. 78). 
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thesis was held. Hardly, for it was also held by other scholars, for ex¬ 

ample by Reitzenstein,6 who recognized and described other forms 

of manifestation of early Christianity besides Paulinism and Judaism. 

Was it the authority of Baur which extended beyond all boundaries 

of a school? It could hardly still be that today. 

The question may be left open. In conclusion, however, I should like 

here to affirm one point: The thesis that in his letters to Corinth Paul 

is dealing with Judaizers is to be abandoned without reservation, in 

whatever form and with whatever dilution it may be proposed. For this 

reason I shall not consider it in the further course of the work, even 

though in the most recent research this assertion encounters not in¬ 

considerable resistance. In Lietzmann,6 Kummel remarks: “The con¬ 

clusion is . . . that Paul’s opponents in Corinth were Palestinian Jews, 

. . . thus (sic) Judaists.”7 Kasemann8 also considers them to be 

emissaries of the original community, even if with a pneumatic—not 

Gnostic—tendency. They come to Corinth under an official commission 

in order to test the legitimacy of the Pauline apostolate on the basic 

of a standard issued in Jerusalem, whose exact contents even Kasemann 

is not able to specify. He can base his thesis only on II, 10-13 and must 

refrain from trying to prove that it is confirmed also in the rest of the 

correspondence.9 Furthermore, his assertion stands on the slenderest 

exegetical basis even in II, 10-13, and Bultmann10 has shown the 

untenability of that basis. And what the text itself does not cover can 

be demonstrated neither with Gal. 1-2, Acts 15, and views of con¬ 

temporary Judaism, nor with a reference to the verse II, 5:16, which 

has always been used to support all the various theories. Precisely the 

thesis of the Pneumatics kat’ exochen as official envoys of the original 

community (!) shows that it cannot succeed exegetically to justify 

the assertion that somehow Paul’s opponents in Corinth are Judaizers. 

3. Liitgert and Schlatter 

An exegetical foundation is not however to be denied the counter¬ 

thesis. Libertine pneumatic spirituality and gnosticizing perfectionism 

can be demonstrated for Corinth in numerous passages in the Co¬ 

rinthian epistles. This is not even disputed any longer. If, in spite of 

8 [1] (3rd ed.), pp. 368-69, et passim. 
6 Lietzmann, Commentary (4th ed.), p. 211 on II, 11:22a. 
7 Similarly Schoeps, Theologie und Geschichte des Judenclxristentums, p. 449. 
8 “Die Legitimitat des Apostels,” ZNW, 1942. 

9 Cf. e.g., on 1 Cor.: “Nowhere in the New Testament is the practice and thought 
of Gnostic Pneumatics more thoroughly and more clearly portrayed for us than in 
I Cor., which can be grasped only in terms of the debate with them” (E. Kasemann, 
“Der Anteil der Frau an der Wortverkiindigung nach dem Neuen Testament,” 
1941; lecture, duplicated in typescript). Also, Kasemann in ZThK 54 (1957) : 18-19. 

10 [!]> PP- 20-30. Cf. G. Bornkamm, [1], p. 15; D. Georgi, [1], passim. 
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that, the Liitgert-Schlatter construction found little unrestrained ap¬ 

plause, the reason is not in the last analysis because of the deficiencies 

of this thesis, which are presently to be set forth. 

Liitgert’s study of the Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in 

Korinth (The Preaching of Liberty and the Enthusiasts in Corinth) 

is distinguished by an excellent critique of Baur’s thesis. Its inner 

contradictions are as convincingly set forth as is its defective founda¬ 

tion. The fact that this critique generally received no recognition, or 

only a divided recognition, is due to the fact that Liitgert’s positive 

assertions exhibit deficiencies which forbid the recognition of it as a 

solution of the problem under discussion. One must acknowledge that 

Liitgert did not seriously misrepresent the position of the Corinthian 

heretics. His mistake is that he has failed in the necessary sharpness 

in characterizing Paul’s opponents. He regards them as Pneumatics 

without making it clear how they proclaim another Pneuma than 

does Paul (II, 11:4). They are “Christ people,” but Liitgert is not 

able to explain with what right and with what justification they appeal 

as Pneumatics to Christ in an exclusive and so emphatic a manner 

that they receive thence their party name (I, 1:12; II, 10:7; II, 11:23). 

They are Gnostics who reject the “folly of the cross” and in its place 

proclaim a wisdom which is strictly in contradiction with the preach¬ 

ing of Paul’s gospel. But what is the content of this Gnosis, and how 

it is a gospel that saves, even if it is “another gospel” (II, 11:4), 

or in what connection the “boasting” of the Pneumatics stands with 

the stressing of the Gnosis—these are questions to which Liitgert is 

not able to give a satisfactory answer. 

Thus the Corinthian heresy appears as a hyper-Pauline enthusiasm 

which lacks any system, as a product of disintegration of the Pauline 

kerygma in the Hellenistic setting and under Hellenistic influence. 

To be sure we must acknowledge that the phenomenon of Gnosticism 

in Corinth as Liitgert sees it can be made comprehensible throughout 

as a deteriorating Paulinism; but it is incomprehensible that such a 

product of disintegration could assume a shape so compact, forceful, 

and persuasive as was the case in Corinth. Further, Liitgert must 

wholly suppress the fact that the heresy took its rise in Corinth from 

a movement which came, organized, and conducted its missionary 

work from without. And above all, his failure is that his description 

of the “Gnostics” in Corinth is not adequate. If Liitgert had made the 

effort to grasp the pneuma, the gospel, the Gnosis, the Jesus, etc., of the 

Corinthian schismatics in their opposition to the Pauline proclamation 

which was strongly sensed by Paul himself, and not only in their 

special hyper-Pauline tendency, then he would have realized the 

impossibility of understanding the heresy of the Corinthians as a 
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109 distortion, developed ad hoc, of the message preached by Paul. More 

than anything else it was probably Liitgert’s disregard of the funda¬ 

mentally different character of the Gnostic preaching in Corinth and 

therewith the lack of an explanation for its origin and its abode, 

thus the failure to place it in context in the historical phenomena of 

the early Christian period, that caused his thesis to receive little 

unrestrained recognition. 

Schlatter’s characterization of the Corinthian heresy is correct on 

the essential points and above all is more thorough than that of 

Liitgert. It is true that in his basic essay. Die korinthische Theologie, 

he neglects to account for the outward relationship between Paul 

and the Corinthian community and thereby is misled into regarding 

the Corinthians simply as heretics, so that he sees polemical comments 

even where Paul does not at all have his opponents in view. Also 

mistaken, but not decisive for the total picture, is the attempt to see 

in the cry “uirsp a yeypcarroa” (I, 4:6) the basic thesis of the Corin- 

110 thian schismatics. For the most part it has a very awkward effect when 

Schlatter subsumes the various false teachings and manners of conduct 

of the Corinthians under this slogan. An unobjectionable pertinent 

understanding of I, 4:6 is hardly ever to be found,11 111 and against 

Schlatter’s exposition (explicitly argued by Stauffer in Zahn’s Kommen- 

tar [1936], in loc.) there is the decisive argument that nowhere else 

does Paul know anything of his opponents’ denying the authority of 

the Old Testament by disregarding it, but his natural handling of 

scriptural proof rather rules this out. What is decisive, however, is 

that Schlatter demonstrates no sort of concession to Baur’s thesis. The 

heretics in Corinth are libertine Pneumatics. The position of Liitgert 

is deliberately adopted. At the same time, however, Schlatter also 

acknowledges its basic weakness: “When Liitgert’s presentation of the 

Corinthian ‘enthusiasts’ evoked scorn from H. Holtzmann and his 

friends, this was not to be attributed solely to a dogmatic reinforce¬ 

ment of Baur’s picture of the history, which knew only the Pharisaic 

11 P. Wallis has recently set forth (in TLZ, 1950, p. 506) an attempt at inter¬ 
pretation, as interesting as it is untenable, which in its punctuation acrobatics 
would have done honor to K. v. Hofmann. 

The only real solution of the crux in I, 4:6 is that original proposal of Baljon 
111 to excise to pi) unip a YeypocvTcci as a copyist’s remark. The copyist found in his 

copy the pi) of the second Tva clause added above the eTq (— a) or above the a of 
the Tva and made a note of this in the margin of the copy he was making. This 
comment then made its way into the text. In this way in fact the text is splendidly 
restored and its distortion is sensibly explained. All other conjectures fail to satisfy 
in at least one of these respects. Of course J. Weiss (in loc.) thinks that such 
attempts would “never be taken seriously by the critics,” but to me it is questionable 
whether the assertion that the corrupted text has accidentally acquired the striking 
form discovered by Baljon has any more right to be taken seriously. 
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Jews and reduced the richly diverse movement of primitive Christian 

history to the only poorly comprehended opposition of Pharisaic 

Judaism to Paul, but to the gaps which Liitgert’s presentation left 

open. His ‘enthusiasts’ proceed from Paul and go beyond him in 

such a way that Pauline liberty degenerates into licentiousness, and, 

parallel with that, in the place of Pauline faith, Gnosis appears. But 

Paul’s opponents in Corinth are Jews, convinced of the advantage 

which is possessed by the seed of Abraham. This much is sure, that 

the opposition to Paul in Corinth did not develop out of Paulinism, 

does not represent a continuation or extension of the Pauline com¬ 

munity, but has been brought into it from without by those whose 

religious history followed a course independent of Paul and was moved 

by Jewish motives” ([1], pp. 35-36). 

Now of course Schlatter himself derives the heretical theology from 

Palestinian Judaism in an untenable way. It would take us too far 

afield and would not be at all rewarding to subject his statements to a 

detailed criticism here. It is surely an attempt that is hopeless from 

the outset to demonstrate that the sexual libertinism and the eating 

of meat sacrificed to idols, the pneumatic endowment as well as the 

stressing of Gnosis, are much more readily to be derived from Palestin¬ 

ian Judaism than from any religious manifestation of Hellenism. To 

a considerable extent Schlatter is able to offer nothing but hypothetical 

constructions. In this connection it is interesting that he refrains from 

adducing parallels from Alexandrianism or any gnosticizing Judaism. 

He wishes to derive the Gnostic theology directly from the Pharisaic 

theology. Here his often fruitful but basically narrow one-sidedness 

in New Testament exegesis goes head over heels in its denial of all 

Hellenistic influences. The fact that even for Schlatter the Corinthian 

heresy exists in isolation and not only developed through a masterly 

leap of Palestinian Judaism across a vast abyss into pneumatic-libertine 

Gnosticism but also disappeared again without a trace does not trouble 

Schlatter in his “derivation.” Basically his solution of the problem 

signifies a backward step from Liitgert, who had indeed recognized the 

essentially non-Jewish spirit of the theologians in Corinth. It is no 

wonder that his thesis has encountered general rejection. But it is re¬ 

grettable that with it people have also rejected his presentation of the 

heretical theology in large measure and have stayed with Baur’s con¬ 

struction, which indeed on sober reflection is not to be reconciled with 

the Corindiian heresy, but instead does possess the advantage of 

being self-contained and complete in itself.12 

12 Contra J. Schniewind (Nachgelassene Reden und Aufsdtze [1952], p. 114) : 
Paul’s opponents in Corinth are Gnostics. Everything which Paul is fighting in the 
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In the following now we give an independent, exegetically based 

answer to the question of what theology the opponents of Paul in 

Corinth represented. In this undertaking we presuppose, on the 

basis of what has already been said, that Paul faces a single battlefront. 

But we also presuppose that the contents of the epistles in the broadest 

scope somehow stand in connection with the discussion, certainly 

recognizable in numerous passages, between Paul and his opponents. 

In any case it would be arbitrary to exclude from our study at the out¬ 

set certain parts of our epistles. Since Paul only begins writing on the 

occasion of conflicts in Corinth and after their settlement, in the 

joyful letter, no longer treats concrete conditions in Corinth, it is 

rather to be assumed that all the problems discussed by Paul also are 

connected with those conflicts, especially since this fact is evident in 

the sorrowful epistle. If this presupposition should be inappropriate 

in particular instances, that would have to be shown from case to case. 

II. The Corinthian Christology 

1. I, 12:1-3 

We begin with an investigation of a brief section, I, 12:1-3, and in 

fact especially vs. 3. The conception of the pneuma in Corinth in 

general will be considered only later. Our section stands in Epistle B, 

in the larger context in which Paul answers the community’s letter, 

and indeed Paul begins here with nrpi 8e tuv uveupccTiKcov the treat¬ 

ment of a new theme. Thus what follows has reference to events in the 

Corinthian community.13 Here some obviously in pneumatic speech, 

and thus surely in the assembly of the community, must have said 

“ocvdGega ’Iqcrouc;.” The community is not sure as to whether such an 

expression could occur iv -m/cupcm 9eoG and requests Paul to give 

information on the matter. 

So much for the outward course of events. It is almost universally 

acknowledged that this is the way matters stood, so that we need no 

Corinthian epistles may be understood in unitary fashion in terms of the battle 
against Gnosticism. Gnosticism is “older than Christianity.” Similarly now for a 
long time R. Bultmann in his lectures (see TDNT I: 709), E. Fuchs, and others, 
though heretofore the Gnosticism in Corinth has not been consistently investigated 

112 under the presupposition that Gnosticism is pre-Pauline and pre-Christian. 
13 It would be the height of banality to say that Paul of his own accord arrives 

at the idea of telling the Corinthians, who had asked only quite generally for in¬ 
formation about the gifts of the Spirit in the community, that in their assemblies 
no one who wishes to speak in the irveOpa GsoG may say dvccGeira ’Irioouq. Even if 
such an inquiry had in mind the pneumatic phenomena in general, and thus also 
the pagan ones, this distinguishing mark would be as obvious as superfluous, quite 
apart from the fact that chaps. 12-14 are thinking exclusively of the assembled 
congregation, not at all of the phenomenon of spiritual endowment. 
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longer tarry at this point. Indeed the text allows us no other interpre¬ 

tation at all. At the most one can ask whether the community’s letter 

also somewhere mentioned the term xupioq ’ IriaoGq. I should not as¬ 

sume so, since this primitive Christian confession appears in no way 

problematical. Paul will rather have set forth more sharply the nega¬ 

tion in the first part in itself by means of a positive statement in the 

latter part of the verse. 

Who, we now may ask, can have cried out “ocvdGepa Mr|aoOq” 

in the assembly of the community? The most obvious answer is: some 

non-Christian who takes part in the worship, also falls into ecstasy, 

but in this condition gives powerful expression to his rejection of the 

Christian faith by means of the ocvdGepa ’IricroGq. It is attested in I, 

14:23 that octtiotoi took part in pneumatically stimulated gatherings. 

Since dvaGepa in the sense appearing here is only Jewish usage,14 we 

should assume that Jews are involved. Schlatter thinks accordingly that 113 

here Paul is referring to the synagogue’s denunciation of Jesus.15 But 114 

the cursing must have occurred in the Christian service of worship. 

Then the reaction of the community to these incidents nevertheless 

is most unusual, indeed is in essence incomprehensible. It is considered 

possible in the very community which is founded upon the confession 

Kupioq Mrjcrouq that an unbaptized Jew curses Jesus ev Trveupa-n 0eoG, 

and Paul is asked in the most official way how this is the case. If this 

actually did develop in this way, the community in Corinth must in 

a real sense have consisted of vrpnoi (I, 3:1), not only of vfpnoi ev 

Xpiorcp. I consider such an occurrence to be ruled out as a possibility. 

Now of course some explain that for the Corinthians ecstasy as 

such appeared to prove an utterance ev Trveupa-n 0eoG and that for 

this reason their inquiry of Paul is understandable. But we must 

answer that such pneumatic manifestations as emerge in the com¬ 

munity in Corinth are throughout not specifically Christian. They were 

widespread in the Hellenistic-syncretistic religions of the primitive 

Christian era and from that source only temporarily found admittance 

into the early church. This can be abundantly documented.16 Pre¬ 

cisely Corinth was a converging point of all possible kinds of cults, 

among them those of Isis, of Serapis, and of Melikertes (Paus. II, 1.3; 

2.3; 4.7). The consciousness that heaven and earth are filled with 0eoi 

and Kupioi which dwell in men as -nveupaTa or impersonally as TTveGpa 

was common not only to the uneducated men of that time and is 

14 J. Behm in TDNT I: 354; Lietzmann on Rom. 9:3; Kiimmel in Lietzmann’s 

Commentary on Corinthians, p. 61, 1.12. 
16 For other mistaken attempts at explanation, see Kiimmel in Lietzmann’s Com¬ 

mentary on Corinthians, p. 61, 1.12. 115 
16 Cf. in Lietzmann’s Commentary the excursus on speaking in tongues and the 

bibliography given there. 
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presupposed even by Paul (I, 8:5). Admonitions to test the spirits 

and to distinguish among them emerge everywhere. I recall only 

I John 4:1: ’Ay<xnT)Toi, ptr) 'ttocvt'i ttveuiuccti ttio-teuete, aAAoc SoKtga^ETE 

t6c TrvEugocToc eI £k toO 0£oO eaTiv. Here in I John what we have is not 

a late development; for Paul also presupposes “the gift of recognizing 

whether it is the divine or the human or a demonic spirit that speaks 

forth from the enraptured one’’ (Lietzmann, An die Korinther, p. 61) 

as something self-evident and well known to the Corinthians, when 

he speaks of the SiccKpicrEiq TTVEU|idTcov (I, 12:10) .17 Even if some naive 

Corinthians out of amazement over the unaccustomed pneumatic mani¬ 

festations had regarded these eo ipso and thus unconditionally Chris¬ 

tian, so that to them even the dvd0£(aa ’IqaoOq of unbaptized Jews 

could appear as the cry of the Christ speaking in them (II, 13:3), 

still it is utterly inconceivable that the community in all seriousness 

wrote to Paul in this sense. 

But in any case the situation is such that the community has 

reservations about denying the Christianity of the ecstatics, even 

though they curse Jesus. Thus they must with good reason have ap¬ 

peared to her as Christians. Since the pneumatic endowment as such 

did not assure their Christianity even in the eyes of the Corinthians, 

one is compelled to admit that we are dealing here with people whose 

confession of Christ, in spite of the curses pronounced against Jesus, 

could not be flatly denied. Only under this assumption does the com¬ 

munity’s question make sense at all. 

But how could a good Christian curse Jesus? Some have indeed 

thought that during the ecstasy, conceptions from the pre-Christian 

period which had been suppressed were released from the subconscious. 

But this appears to me to be a somewhat questionable use of modern 

psychoanalysis. Yet even granting that a member of the community 

in ecstasy cries out dvd0£(ja ’Iqa-ouq from some sort of complexes of 

the subconscious, still nothing is gained thereby for the solution of our 

problem. For if the Jesus who was cursed was the preached and cul- 

tically venerated Kyrios, the question as to whether such a curse can 

be spoken in the -nvEOga 0eou is incomprehensible in any case. As little 

as a congregation of today whose preacher entered the pulpit and spoke 

against Christ in the worst terms and cursed him would inquire at the 

meeting of the synod whether this preacher had indeed spoken in a 

Christian way, just so little could Jesus at that time be cursed, even 

in the highest ecstatic excitement, and the hearers still regard it as 

possible that this curse is spoken in the name of God, the Father of 

17 Cf. I, 14:37. Otherwise, of course, Did. 11.7. 
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the one cursed, even according to however profound a set of theological 

and psychoanalytical reflections. 

This, since in no case could ecstasy excuse a cursing of Jesus on 

the part of baptized people, it is to be presumed that one certain under¬ 

standing of Christianity—precisely the one disputed in Corinth—did 

not rule out an dvaGega ’Irjaouq. But since on the other hand no one 

at that time could have been called a Christian or could have appeared 

as such to the Corinthians without a confession of the proclaimed 

Christ, there results the paradoxical fact that there were in Corinth 

people for whom it was not a contradiction to confess the Xpioroq and 

to cry ccvd0£|ioc ’Ir|cro0q. 

Now such “Christians” are in fact not unknown to us. They also 

appeared in the communities to which I John is addressed, and asserted 

oti ’IrjaoOq ouk ecttiv 6 xP'crrbq (I John 2:22). Naturally a Jew could 

also make this assertion, but the pseudo-prophets (I John 4:1) against 

whom I John is directed did not at all deny that the Messiah had 

already appeared. When they denied Jesus, they were only disputing 

that the Messiah had come “in the flesh” (4:2). Thus they were 117 

Gnostics who rejected a close connection between the heavenly 

Pneuma-Christ and the man Jesus. They apparently held the teaching 

that Christ had taken up residence in Jesus at the baptism, yet without 

thereby having been bound up with the flesh of the latter. This emerges 

in I John 5:6. Thus they confessed Christ, but not Jesus as the Christ, 118 

and must have given this a sharp emphasis over against the church’s 

teaching. 

But now it is Gnostics of a similar sort also who cry out avd0£|icx 

’IriaoOq in Corinth in the congregational gatherings. Since because of 

the avd0£pa (see p. 50) it probably was a group of Jews involved here, 

these were surely the Hebrews of II, 11:22 whom Paul later so per¬ 

sonally fought. They qualify as Christians, i.e., they confess “Christ,” 

whom Paul proclaims as the Son of God. But that this Christ is born 

ek yuvaiKog (Gal. 4:4), that he thus is 6 ’IricroOq—this they deny, and 

in ecstasy they express this denial in the harsh words dvaGega ’Iqaouq. 

That the community asks Paul for information in this case is under¬ 

standable. Still it appears on this question to have been a matter only 

of a doctrinal dispute within the church. Perhaps people in Corinth 

would have taken no offense at all at the Gnostic thesis if it had been 

propounded only ev vot; for the distinction of Xpioroq kotoc crapKoc and 

Xpicnoq Kara TrvEupa is familiar to Paul also,18 and for this reason is 

18 Rom. 1:3; 9:5; cf. also the following Excursus. In making this distinction Paul 
undoubtedly stands in the Gnostic tradition. Of course he was guarded against 
any dvaScpa ’Iriaouq by the fact that the cross of Christ stood at the very center of 
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to be presupposed for the Corinthian community. Only the ecstatic 

dva0£|ioc ’ I qcrouq, which made a sharp separation out of the distinction 

and with the radical rejection of the cross contained therein over¬ 

turned the base of the Pauline theology, will have appeared to them 

doubtful. We do not know how the inquiry of the Corinthians was 

framed. We cannot even say whether Paul understood that the cursing 

of Jesus applied only to the Xpicrrog kcctoc ctocpkcc, although I should 

assume that he did. In any case it is to be assumed that the question 

was also discussed in Corinth ev voT, so that there people quite correctly 

understood the curse as an anathematizing of the earthly manifestation 

of the redeemer. Otherwise the inquiry to Paul would still be incom- 

119 prehensible. The evidence for such a doctrinal treatment of the prob¬ 

lem is not difficult to produce. 

120 But first let us present still another interesting parallel to the 

ccvdSepa ’Irjaouq from later Gnosticism. In his debate with Celsus, 

Origen tells (Contra Celsum VI, 28 = Koetschau II, 98.19) of Gnostics 

who “admit no one to their fellowship who has not first cursed 

Jesus.” 19 He wants to prove that these people (the ones involved are 

the Ophites, whose doctrines Celsus was citing as Christian in his 

polemic against Christianity) in no case can be Christians since in 

fact they curse Jesus. But in this he is undoubtedly incorrect. The 

Ophites of course regarded themselves as Christians, and consequently 

one cannot make any accusation against Celsus when he adduces their 

speculations in the presentation of Christianity. Since he was personally 

acquainted with the Gnostics, there can be no doubt on this point. 

Thus the curse did not apply to the heavenly Pneuma-Christ but to 

his earthly dwelling, the man Jesus. It was the custom in one Ophite 

sect to admit no one who had not first cursed this Jesus, probably with 

the intention—and to this extent Origen was correct in his protest 

against Celsus—of erecting a clear barrier to the catholic church. One 

does not need to assume that there were direct connections between 

the Ophites of Celsus and the Corinthian Gnostics. But this much may 

121 be certain, that both cases of cursing are to be ascribed to the basic 

tendency of Gnostic Christology, sharply to separate the man Jesus and 

the heavenly spiritual being Christ, and to regard the former as with¬ 

out significance.20 

Irenaeus I, 31.1 offers a convenient parallel in substance to the Gnos- 

his theology. But for the rest the Pauline Christology makes use of the Gnostic 
schema. 

10 “iav prj dpdt; 0f|Tai Kara toG ’ Ir|cro0.” 

20 People may have appealed here to a passage like Deut. 21:23 as an exegetical 
basis for such anathematizing: KEKCnripapevoq utto 9eoG ua<; KpEpdpcvoc etti |GXou. 

The Corinthian Gnostics could even refer with some justification to utterances of 
Paul such as Gal. 3:13. 
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tic dvd0£|ia in a note about the Cainites. These confess Esau, Korah, 

the Sodomites, and others in whom the creator God, in spite of his 

hatred, could not find any weakness, since the Sophia took to herself 

the celestial part which stemmed from her. The betrayer Judas also 

knew this, they teach, “et solum prae ceteris cognoscentem veritatem, 

perfecisse proditionis mysteriurn; per quern et terrena et caelestia 

omnia dissoluta dicunt.” Thus here the betrayal of Jesus as the sarkic 

part of the redeemer is glorified similarly to the cursing of him. 

Parallels of this kind can be brought forward in abundance. The re¬ 

jection of the XpioToq Kocrd adpKa was expressed in various ways, some 

stronger, some weaker. But it should be unnecessary here to adduce 

further quotations for the presentation of the generally familiar Gnos¬ 

tic Christology. 

The fact that in later Gnosticism people frequently were concerned 

also somehow to make a positive evaluation of the man Jesus is to be 

traced back to the influence of the Great Church. The essential distinc¬ 

tion between Jesus and Christ was steadily maintained, even if the 

conceptual distinction was occasionally erased. Thus Irenaeus (III, 

16.1) relates of the Valentinians: “They indeed confess with their 

tongues one Christ Jesus, but they divide him in their teaching.” But 

these later developments do not alter the fact that the man Jesus who 

was born of Mary and into whom the celestial Christ, without flesh 

and impassible (cf. Iren. Ill, 16.8), has descended, is for the genuine 

Gnostic deserving of scorn and therefore can be cursed confidently. A 

positive attitude toward him would be a sign that the person making 

such a judgment still is living under the power of the evil world (cf. 

Iren. I, 24.4). Thus the Christology of the Corinthian “Christians” 

which is expressed in the dvdSepcc ’Iqaoug in I, 12:3 is the genuinely 

Gnostic Christology.21 

211 was somewhat surprised when, long after completing the present work, I 
found in the old commentary by F. Godet (1886) an exposition of I, 12.3 which 
corresponds to that given above even down to details. After lengthy consideration 
of the passage, Godet asks: “Must we therefore assume that Paul regarded it as 
possible that such talk was being uttered in the community itself?’’ (p. 110). He 
answers this question in the affirmative, asks further: “But how could this happen 
in a Christian community?" and then points out “how strong was the ferment of 
religious ideas which was produced at that time by Christianity.” This means Gnos¬ 
ticism, even though the expression is not used. One “must remember that from the 
first century on there were people who could not tolerate the idea of the shameful 
death on the cross and the unheard-of humiliation of the Son of God and who 
therefore thought it necessary to make a distinction between the man Jesus and 
the true Christ.” It is true that here we have in Godet a historically very defective 
picture of Gnosticism, but his argument remains unaffected thereby: “We can 
understand how in such views it was possible to curse the crucified one, who indeed 
appeared to have been cursed by God himself on the cross, without one’s intending 
thereby to curse the real Christ and the real redeemer, and without one’s having 

122 
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In conclusion it may be pointed out that the Jesus of the Gnostics 

in Corinth was the same historical person who was venerated by the 

primitive church as Lord. A pure Docetism is ruled out by the personal 

execration just as it is by the general consideration that in a time 

when there still were numerous people living who had known Jesus 

personally, the reality of his earthly appearing could not be denied. 

And the statement of Valentinus that Jesus was a being of the psychical 

world of aeons which exists between Sarx and Pneuma is a late at¬ 

tempt to evade the avdSepa ’ I qcroGq without however coming into con¬ 

flict with the basic Gnostic dogma, the rejection of the sarkical sphere. 

Excursus: Paul’s Use 

of the Name “Jesus” 

For the continuation of our work, clarity as to the use of the bare 

name “Jesus” in Paul’s works is essential. Since I do not know of an 

124 adequate investigation of this subject, the aspects necessary for our 

purposes are to be set down here briefly. 

In the undoubtedly genuine Pauline epistles (Romans, I and II 

Corinthians, Galatians, Philippians, Philemon, I Thessalonians) I 

count twenty-eight passages in which the name “Jesus” is found with¬ 

out the appositive “Christ.” From these we exclude, for a determina¬ 

tion of Paul’s personal usage, the passages in which he is quoting 

formulas handed down to him verbatim. To these belong above all 

the combinations of ’IricjoGq with Kupioq, thus Kupioq ’IqcroGq, ’IriaoGq 

125 6 Kupioq ppcov, and similar forms, Kupioq ’Iriaouq is a pre-Pauline con¬ 

fessional formula, as Rom. 10:9 and I, 12:3 show. Correspondingly, 

they are also found in sections which Paul has taken over as traditional 

material, for example in the account of the Lord's Supper in I, 11:23 

and Rom. 4:24, where a confession of faith is reworked. After eliminat- 

therefore any doubts as to whether one belonged to the Christian community.” 
Godet also refers to the passage cited above from Origen’s Contra Celsum and very 
perceptively observes: “Above all one must note the name Jesus, which denotes the 
Lord in his historical, earthly existence" (on this, cf. the following Excursus). 

It is surprising that this “out-of-season” exegesis of Godet was noted by only 
very few of the later expositors but nowhere, so far as I can see, adopted (Schnie- 
wind appears to be an exception; see below) . Of course this is due not least of all 
to Godet himself, who on the whole could not rid himself of the traditional evalua¬ 
tion of the partisan situation in Corinth, did not use his knowledge of I, 12:3 for 
the exegesis of the other sections of the epistles, and therefore understandably was 
not convincing even with his interpretation of this one verse. Godet’s exposition, 
pursued entirely independently and proceeding from essentially different presup¬ 
positions, was for me a confirmation of the exegesis attempted above. Schniewind 
(Nachgelassene Reden, p. 115) remarks, with reference to I, 12:3, that Gnosticism 

in Corinth “apparently makes a distinction between the civco XpiCToq, the Spirit- 
Christ, and the k&tco ’InooGq, the earthly Jesus; it scorns Jesus’ lowliness, the cross, 

123 the Lord’s Supper.” 
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ing these passages, there still remain thirteen, of which four more drop 

out as pre-Pauline. Phil. 2:10 belongs to the famous “Gnostic” Christ 

hymn which Paul is quoting (cf. E. Lohmeyer, Kommentar on Phil., 

in loc.). In I Thess. 1:10 and 4:14 ’Ipaouq occurs in traditional con¬ 

fessional formulas which appear similarly also in Rom. 4:24; 10:9; 

and I, 15:3-4. The fourth passage of this kind is I, 12:3a, where Paul 

is quoting his Gnostic opponents. Of the remaining nine passages, seven 

are found in II Cor. 4:5, 10-11, 14 (twice each in vss. 10 and 11), and 

11:4. The occurrence of the bare name Jesus in these verses appears 

to me not to be accidental22 but to be connected with the apostle’s 

polemic against Corinthian opponents. In order to demonstrate this we 

must now first deduce from the two remaining passages—Gal. 6:17 and 

Rom. 8:11—in what special sense Paul uses the name ’lr|aouq in isola¬ 

tion. The prefixed article shows that in both cases “Jesus” is not merely 

a proper name but a designation. 

In the passage in Galatians Paul obviously is thinking of the ap¬ 

pearing of Jesus in the flesh when he speaks of the crriypaTa tou Mr|aoG 

which he bears in his body. Thus ’Irjcrouq here is the Xpicrroq kotoc 

crapKa of Rom. 9:5 or Rom. 1:3, who as such stands in a certain con¬ 

trast to the heavenly being who, iv popcprj 0£ou uTrapycov, humbled him¬ 

self in earthly form. 

The same specified use of “Jesus” however is present also in Rom. 

8:11. The entire beginning of Rom. 8 speaks thoroughly gnostically 

of crdp§ and TrveOpa. Any Gnostic would gladly accept at least vss. 5-10 

as a precise exposition of his self-understanding. But for him even 

with vs. 10 everything would be said. The ocopa is dead; this is his gos¬ 

pel. That Paul can add vs. 11 shows how little the preceding may be 

understood in a Gnostic sense. For the aim and climax of his whole 

presentation is indeed precisely this, that the 0vr|Tdv crcopa will live. 

The basis of this is the fact that to irveOpa toG eycipavToq tov Mr|croGv 

£k vEKpcov dwells in the believers. It is not the Pneuma as such that 

guarantees life but the fact that it is the Pneuma of the one who 

raised tov 5lr|croGv from the dead. The resurrection of this Jesus allows 

the Pneumatic to have the certainty that even his 0vryrov ocopa also is 

raised. The miracle which happened to Jesus will be repeated in him 

who already possesses the pledge of the Spirit. The direct parallel which 

exists in vs. 11 between 6 ’IriooGq and t& 0vr|Ta acopaTa is not to be 

overlooked. Paul puts the anticipated bodily resurrection of the be¬ 

lievers in parallel with the resurrection of the bodily Christ, that is, 

of Jesus. 
Thus we maintain as a conclusion that Paul just as much as the 

126 

22 Cf. p. 163. 
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Gnostics in Corinth distinguished the Christ kata sarka as Jesus 

from the heavenly spiritual being. When he says Jesus, he means 

emphatically the earthly manifestation of the redeemer.23 Of course 

this distinction is only one rudiment of the originally Gnostic concep¬ 

tion. Paul is interested, in and for himself, only in the Christ ensarkos, 

whom he calls Jesus Christ, Christ, or, in traditional language, also 

Kyrios Jesus. The influence of Gnosticism emerges only in that Paul 

in original statements never calls this God-man Jesus, but reserves this 

personal name for the designation of the earthly figure of the redeemer. 

Naturally this usage in no wise intends the Gnostic estimate of the 

same. No dvdOega is aimed at the Pauline Jesus. He is rather the one 

who, with his crnypaTct (Gal. 6:17) and his dvdcnraaiq (Rom. 8:11) 

is the ground of the apostle’s faith and hope. 

2. II, 11:4 

We now must present the evidence that the Christology which is ex¬ 

pressed in the dvaGega ’Iriaouq was also discussed in Corinth iv vou 

In doing this we begin with II, 11:4. Because of the reading dvEixcofle 

or fiveix£cr0£ beside the present dv£X£°‘0G this verse causes great diffi¬ 

culties for the exegetes. The question is whether Paul is speaking here 

hypothetically or not. Textual criticism does not provide a conclusion. 

The context however can leave no doubt that people were actually 

tolerating the preaching of another Jesus, a strange Spirit, and a 

strange gospel. Verse 4 again takes up the figure of vs. 3, and in vs. 3 

Paul is afraid that the Corinthians in actuality have already turned 

aside from their loyalty to Christ. He fears this for the very reason that 

they have been very well pleased (kocAcoc;) that another Jesus, et cetera, 

had been preached to them, but of course not because they would have 

been pleased, according to his opinion, if such alien doctrines had been 

proclaimed among them. We cannot see how Paul could come to such 

a suspicion and express it if no false doctrines were being disseminated 

in Corinth. If the Corinthians were pleased at personal attacks against 

Paul’s apostolic authority, this in no way means that they would also 

23 This of course does not mean that Paul always, when he thought of the Christ 
koct& oapKoc, had to say ’Iricrouq. Normally Paul did not distinguish at all in the 
figure of the incarnate Son of God, which for him was indivisible, between his 
pneumatic and his sarkic substance or person. Thus in Rom. 8:11, in the same verse 
“Jesus” can appear again as “Christ Jesus,” without further ado, for Jesus of 
Nazareth of course is the Christ. Similarly in II, 4:5 ’IncroGc; alternates with XpicrToq 
(see p. 82). The Gnostic usage has an influence on Paul only to the extent that 
the divine-human figure of the redeemer never is given the human personal name 
“Jesus,” which with Paul emphatically denotes only Jesus’ earthly manifestation. 
Cf. also Foerster in TDNT III: 289, whose statement that with “Jesus” Paul is 
thinking in "special measure” of the “historical One” of course still says too little. 
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accept a non-Pauline gospel. If on the other hand a non-Pauline gos¬ 

pel was proclaimed, Paul would never have been able here to speak 

in terms of an unreal condition. But it is beyond all doubt that false 

teachings were being propounded in Corinth (cf. I, 15). That Paul 

here does not take a more definite stance with regard to them is ex¬ 

plained by the whole thrust of the sorrowful epistle, which was first 

to produce the presuppositions for such a procedure (cf. pp. 221-22) . 

Thus our verse is meant in a real sense. When one disputed this, it 

was done contrary to the context of the passage usually because one was 

not able to reconcile the proclamation which the context presupposes 

with the sometimes prejudiced picture of the proclamation of the 

£pxo|i£vot. Thus for example Windisch (p. 328), who however for 

philological reasons rightly holds to a realist understanding of the 

sentence, does not know exactly what to do with the passage, for 

“there is nowhere in Galatians (!!) a polemic against ‘another Jesus’ 

or even against ‘another spirit.’ ” 

If we ask first who represented the false teachings, it can only be 

the superlative apostles of vs. 5, behind whom Paul does not intend 

to take an inferior place, and who appear equally impersonally per¬ 

sonified in the epxogevoq in vs. 4 24 (cf. 10:11. 6 TOioCrroq; 10:7. tic;; 5:12. 

oi KccuxcopEvot, and so on). They are the 'E(3paToi of 11:22 and thus also 

those who utter the dvdOcpa ’IqcroOq. In short, they are the opponents 

of Paul in Corinth. They proclaim an aAAov ’IqcroOv, a empov TTVEupa, 

a £T£pov EuayycAiov. Even though aAAoq and shrpoc; can be used inter¬ 

changeably (Windisch, p. 327; cf. I, 12:9), still aAAoq is throughout 

weaker than £T£poq, which signifies a total strangeness and difference 

in character (cf. ibid.). Here the change in expression in this sense 

is well in place, since Spirit and gospel of the opponents according to 

Paul’s opinion have nothing in common with his understanding of 

these words, but are totally alien, while the Jesus who is preached in 

24 Kasemann ([1], p. 42) disputes this: “How can Paul open up an unbridgeable 
gulf with respect to the false teachers by charging them . . .in 11:4 with having a 
different gospel, an alien Jesus and Spirit, only then to conclude that he is not 
less than they .... There can be no comparison with servants of Satan.” But one 
cannot argue thus. Paul indeed is contending—under compulsion—with the Gnos¬ 
tics for the community, and in our passage he simply asserts that he has full right 
to call himself an apostle, and as regards Gnosis he is not inferior to the opponents. 
They have contested this. Thus Paul first quite generally places himself as an 
apostle beside them. This is the aim of all the forced (II, 12:11) boasting in II, 
10—12. The question whether he did not actually stand above them could only be 
answered by an investigation of the actual content of the Gnosis, which however 
was not under discussion for him here. Only if Paul first at least qualifies for the 
community as an apostle on an equal footing alongside the Gnostics, and thus meets 
the Gnostic standard as he understands it—and it is precisely for this that he is con¬ 
cerned in the sorrowful epistle—can the question as to the authenticity of the 
apostolic proclamation rightly be answered (cf. R. Bultmann, [1], pp. 26-27). 128 
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Corinth naturally is the same Jesus of Nazareth whom Paul also pro¬ 

claims, only that these proclaim this same Jesus as a different one.25 

If the expression is supposed to be exact, that cannot merely mean that 

people in Corinth preach something different about this Jesus. But 

what is the distinctive element in the proclamation of this “other 

Jesus”?26 

The exegetes evade the understanding of the expression when they 

constantly without hesitation insert the name Christ for Jesus and 

then seek parallels in II, 10:7, 11:23, 5:16, etc. According to Schenkel, 

the aAAoq ’IqcroGq is supposed to be precisely the Christus spiritualist 27 

But Paul indeed uses “Jesus” in a quite specific sense. For him Jesus 

is the Xpioroq koctcc crapra, and there must have been in Corinth such 

a teaching about this Jesus that he could appear to Paul as an aAAoq 

’IriCTouq. But this was the case if the Jesus who for Paul was one side, 

the physical side, of the Xpicrroq svaapKOg which is encountered in the 

world, was regarded in Corinth as the execrable dwelling of the 

heavenly spiritual being. Then in the apostle’s eyes Jesus is in fact 

being taught as an aAAoq ’IqcroGq.28 

26 Anyone who thinks that in Paul’s enumeration the three items are supposed 
simply to indicate completeness (Windisch, p. 327, among others, since under the 
presupposition that in II, 11:4 Judaizers are being characterized, one could not 
understand the three expressions as specific), so that in II, 11:4 the apostle meant 
to point out the whole of the perverted proclamation of his opponents, without 
reflecting on any particular content of the three parts, makes the exposition of 
the passage too easy for himself and in addition closes his mind to essential points 
of information about the nature of the Corinthian heretics. Such a simplification 
is impermissible because, as I, 12:3 and II, 4:7 ff. (see pp. 124 ff.; 163) show, 
6 'Iriaouq, like the nve0|ja (see pp. 167 ff.), was quite specifically under discus¬ 
sion, and it certainly is no accident that Paul speaks, as in Gal. 1:6, of the ETepov 
euayyeXiov (see pp. 141 ff.). 

20 We shall speak later of the “other gospel” and the “other Spirit.” 

27 Similarly Liitgert, pp. 62 ff. But then Paul would have been obliged to say, 
as elsewhere, “Christ,” without any condition. 

28 R. Bultmann ([1], p. 25) writes: “That these gnosticizing Christ apostles are 
proclaiming an dXXoq ' I ncjouq (11:4) is explained from the correlative relationship 
between gospel and apostolate. If Paul’s apostolate is wrongly understood, then an¬ 
other, a false, Jesus is also proclaimed; for Jesus is rightly understood only when one 
sees that his £«f| is realized in SccvccToq (4:7 ff.), his Suvapiq in aaBeveia.” The 
basic thought in this argument is certainly correct, but it contributes nothing to 
the explanation of 11:4. For it is impossible that the Corinthians were prompted by 
the mention in 11:4 of the “other Jesus” to reason things out as above, and then 
from this to recognize that a false Jesus was actually being proclaimed among them, 
especially if at the same time they held the false view of the apostolate to be the 
correct one. It must have been clear at once to the Corinthians that another Jesus, 
another gospel, and another Spirit were being proclaimed in Corinth. At any rate 
Paul assumes this as self-evident. But then it is true, conversely, that from the 
preaching of another Jesus a false understanding of the apostolate necessarily had 

to develop, namely from the elimination of the doGeveia and the 0&vccto<; ’IricroO the 

exclusive assertion of the Suvaptq and the £cof) of the apostle. And this was actually 
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It follows then that at the time of the sorrowful epistle Paul has 

heard of the proclaiming of the Gnostic interpretation of Jesus in 

Corinth and mentions it first in the enumeration of the Gnostic 

heresies. This shows that the Gnostic Christology must also have been 

discussed in Corinth ev voT. For if one notes that “Jesus” is not simply 

= Christ, but = Christ kata sarka, any other explanation of the aAAoq 

MqcroGq can hardly be offered. Even with the false assumption that by 

the “Jesus” in 11:4 the Christus ensarkos in general or even only the 

Christus spiritualis is to be understood, up to the present the effort to 

characterize the special nature of the “other Jesus” has not been suc¬ 

cessful; for indeed it is not to be overlooked that wherever Paul comes 

to speak of the belief in Christ of his opponents, he does not utter a 

polemic against that belief, but emphatically claims precisely the same 

as his own. One may compare from the same epistle II, 10:7; 11:23; 

and 13:3 ff. In the preaching of Christ, i.e. of the Xpicrroq kotcc TrveOpa, 

Paul obviously sensed no divisive difference. Whether he was correct 

in this remains to be seen. 

It is difficult to say to what extent Paul had penetrated into the 

actual understanding of Gnostic Christology with its rejection of the 

man Jesus when he engaged in his polemic against the “other Jesus.” 

At any rate he had not yet seen through it at the time of Epistle B, 

since otherwise in I, 12:3 he would not have been satisfied with the 

basically very banal answer to the question of the Corinthians, which 

of course was equally banally understood. A glance at II, 4:5-15 can 

show that later he was somewhat better informed. This section now 

would require precise investigation. In it are found the six passages not 

yet considered from the total of nine in which Paul uses the name 

“Jesus” alone in original language! This is certainly no accident but 

is grounded in the polemical aim of these verses. Of course it is pos¬ 

sible to prove this in detail only when the anthropology of the Co¬ 

rinthian schismatics is recognized, since in the section in question the 

reference to the Xpioroq Kara crapKa is only the other side of the 

polemical statements of Paul about the c£co avBpcoTroq, that is, the 

dvBpcoiToq kcctoc crdpKa. 

3. The Cross 

Therefore we pass over at once to a new problem which is closely 

connected with the preceding. The rejection of the fleshly exterior of 

the Xpicrroq evcrapKoq necessarily signifies the rejection of the oraupoq 

as a fact of salvation-history. The two cannot be separated and were 

never separated in Gnosticism. So far as the Gnostics held to a theologi- 

Paul’s opinion, as II, 13:4 shows. Thus Christology determines the understand¬ 
ing of the apostolate as well as of the Pauline theology in general, not vice versa. 
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cal significance of the cross,29 an anathema was never aimed at the man 

Jesus—no matter how thoroughgoing the dualism was. Conversely, a 

disdain for his passion always ran parallel to the rejection of the man 

Jesus. In this connection I refer again to I John, where the polemic 

has preserved for us reports which are among the earliest that we 

possess about Christian Gnosticism. This polemic is directed not only 

against the rejection of the Xptcrroq Korra aapKcc but also against the 

depreciation of his cross and suffering: ouToq ecttiv 6 eABcov 5i’ uSorroq kou 

aTpaToq, ’ Ir|cro0q Xpicrroq. ouk ev Tcp uSocti povov, aAA’ ev Tcp u8an kou 

ev rep aTpcxTi (I John 5:6); that is, that Christ not only was connected 

with Jesus in baptism but also suffered in flesh and blood. The opposite 

view was held by Gnostics who, like Cerinthus, taught that “at the 

end Christ left Jesus. Jesus suffered; Christ was impassible, since he 

was the Pneuma of the Lord’’ (Hipp. X, 21 = Iren. I, 26.1). Polycarp 

in his letter to the Philippians offers another clear documentation of 

the common rejection of the incarnation and the cross. There, follow¬ 

ing I John 4:2-3, it is said: “Anyone who does not confess that Jesus 

Christ has come in the flesh is an antichrist, and whoever does not 

confess the testimony of the cross is of the devil” (7.1). The following 

words also show that this is a polemic against the Gnostics: “And who¬ 

ever twists the words of the Lord according to his own desires and 

asserts that there is neither resurrection nor judgment, he is the first¬ 

born of Satan.” If in the Corinthian epistles Paul is addressing himself 

to a Christology of the kind which is familiar to us from the anti- 

Gnostic polemic of I John and of Polycarp, among other places, then 

for his opponents who utter the avd0£pa Mpaouq the proclamation of 

the crucified Christ must have been offensive. And it was offensive to 

them. The most comprehensive individual polemic of the apostle in 

the two canonical Corinthian epistles is directed against the emptying 

of the CTTaupoq Xpicrrou. We are speaking of the section I, 1:17-2:5, 

which is among the most important pieces of Pauline literature in 

general. The polemical intention of these theological propositions be¬ 

comes visible already in the fact that Paul does not proclaim the 

Aoyoq tou crraupoG simply as the message of salvation, but this stress¬ 

ing of the cross is connected with an explicit rejection of earthly wis¬ 

dom as a way to salvation. Moreover, Paul in no way gives a more 

specific exposition of the word of the cross. He rather presupposes a 

knowledge of it. Therefore he is concerned with proving to the Co¬ 

rinthians that and why just this word which he has proclaimed to them 

29 There were such Gnostics in peculiar proximity to the Great Church from 
the beginning on (cf. pp. 67-68; 299) . According to Iren. I, 6.2 the Valentinians 
teach that the death of Christ has significance for the Psychics, while the Pneu¬ 
matics have no need of it. 
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and which is familiar to them is God’s power eiq acoTrjpiccv, but not the 

Sophia which some are most recently preaching to them as the true 
gospel. 130 

The apostle’s statements on this theme begin very abruptly in I, 1:17. 131 

The connection with what precedes is purely external. The actual con¬ 

nection with the preceding consists in the fact that in both passages 

Paul is censuring grievances in Corinth. He was conscious of the fact 

that with the statements about wisdom and the cross as foolishness 

he was speaking about the motive behind the previously treated con¬ 

flicts in Corinth. Therefore in 3:3 he can again take up the earlier 

theme, once again of course with a very superficial transition which 

does not make clear the actual connection between the two themes. 

This is explained by the imperfect knowledge of the situation in 

Corinth which compels Paul to be cautious in writing. The material 

concern of the apostle nevertheless comes fully into play. In I, 1:17 it 

is almost thematically set forth. Paul proclaims the good news ouk ev 

erotic? Aoyou, Tva pur) K£vco0rj 6 crraupoq tou Xpicrrou. The passage in 2:1-2 

fully corresponds to this: Kaycb eA0uv Trpoq upaq, a5£A<|>oi, fjA0ov ou Ka0’ 

uiTEpoxnv Aoyou r) cro<|>laq koctccyyeAAgov uplv to papTupiov tou 0eoG. ou 

yap £Kpivcc ti eiSevou ev upTv e! pi) ’IriaoGv Xpicnrdv Kai toGtov eoTaupco- 

p£vov, only that here in addition the prefixed Kocyco makes clear the 

polemical aim of the whole set of statements against those who, eA- 

0ovTEq ciq Kopiv0ov, do the opposite. These indeed also preach Christ, 

but not as the crucified one. The word of the cross is foolishness to 

them (1:18). This is consistent with their rejection of the Christ Korra 

crapKoc. As a Gnostic example one may compare also the classic passage 132 

from Irenaeus’ report about Basilides (I, 24.4): “Et non oportere 

confiteri eum, qui sit crucifixus, sed eum qui in hominis forma venerit, 

et putatus sit crucifixus, . . . uti per dispositionem hanc opera mundi 

fabricatorum dissolveret. Si quis igitur, ait, confitetur crucifixum, 

adhuc hie servus est et sub potestate eorum qui corpora fecerunt; qui 

autem negaverit, liberatus est quidem ab iis, cognoscit autem disposi- 

tionem innati Patris.” This passage, which makes it clear wherein the 

foolishness of the cross of which Paul speaks consists for the Gnostics, 

also points to the cosmic background of the Gnostic Christology which 

will occupy us further in the course of the work. Instead of the cross 

the Corinthians know a wisdom which according to Paul’s understand¬ 

ing has nothing more in common with the ctocJhoc 0eoG incarnate in 

Jesus Christ. He regards it as a wisdom of this world and of its demonic 

rulers (I, 2:6). This accounts for the apostle’s heavy emphasis that 

among the Corinthians he has proclaimed only Jesus Christ, and him 

precisely—and this is Paul’s wisdom—as the crucified one. 

Some in Corinth were putting in the place of the cross a doctrine of 
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133 wisdom; they were not preaching the crucified Christ merely with 

special Sophia. Otherwise Paul would not have been able to say that 

to the others the cross was foolishness. Furthermore, he then would 

have been obliged to say that he had not proclaimed the cross kcc9’ 

uTrepoxnv Aoyou q cropiag, but in more seemly fashion, while he still 

places value on the affirmation that with him the proclamation of the 

134 cross occupies the place of the words of wisdom (I, 2:2). It is not un¬ 

interesting that in his letter to the Ephesians Ignatius quotes I, 1:20 ff., 

in part verbatim, when he conducts a polemic against the Gnostics 

(Ign. Epli. 18-19). He may have had the battlefront of I, 1 correctly 

identified.30 

The Christology of the Corinthian schismatics thus shows itself 

upon closer examination to have been genuinely Gnostic. Jesus Christ 

is bluntly regarded dualistically. While people appeal with emphasis 

to Christ (e.g., in II, 10:7; 13:3), they are not interested in the man 

Jesus and can even curse him while in ecstasy. Thus however the saving 

significance of the cross also automatically comes to naught, “the cross 

is emptied” (I, 1:17) and replaced by a wisdom the nature of which 

135 we must now investigate. All in all, the picture emerges of a pure 

136 “Christian” Gnosis which has not yet been influenced by “ecclesiasti¬ 

cal” Christianity. What significance the appeal to Christ has for this 

Gnosis can, for reasons yet to be set forth, be shown only in the investi¬ 

gation of the Gnostic anthropology; for the Gnosticism in Corinth— 

this much may be asserted here—does not know Christ as a heavenly 

137 redeemer figure. 

Of course this is contradicted decisively by the detailed investigation under¬ 
taken by U. Wilckens [1] of the concept cropioc in I, 1-2. According to him, in 
Corinth crop t a was a designation for the heavenly redeemer Christ. Wilckens 
correctly explains the fact that I have treated the section I, 1:17-3:3 more 
briefly than did he by the fact I have “not recognized the christological mean¬ 
ing of the concept ‘Sophia’” (p. 213). Nevertheless I still am unable even 
now to recognize it. 

At any rate no basis is offered for Wilckens’ far-reaching thesis by the fol¬ 
lowing sentence (on 1:18 ff.): "Where (sic! When? While?) Paul so pointedly 
places the proclamation of the Xpicrroq caTaupcopEvoq in opposition to the 
Sophia proclaimed in Corinth, there Sophia must have been a christological 
title of the exalted Christ” (p. 68). But in opposition to the cropia Paul places, 
in I, 1:18, the “word of the cross/’ in 1:21 “the foolishness of preaching/’ in 
1:23 the “foolishness of the crucified Christ.” By these concepts the cropta of 
the Corinthians is clearly defined as an impersonal concept. Moreover, the 
paralleling of crnpeTa and cropia in 1:22 rules out the personal interpretation 
of aopia. 

80 Cf. Ign. Magn. 9.1: Trail. 9-10. 
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Nevertheless Wilckens attempts to prove his thesis explicitly on the basis of 

I, 2:6 ff.: in vss. 6 ff. aotjua signifies the eschatological blessing of salvation 

which God has prepared for the righteous. “This clearly follows from the 

text.31 In 2:7 ‘wisdom’ is proclaimed as a hidden mystery, as which God has 

predestined it for the glory of the perfect” ([1], p. 70). The archons of this 

world have not recognized this wisdom. For if they had recognized it, they 

would not have crucified the Lord of glory. “How are we to understand the 

relationship of 0eou aocfia and Kuptoq Tqq 6o§rjq here? If here a distinction were 

to be made between wisdom as a heavenly blessing of salvation in the sense 

of apocalyptic theology and the crucified Christ the argument in 2:8 would 

be simply incomprehensible both in the context and especially religio-his- 

torically. The sentence takes on meaning only under the presupposition that 

0eoO ao(j>ia and kuptoq -rfiq 66£nq mean the same thing, but that is to say, if 

from 2:6 on 0eou aocpia is to be understood as a designation of Christ. 0eou 

CTocfua is here a christological predicate and denotes nothing other than the 

person of the xupioq Tqq So£r|q himself” (p. 71). 

This argument—so far as I have understood it correctly—in no way proves 

what is desired. First, the interpretation would not be possible at all if the 

crocpia in 2:6 ff. actually is the “heavenly blessing of salvation.” For this bless¬ 

ing of salvation is, as the passage cited by Wilckens ([1], p. 66, n. 5) shows (cf. 

also TWNT VII: 488-89; 504), precisely the perfect wisdom itself, in which 

the perfected righteous ones some day will participate, but never the 

Messiah.32 

Nevertheless in 2:6 ff. we have to do with a presently revealed and bestowed 

wisdom. Thus in any case aotpfa denotes a part or parts of the divine plan of 

salvation, as exegetes heretofore have with great unanimity explained on 

the basis of the late Jewish parallels, and 2:8 shows that this divine plan of 

salvation culminates in the cross of Christ. If the archons had known the 

plan of God’s hidden wisdom which is completed in the event of the cruci¬ 

fixion, Paul thinks, they naturally would not have crucified the Lord of glory. 

This logic is unmistakable and neither “in the context” nor “religio-histori- 

cally” is it “simply incomprehensible.” To the extent that we are recipients of 

a gift through the fulfillment of God’s plan of salvation (2:12), the oocpia 

which is actualized in such a gift is of course also a blessing of salvation, but 

naturally not the heavenly blessing of salvation of wisdom in the sense of 

Jewish apocalyptic. 

Moreover the equation oocpla = celestial Christ in 2:6 ff. is already ruled 

out because the wisdom of which Paul speaks in 2:6 ff. is proclaimed by him 

only to the perfect.33 But the Corinthians are still vrpnoi; he has not yet been 

able to speak to them the ootfla of 2:6 ff. He cannot even do it now (3:2). 

But it cannot be that Paul means to say that he has not yet been able to 

31 How so? 
32 It is utterly unlikely that the abstract entity of the eschatological salvific bless¬ 

ing "perfect wisdom” has anything at all to do with the equation Christ = Sophia 
(thus U. Wilckens, [1], p. 73). Much more likely is the connection of this equation 
with the hypostatized wisdom of late Judaism which is sent to men; thus also, cor¬ 

rectly, U. Wilckens, [1], pp. 205 fE. 
33 Not “the perfect proclaim wisdom,” as U. Wilckens, [1], p. 71, quotes it. 
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proclaim Christ to the Corinthians! Thus in 2:8 ooepia cannot be = Christ,34 

as is the case in the fine saying in Ign. Eph. 17.2: “AocPovtec; 0eoO yvwcnv, o 

ecttiv ’Irioouq XpioToq.” Finally, it is also inconceivable that in I, 1:17—3:3 

Paul alternates between cro<t>ia in a general sense and oxxpia as a proper name 

for Christ without any indication of the intended sense at a given point, as 

Wilckens’ argument assumes. In I, 1:30 Paul had just explicitly described the 

relation of Christ and wisdom: “Christ Jesus, who has become to us wisdom 

front God and righteousness and sanctification and redemption.” This descrip¬ 

tion excludes any thought of a Christ-Wisdom myth. It is not possible that 

Paul then in 2:6 can be using cro<t>!a as a title of Christ when he writes, “But 

we speak wisdom among the perfect . . . 

A somewhat different arrangement is found in the argument with which 

Wilckens attempts to establish his thesis in [2], pp. 93-94. Here he starts out 

from the fact that Paul develops the descensus conception in 2:8-9 in direct 

reference to the Gnostic theology in Corinth. To be sure, while that would 

not prove the equation ao<j>ia = Xpiaroq, it would prove the existence of a 

Christ-redeemer myth in Corinth. Nevertheless the apostle is quite familiar 

with the descensus conception, as is shown for example in II, 8:9 and Phil. 

2:5 ff., and there is nothing to require the assumption that in I, 2:8-9 Paul is 

appropriating an argument of the Corinthian Gnostics. Indeed this assump¬ 

tion is moreover unlikely because with it Paul would be conceding to the 

Corinthians that they fully possessed the true wisdom of the cross of Christ 

in contrast to the archons. But precisely this is what he decisively contested 

with them, and even in the argument of 2:6-16 there is contained the charge 

against the Corinthian false teachers that their purported wisdom is nothing 

other than that worldly wisdom with which the archons of this world have 

crucified Christ because they did not comprehend God’s ctocjmoc. Wilckens offers 

a brief argument in behalf of his thesis a third time in TWNT VII: 520. In 

2:6 Paul is purported to say that he spoke in pneumatic discourse of a wisdom 

of God, namely the eschatological blessing of salvation, which is reserved in 

heaven by God for our glorification. This wisdom, Wilckens now says some¬ 

what more cautiously, is “apparently” identical with the “Lord of Glory.” But 

apart from the fact that the “Lord of Glory” is not reserved in heaven as our 

blessing of salvation but is proclaimed as the crucified one—the cross is the 

mystery which has been determined beforehand for our glory, and which re¬ 

mained hidden from the archons—in 1:6-7 Paul does not say that he is 

speaking of a wisdom, as Wilckens amends the text in order to make possible 

the equation Wisdom = Christ, but he says in good Gnostic terminology 

that he (too) is speaking wisdom, i.e., is a “Gnostic.” 

While Wilckens attempts from I, 2:6 ff. to show the Corinthian Gnostics as 

representatives of a Sophia-Christ-redeemer myth, E. Brandenburger (pp. 

68 ff.) seeks to prove from I Cor. 15 that the heretics in Corinth knew Christ 

as redeemer in the form of the second Adam-Anthropos. According to 

Brandenburger, in I, 15 Paul is not concerned with the resurrection as such, 

but only with the futurity of the resurrection, which is denied in Corinth. 

34 U. Wilckens, [1], unfortunately, breaks off his interpretation with 2:16! 
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Under this presupposition “one can assume” (p. 72) that with the correspond¬ 

ing idea of Adam-Christ in 15:21-22 Paul is appealing to the views of his 

opponents and is turning their own ideas against them: through the second 

Adam, Christ, we shall be raised. 

Now those in Corinth who denied the resurrection in fact did not venture 

to deny any hope of the future but only the futurity of the resurrection. 

Nevertheless Paul’s argument in I, 15 as a whole and individual verses such 

as 12, 19, and 32 leave no doubt at all that Paul sees in his opponents people 

who deny any expectation of the future (see below, p. 155). Then, however, 

Brandenburger’s argument on 15:21-22, which indeed even apart from this 

strikes me as quite arbitrary, collapses; for I would not know what occasion 

the text gives for the assertion that in this passage Paul is adopting concep¬ 

tions which were employed in Corinth. 

Brandenburger further bases his thesis on 15:45 ff. The conclusiveness of 

the procedure of proof in this verse, that is, that there is a second, pneumatic 

Adam because there was the first, the psychical Adam, is supposed to depend 

on the knowledge in Corinth of tire contrast between i|)uxn and ■nveuija, and 

this is also said to be shown by the undoubtedly polemical vs. 46. Of course! 

But even so, nothing is said thereby about a doctrine held in Corinth of the 

pneumatic Anthropos-redeemer Christ! The neuter to •trveuircnTKov cannot 

possibly be completed with av0pwTroq, and if one wishes to do it anyway, 

Christ as redeemer cannot be meant by the irpcoTOc; irveuiiaTiKoq avSpcoTroq; for 

the position of the Gnostics in Corinth refuted in vs. 46 places the pneumatic 

ahead of the psychical. The eschatological redeemer, however, cannot appear 

before the psychical person whom he redeems. Rather the outlook which is 

criticized in vs. 46 says that the pneumatic substance of man is earlier than 

his physical body, that is, that man is in essence Pneuma; over against this 

Paul puts the pneumatic element in the figure of Christ in the second place, 

in order to make it clear that man, who is in essence crdp£, first finds the way 

to life by means of redemption. In Gnosticism the first man is always the 

upper man as distinguished from the second man as the earthly man or as the 

earthly husk of the “first” man. The first man corresponds to the ectco dvOpcouoq, 

the second to the e£co dvOpcoiroq. In Gnosticism there never occurs a redeemer 

myth in which the redeemer is presented as the first man. This is shown 

precisely by the evidence adduced by Brandenburger (pp. 77 ff.), and his 

statements on pp. 155 ff. are not able to overshadow this set of facts. The 

attempt, made as a kind of hint, to understand the TTpwToq-ECTxocTOc; “appar¬ 

ently also” qualitatively (p. 75) is a poor effort to deal with an embarrassing 

problem. Gnosticism understands the pair of concepts “first man”—“second 

man” anthropologically. Thus it is not possible to deduce from I, 15 an 

Anthropos-redeemer myth represented in Corinth and referring to Christ. 

III. The Corinthian Gnosis as Gospel 

Paul’s polemic at the beginning of I Cor. tells us positively nothing 

about the content of the wisdom being proclaimed in Corinth. In fact, 

at first glance one could even doubt whether with this wisdom Paul is 
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thinking at all of a specific knowledge or a definite kerygma. ouk i\> 

crocjMqt Aoyou (I, 1:17) probably does mean “not in wise discourse.” 

Similarly, in 2:4 it becomes clear that Paul fears that the Corinthians 

will let themselves be won by the oratorical cleverness of the new 

teachers, which Paul can—and will—oppose only with preaching in 

fear and trembling, so that faith may rest, not upon human wisdom, 

but upon the power of God. Thus Paul sets himself against the rhetori¬ 

cally elaborated eloquence which the Hellenist treasured in the highest 

measure and regarded as a necessary precondition for any genuine 

education. Perhaps some in Corinth had denied, not altogether incor¬ 

rectly, that the apostle had this education. Of course the charge which 

Paul takes up with his admission that he is an tSicoTqq Aoycp (II, 

11:6) hardly refers to a lack of schooling in oratory, but concerns the 

fact reproved by his opponents, that he represented a “theology of the 

Word” instead of defending his apostolic activity essentially with 

pneumatic-ecstatic displays (see p. 177). And the Corinthian judg¬ 

ment on the Pauline epistles, that they are weighty and impressive 

(II, 10:10), makes us doubt even more that people in Corinth were 

critically occupied with Paul’s language style and formal rhetoric (see 

pp. 176-77). Thus it must be acknowledged as likely that in I, 1:17 ff. 

Paul is conducting a polemic against discourse ev cro$iqc Xoyou on his 

own part and at his own initiative. Cf. G. Friedrich in O. Michel, p. 

182. 
However, it becomes clear in the entire section that when Paul re¬ 

jects this wisdom, he means not only the form of the matter but its 

content as well. In 2:1 the two stand side by side: Xoyoq and cro$ia, 

and the aotyoc;, the ypaqqaTEuq and au£r)Tr|Tr|c; of 1:20 are not first of 

all brilliant orators but representatives of a quite definite wisdom, for 

Paul a wisdom of this world, to which he counters not with a foolish 

oratory but with the foolishness of the cross. They must have given 

expression in elaborate discourse to their own theology with the same 

determination with which the teachers of wisdom set themselves against 

certain theological teachings of Paul. Thus the apostle is engaged 

in a polemic against the wisdom in form and content of the conflicting 

proclamation. It is possible that some in Corinth were employing a 

polished form of speech. The question, however, is whether the Co¬ 

rinthian opponents would agree that their preaching was a aocpia koc9’ 

uTrepoxnv, or whether this expression is not rather to be explained in 

terms of Paul’s polemic, which then of course would cause the neces¬ 

sary objectivity to vanish. 

Now I, 3:18, el Tiq SokeT aocpdq eTvat, lets us see that in Corinth some 

actually held themselves to be wise, and the entire section 2:6-3:3 is 

explained only if Paul here is defending himself against the charge that 
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in Corinth he had neglected the necessary preaching of coquet (cf. also 

II, 10:4-5). Thus the content of the Corinthian preaching was in some 

way a doctrine of knowledge, so that on the basis of wisdom in form 

and content some actually felt superior to the preaching of Paul. Paul 

sets himself against this content when in his polemic he affirms that he 

wished in Corinth to know nothing but Jesus Christ and him crucified. 

Apparently people in Corinth were stressing a knowledge the content 
of which was not the cross. 

Of course in Corinth not only coquet but above all yvcociq was used 

as a terminus technicus for this preaching. This is seen in I, 8:1, where 

in the formulations Paul surely refers to the expressions in the con¬ 

gregation’s letter. In view of the fact that in the preceding letter (I, 

10:14-22) Paul had forbidden participation in pagan cultic meals, the 

question now is whether then the eating of meat sacrificed to idols, 

which is sold in the markets everywhere, is objectionable, a judgment 

that was disputed by the new teachers with the statement that “TrdvTeq 

yvcocnv ex°9£v-” Striking and instructive in this statement is the fact 

that yvcocnq appears without the article. “It is not simply definite 

knowledge with respect to the siScoAa that is meant, but something 

general; they feel themselves to be people for whom ‘knowledge’ is 

characteristic” (J. Weiss, p. 214). That expresses the attitude which 

stands behind this “Gnosis” appropriately, even though undoubtedly 

in the present case the concept must be especially referred to the knowl¬ 

edge of the reasons which allow the eating of meat sacrificed to idols. 

But I, 13:8 ff. also shows that essentially more is meant thereby. As in 

I, 1 Paul sets in opposition to the Aoyoq toG CTCtupou the Aoyoq Trjq 

coquotq, so here he confronts faith, hope, and love with Gnosis. Ac¬ 

tually the two contrasts are essentially the same. Thus Gnosis is the 

content of the new preaching in Corinth; for it cannot very well be dis¬ 

puted that the section I, 13:8 if. is polemical. It is just as polemical as 

the whole of chaps. 12-14, which take a position against too high an 

estimation of certain spiritual gifts. Paul points to the imperfect and 

incomplete character of these gifts in time and to their ending with 

the end of time. He does this in order to contrast them with faith, 

hope, and love, i.e., the acceptance of the word of the cross, as the 

perfect, permanent, and certain, and thus to show the Corinthians a 

o5oq koc0’ u7T£p(3oAriv. The distinctive thing therein is just this, that 

Paul labels all the individual features of the Corinthian theology with 

the overarching concept of “Gnosis.” It is not accidental that he con¬ 

cludes the discussion of the spiritual gifts with the reference to it (cf. 

p. 95, n. 23). As also later in II, 11:6 (see below) he is aware that 

"Gnosis” is the essence of the Corinthian proclamation or the central 
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spiritual gift.35 Thus in Corinth we actually have to do with “Gnos¬ 

tics.’' 
When in I, 1, in the fundamental discussion Paul says croquet instead 

of yvtbcnq, this is probably to be accounted for above all by the fact 

that here he intends to deal with content and form of the heretical 

preaching in the broadest scope, and for this purpose the word yvwcriq 

is not suited, because as a terminus technicus it has a distinct meaning. 

Paul himself presupposes such a technical sense for this expression in 

I, 12:8, 14:6, and even 13:8, even though one can with justification 

doubt that he personally made exact distinctions between the Aoyoq 

croquaq, the Aoyoq yvcocrecoq, and the Aoyoq SiScrxnq. Paul also still ap¬ 

pears not at all to have recognized the special peculiarity of the Co¬ 

rinthian Gnosis precisely as “Gnosticism.” In I, 1 he is polemicizing 

against it as against a special instance of the Greek preaching of wis¬ 

dom in general, and in that case aoqucc is naturally much more appro¬ 

priate than yvcbcnq as a label for that teaching.36 

Reitzenstein37 has in passing concretized the thesis that in I, 13:8-13 

Paul takes up polemically the term yvcbcnq which is used in Corinth; 

he says that in Corinth some were using a fixed formula, “Trioriq, 

yvcbcnq, dyd-nr|, eAiriq.” The apostle has become acquainted with this 

formula. He has eliminated “yvcbcnq” and in vss. 8 ff. has justified the 

elimination, and on the other hand has adopted the shortened formula, 

“tncrriq, dyd-nr), cAnnq,” as that which truly abides. This interpretation 

has the advantage that thus the thoroughly non-Pauline conception38 

that Tnoriq and eAu-iq are eternal (cf. Rom. 8:21 ff.; II, 5:7) can be 

accounted for, in terms of the external compulsion to adopt in the 

polemic a formula already at hand. Lietzmann39 and others therefore 

have also followed Reitzenstein’s explanation. 

Arguing against this thesis is the fact that Paul uses the same fixed 

formula already in I Thess. 1:3 and 5:8 (cf. Col. 1:4-5) ; thus it was 

already familiar to him in the abbreviated form when he had not yet 

collided with Gnosticism and when he still had no occasion for the 

elimination of yvcbcnq (cf. I, 1:5; 12:8; 14:6, et passim) A0 Besides, 

85 Cf. Reitzenstein, [1] (3rd ed.), pp. 384-85. 

86 Cf. Col. 2:8, where <t>iXoaoq>ioc clearly stands for yvcocriq. See G. Bornkamm in 
Das Ende des Gesetzes (1952), p. 143. 

37 [1], p. 383. Cf. H. Jonas, [2], pp. 45 ff. 

38 One could perhaps attempt to prove that according to Pauline views the open¬ 
ness of Christian existence which is expressed in “faith” and “hope” remains even 
in the consummation. But this would not affect the statement that the concepts 
TTtCTTiq and dX-rriq in Paul particularly and only denote the openness of the earthly 
existence of man. 

39 An die Korinther, pp. 67-68; the bibliography there also; cf. R. Bultmann, 
TDNT I: 710, n. 78. 

40 Of course this argument would be greatly weakened if I Thess. was not written 
until during the so-called third missionary journey (and then close to Epistle B 
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among the many diverse formulas which doubtless existed already 

early in Hellenism, Reitzenstein has not certainly proved the stereo¬ 

typed combination “Tncrriq, yvwcrtq, dy&rrri, eA-rriq” which is assumed 

especially in Corinth. His sources moreover are quite late, though 

undoubtedly not directly dependent upon Paul. Finally, nowhere else 

in the Corinthian correspondence do Trioriq and ocyomr) appear in the 

mouths of the Corinthians.41 Anyone who thinks with me therefore 

that pevei does not have to be translated, as a strict temporal antith¬ 

esis to the quite far removed (cf. TDNT IV: 575) Trhrrei, KOCTOcpyri- 

GfjaovTou, and -rrauaovTai, by the words "remains forever,”42 but wants 

to interpret it (as a solemn conclusion to all the statements ucpi twv 

nveupocTiKcov, cf. p. 95, n. 23) in close conjunction with the preceding 

verses; in material contrast to all that is partial, imperfect, and tran¬ 

sient, which does not and cannot deserve our trust, there remain to us, 

as the reliable 66oq koc0’ u-n-£p|3oAfjv for here and now, faith, hope, and 

love, which cannot cease because, oriented to what is imperishable, 

they bestow on us imperishability (cf. Rom. 1:175; 5:5) 43—one who 

agrees with this will not agree with Reitzenstein’s ingenious combina¬ 

tion. I leave the question open, since the concept “yvcoaiq” in the 

mouth of the Corinthians in one way or another is assured. 

Finally, II, 11:4-6 should be considered. The sequence of thought 

may be summarized as follows: "You are pleased when people pro¬ 

claim to you another Jesus, another Spirit, and another gospel than 

I have preached to you. But you must then listen to me also, for with 

respect to Gnosis I am not inferior to these apostles.” It is evident that 

the yvoocnq in vs. 6 is the governing concept of the kerygma of the 

other Jesus, the other Spirit, and the other gospel. With the polemical 

arrangement of the entire passage, however, it cannot be doubted that 

with "Gnosis” Paul also takes up the expression which was used in 

this connection in Corinth. That proves once more that Gnosis is for 

the Corinthian schismatics the central expression for their proclama¬ 

tion. 

It is uncertain whether we may support this statement with a refer¬ 

ence to I, 15:34. Nevertheless it is not ruled out that here, in view 

in point of time), which appears more and more likely to me. Cf. now Vol. 2, pp. 

132 ff. 
41 Pure Gnosticism also excludes the concepts tticttk; and dX-rrlq, since it puts 

knowledge in the place of faith, and £foucna or £Xeu0ep1oc in place of hope. And it 
is still questionable whether dyd-nri is possible on the lips of libertine Gnostics. 

42 We must not overlook that in 13:13 Paul expressly maintains the special posi¬ 
tion of dyccnri, which ouSettote ttIittei, over against tticttk; and dXirlq, perhaps be¬ 
cause he sees the greatness of dyd-nr] precisely in the ou8ettote ttitttei, which does 
not hold true in such temporal definiteness for tticttu; and dX-rriq. 

43 Paul would thus be thinking only of the existential significance of faith and 
hope, which in contrast to dydirn in their very structure naturally are not eternal. 

142 
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of those who glory in their yvcoaiq 0eoG, Paul deliberately affirms: 
dyvcocnav yap 0eou Tivcq eyouaiv. The same could also hold true for 
II, 10:5, where Paul is polemicizing against rrav utpcopa ^traipopevov 
kotoc Trjq yvcoaecoq toG 0eoG.44 

What kind of Gnosis was being preached in Corinth? 

“Gnosis" as terminus technicus is found not only in Hellenism, but 
also in the Old Testament. The decisive difference45 in the meaning 
of Gnosis in these two comprehensive religious spheres becomes clear 
when one compares Poimandres I, 3, “pa0eTv 0eAco tcc ovTa teat vorjaai 
Trjv toutgov cfiuaiv xai yvcovai tov 0eov,” with Hos. 6:6, TlVQn “ion 

JTi^yD DTl^N Dim mt.” For the Hellenists the yvcoaiq 0eoG is the under¬ 
standing of the being of God, for the Jews the knowledge of the will 
of God. Correspondingly, there the yvcoaiq dv0pcoTrou is the understand¬ 
ing of human existence (Corp. Herm. 11:21: o!Sa Tiq rj|ar|v . . . oT6a Tiq 
ecropai), here the understanding of human obligation. There is no 
need to question that in Corinth people spoke of Gnosis in the Hellen¬ 
istic sense. Precisely from the perspective of the Aoyoq toG oraupoG, 
which as God’s eschatological word in judgment and grace is the 
highest expression of the divine will, Paul polemicizes against the 
wisdom of the Corinthians, which is perfect in itself. And just so he 
places faith, hope, and love as the obedient response of man to God’s 
word in Jesus Christ over against Gnosis, which is not understood as 
promise and demand but as assured telos. Finally, in I, 8:1 ff. there is 
a polemic expressis verbis against the unbiblical yvcoaiq, which is lack¬ 
ing in dydirri, since it does not seek to awaken and order the will of 
man, but through knowledge excuses man from all responsible willing. 

Now there existed in the Hellenistic area a whole series of religious 
phenomena in which the concept “Gnosis” was an essential terminus of 

religious language. Unfortunately we do not yet have a somewhat ex¬ 
haustive investigation of the origin and distribution of this concept. 
The existing studies (the literature in TDNT I: 689) are in part 
highly one-sided and therefore to be used in their conclusions with 
caution. Thus it appears to me to have been most unfortunate and 
confusing when Reitzenstein46 makes precisely the Corpus Hermeticum 

the basis for his investigation of the expression “Gnosis.” In this late 
collection of Hellenistic writings there is a blend of so many influences 

of various kinds that from this very source one is constantly compelled 

44 We must also ask whether the d-myivcooKEiv in I, 14:37 and the polemical 
“ei Se nq dyvoc?, dyvoerreu” in the following verse were not consciously written in 
view of the Corinthian Gnostics. 

46 On this in details and on the following in general, cf. R. Bultmann in TDNT 
I: 689-719, art. “Gnosis.” 

43 [1] (1927, 3rd ed.), pp. 284 ff. 
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to raise the question of the actual origin of the individual terms. 

Reitzenstein thinks that he has found the home of the technical use 

of the word “Gnosis” in the mystery cults, in which the supra-sensory 

vision of God was thus designated. A passage from Corp. Herm. 10.5 

may serve as an example: a precondition of the vision is rest, “tote 

yap auTo oi|>£i, otocv ppSev mpi outoO c'xflq eitteIv. 1) yap yvaaiq auTou 

Kai 0£ia CTicouri ectti Kai KOCTapyicc ttocctcov tcov aia0r|a£cov.” But that this 

ecstatic vision, which indeed originally had nothing in common with 

a theoretical knowledge but was a metaphysical experience of the 

most powerful reality, a mystery which actually created avccKodvcocnq, 

real peraPoAri, and 'rraAivyEwqaia, could originally have been called 

“Gnosis” is ruled out. 

Instead, one is much nearer to the source of this conception when 

one considers the passages of the Corpus Hermeticum in which accord¬ 

ing to Reitzenstein the “mystical language is more or less strongly 

transferred into the philosophical realm” (Die hellenistischen Myste- 

rienreligionen, p. 288). A section from Corp. Herm. 11.21 may serve 

as an example: “eocv Se . . . Ei-nriq . . . , ‘ouk oTScc Tiq rjpr|v, ouk oTScc Tiq 

saopai,’ Tt aoi kou Tcp 0ecJ>; ouSev yap Suvacrai tcov koAgov Kai aya0cov, 

(fnAoCTcopaToq Kai KaKoq dov, vorjaai. r) yap teAeio KaKta to ayvoEiv to 

0eTov, to Se SuvaaOai yvcovai Kai 0£Af]aai Kai EA-rriaai 66oq eotiv Eu0£Ta 

I6ia toO aya0ou (fEpouaa Kai pptSfa.” The language of this section— 

further examples are found in Reitzenstein—is certainly not mystical. 

Also, “the conception of the mysteries” does not “everywhere shine 

through” as Reitzenstein (p. 294) thinks. But the entire section stands 

in the closest connection with myth, and indeed with genuinely Gnos¬ 

tic myth, the intent of which is to explain what God is, who we are, 

whither we are going. To possess Gnosis means nothing other than 

to know just this myth in its existential import. For this use of the 

term we have also the earliest witnesses by far, for example in the 

Test. XII (a selection of passages in TDNT I: 702, n. 59) and now 

above all in the recently discovered Dead Sea Scrolls (cf. pp. 76-77). 

In the essential elements it may be traced back without difficulty to the 

Greek usage, as it has been splendidly characterized by R. Bultmann.47 

He writes, among other things, “On the other hand, the one who sees 

really ‘has’ this reality, and is thus assured that he can control as well 

as know it ... . Hence the knowledge of what really is can be the 

supreme possibility of existence, for in it the one who knows en¬ 

counters the eternal and participates in it” (p. 692). But this means 

that the existential significance of yvcoaiq in the Greek world and of 

“Gnosis” is so much the same that the concept could without difficulty 

47 TDNT I: 689-92. 



148 Gnosticism in Corinth 

pass from that sphere to this, even though the object of knowledge 

146 was somewhat changed. 

On the other hand, the use of the concept yvwaiq in the mystery 

religions, in which it occasionally denotes the process through which 

supernatural powers are imparted in substance to man, can be ex¬ 

plained neither from these religions themselves nor from the Greek 

147 usage. Rather in the early association between mystery cults and actual 

Gnosticism, the concept yvcock; passed over, along with Gnostic con¬ 

ceptions, into the vocabulary of the mystery religions. So far as I can 

see—and precisely the passages cited by Reitzenstein can impart this 

vision to us—it is of course found there only when the primitive- 

mysterious conception of a more or less substantial event is already 

extensively spiritualized. And that is a characteristic sign that the ex¬ 

pression yvooCTiq was originally alien to the mystery cults and was never 

connected with the actual conception of the mysteries. Moreover—and 

in the present connection this is important—it was never the central 

concept in the mystery texts. It is an additional designation of the cen¬ 

tral event. 

In genuine Gnosticism the story is different. Some examples from 

the abundance of those that could be cited may document this asser¬ 

tion. Iren. I, 6:1: “Perfection will be when all that is pneumatic is 

shaped and perfected by yvcocnq, that is to say, the pneumatic men who 

have teXeioc yvwaiq, about God and Achamoth.” Iren. I, 21.4 (cf. I, 

13.6) on the Marcosians: “The perfect redemption is the knowledge 

of the ineffable greatness itself. That is to say, while defect and harm 

have come about through ignorance, through yvcocnq the entire state 

of things evoked by ignorance would be taken away, coote eTvcci Trjv 

yvwcriv daroXuTpcocnv toG ev5ov dvBpcoirou.” Hipp. Phil. V, 6.6: “apxn 

teXeicoctecoi; yvcbaiq dv0pco-rrou, 0eou Se yvcbaiq dTTr|pTio-|JEvr| teXeigoctkj.” 

Hipp. VII, 27: “According to them (the Basilideans) the good news 

is the yvcbaiq of the upper world, . . . which the great Archon did not 

148 know.” In conclusion we may cite a portion of the famous Naassene 

hymn, following the translation by Harnack: 

“Then Jesus said, “Look, O Father, 

Upon this afflicted being 

For his salvation, Father, send 

Me, that I may descend, 

and the secret of the holy way, 

Gnosis I call it, to him proclaim.” (Hipp. V, 10.) 
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In all these passages it becomes clear that deliverance, perfection, 

and redemption consist solely in Gnosis, but the Gnosis also actually 

suffices for the securing of salvation. At the same time the examples 

already show what is the actual content of this saving knowledge. The 

classic formulation of it probably is to be found in Clem. Alex., in 

Exc. ex Theod. 78.2, where the author speaks of the knowledge, “who 

we were and what we have become, whence we come and whither we 

go, whither we hasten and from what we are redeemed, what concerns 

our birth, what our rebirth” (cf. Hipp. Phil. VI, 26 = 204.8 ff.). 149 

This Gnosis—and of course Reitzenstein quite rightly recognized 

this—is not simply theoretical knowledge. Indeed, the speculative 

Gnosis which has not entered into association with mystery piety is lack¬ 

ing any conception according to which man first becomes Pneuma by 

means of Gnosis or through the 0£a 0eoO or any other technical action, 

that is, through any development in substance. For the real Gnostic 

nothing more in this sense takes place. He only becomes aware of what 

has already happened, i.e., what he himself is and for what he therefore 

is destined.48 Thus Gnosis does not bestow divine nature upon the 

Gnostic—this occurs in the mystery cults through some sort of magical 

act, for which the designation Gnosis cannot possibly have been the 

original—but it causes him to recognize his divine nature and the 150 

way to his, and that means to its, redemption.49 Therewith he, like the 

initiate in the mystery cult—and here is the point of contact for the 

transition of the set of ideas into the language of the mysteries—re¬ 

ceives the assurance of immortality. For this reason such a becoming 

aware of himself is an event of no less significance than the trans¬ 

forming vision of the initiate. For only such knowledge about himself 

liberates the Pneumatic from the fetters with which the demons had 

bound him. Only with such knowledge is the Pneuma in a position 

48 Cf. Epiph. 26.13 (see p. 56); Iren. I, 21.5 (see p. 53); Reitzenstein, [2], p. 20; 
Pistis Sophia and Books of Jeu, passim; Act. Thom. 15; Exc. ex Theod. 78; Schlier, 

[2], p. 142. 
49 Interesting in this connection is a saying of Jesus from Pap. Oxyr. 654, which 

is now found in Coptic as the second (third) saying in the Gospel of Thomas 
from Nag Hammadi. “Jesus said: If those who lead you say unto you: Behold, the 
Kingdom is in heaven, then the birds of the heaven will be before you. If they say 
unto you: It is in the sea, then the fish will be before you. But the Kingdom is 
within you, and it is outside of you. When you know yourselves, then shall you be 
known, and you shall know that you are the sons of the living Father. But if you 
do not know yourselves, then you are in poverty, and you are poverty.” (Quoted 
from the trans. by R. McL. Wilson, in Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 511.) 
Here we apparently have a Gnostic interpretation of the ambiguous and, in Gnos¬ 
ticism, favorite (cf. e.g., Hipp. V, 7.20 — 83.12; Gospel according to Mary — Hen¬ 
necke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 341; Coptic Gospel of Thomas 24; 113; cf. p. 69) 
saying of Jesus from Luke 17:21, according to which the kingdom of God “evToq 
ujjuv dcrTiv.” The salvation (“kingdom of God”) of the Gnostic rests in the Pneuma 
which is to be found in man. Therefore self-knowledge is the way to salvation. 
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to find the way to the heavenly home. One may compare with this the 

clear passage in Hipp. V, 16.1, where the Peratae say, “We alone have 

recognized the compulsion of becoming and are exactly instructed 

about the ways in which man has come into the world, and we alone 

can make our way through the destruction and come out safely.” 60 

The concept of Gnosis is at home in this realm of conceptions. Man 

is by virtue of his genesis divine. He has always been divine, and has 

not just become so through a mysterious act. The disastrous thing is 

that he is not informed as to his origin and therefore as to his nature. 

He is asleep or intoxicated.61 The demons have given him the narcotic 

potion of forgetfulness. He is redeemed out of this condition of igno¬ 

rance through knowledge, namely through knowledge of himself, 

through a self-knowledge of course which necessarily includes knowing 

about God52 and the demons by which the being of man is positively 

and negatively determined. This Gnosis however now guarantees im¬ 

mortality, which the man who is cpucrei ttveupoctikoc;62 always possessed 

in his substance and now in the possession of Gnosis can also realize. 

Therefore the soul of the Gnostic, according to Iren. I, 21.5, can say 

to the powers on its ascent: “I know myself, et scio, unde sim, et invoco 

incorruptibilem Sophiam, quae est in Patre, mater autem est matris 

vestrae, quae non habet patrem, neque conjugem masculum. Femina 

autem a femina nata efficit vos, ignorans et matrem suam, et putans 

seipsam esse solam: ego autem invoco eius matrem. As soon as the 

comrades of the Demiurge hear this, they are greatly frightened and 

recognize their root and the race of their mother. Those however enter 

into their possession and throw off their fetters” (cf. Iren. I, 6.4; II, 

4.3). Thus Gnosis is not theory but power, salvation, deliverance, free¬ 

dom; it is simply blessedness. Gnosis is gospel. Gnosis is to the Gnostic 

what Tncmq is for Paul, indeed it is more, in that EXtnq is superseded, 

and dycnrri has become unimportant.64 Anyone who possesses Gnosis is 
free (cf. Iren. I, 24.4). 

Thus the concept “Gnosis” as the central term is native and original 

in that religious movement which has always borne, and certainly with 

historical justification in the narrower sense bears, the name “Gnos- 

50 Cf. Prov. 8:14, where Gnosis speaks: “d|rf| PouXf) Kai do^dAeia, dnf| <|>p6vr|cn<;, 
dun ioxu?-” 

51 Papyrus Oxyrh. 1 (following Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 106-7): “Jesus 
says: I stood (up) in the midst of the world, and in the flesh I appeared to them 
and found all drunken, and . . . they are blind in their heart." Cf. the biblical pas¬ 
sages listed in R. Bultmann, [2], I: 174-75; further, e.g., Corp. Herm. 1.27; 7.1, 2- 

151 Od. Sol. 38.12 ff. 

02 “And anyone who has come to know himself has arrived at the good in itself 
which is above all being” (Cor. Herm. 1:19). 

63 Exc. ex Theod. 56; Clem. Alex. Strom. IV, 13.89; Iren. I, 6.1. 
64 Cf. R. Liechtenhahn, Die Offenbarung im Gnostizismus, pp. 99 fE 
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ticism.” Here and only here it is simply the theological expression. If 

therefore “Gnosis” was the central concept among the Corinthian 

Pneumatics—and after what has been said above there can hardly be 

any doubt about this—we probably may now affirm that the Corin¬ 

thian heresy involved a well-defined Christian Gnosticism. We have 

recognized not only its Christology as genuinely Gnostic, but now also 

the “Gnosis” itself. And the latter is true not only because this can be 

shown to be the concept standing at the center of the Corinthian 

theology, but most of all because the distinctive feature of the Gnosis 

in Corinth is that it takes the place of faith, hope, and love (I, 13:3), 

is “another gospel” (II, 14:4), and thus bears in itself not mere knowl¬ 

edge but salvation and redemption. This is shown above all in the 

section I, 1:17-3:3, which constantly contrasts the kerygma of the cross 

and the preaching of wisdom. Thus the latter occupies a position in 

the Corinthian preaching which the cross as saving fact occupies in 

Pauline theology.55 Paul quite correctly sensed that people in Corinth 

were proclaiming another gospel than the one he had proclaimed. It 

is very characteristic that he does not add, as he does in Gal. 1:7, “6 

ouk coriv aAAo.” In Corinth it is actually a matter of good news of re¬ 

demption, not of enslavement to a pseudo-evangelical law.56 And 

precisely this holds true in general of the yvcooig of the religion that 

is Gnostic in the narrower sense, as we have seen above. 

The following consideration also points in this direction. The inter¬ 

pretation of the section I, 2:6-3:1 ff. has always been sensed as a diffi¬ 

culty. Here there suddenly appears in Paul a doctrine of wisdom which 

—formally, at any rate—is genuinely Gnostic and against which in the 

preceding section Paul emphatically set himself to the same extent; 

for when he says that true wisdom is the crucified Christ, this is an 

expression that is not only materially but also “formally” anti-Gnostic: 

the wisdom of the cross of Christ demands the obedience of faith (I, 

1:30-31) and is valid for all men. 

In 2:6 ff., however, Paul speaks of a o-cxjua which concerns only the 

teAeioi or TrvEU|iaTiKoi and apparently consists in the communication of 

hidden truths (2:7). This is the genuinely Gnostic concept of knowl¬ 

edge. What is found in 2:6-3:1 could be the precise exposition of a 

Gnostic. This has been correctly seen by U. Wilckens ([1], pp. 52 ff., 

65 We may not expect that Paul would specifically have waged a polemic more 
frequently against the expression “Gnosis” if this judgment should be correct; for 
this concept is common to his own religious language. Hence Paul can sensibly 
object only to the content of the Corinthian Gnosis, and this is done, as the further 

course of our work will show, at every step. 

68 It seems to me uncertain whether it follows from II, 11:4 that Paul’s opponents 
in Corinth also called their message a “gospel,” as Windisch (p. 327) assumes. 
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especially p. 60; cf. G. Bornkamm in TDNT IV: 819-20). How do 

these statements come about? 

There is no question that we may understand them only in terms of 

the dispute with the teachers of wisdom in Corinth. But does it suffice 

to speak of an “approximation” of Paul to the Corinthian doctrine of 

the Pneuma, which is necessary for the sake of “a common language” 

and because above all “important elements of the Corinthian Pneuma 

doctrine are also for Paul himself incapable of surrender” (Wilckens, 

[1], p. 92) ? Certainly not! For the problem indeed lies precisely in 

the fact that Paul had long since surrendered or had never held the 

distinction between vf|TTioi and teAeioi or oocpKiKoi and -TrvEupaTiKof, as 

it occurs in 2:6 ff. as a Gnostic distinction; for to Paul all Christians are 

through faith ttveupcctikoi, even if the gifts of the Spirit are variously 

imparted. 

In 2:6 ff. Paul confesses that he has actually withheld from the Co¬ 

rinthians the cro<t>ia which consists in hidden wisdoms. We do not 

learn of what kind are these teachings of wisdom which are not im¬ 

parted. Naturally it is not a matter of the message of the “wisdom” 

153 of the cross of Christ, which Paul indeed has not withheld from the 

Corinthians, but of “mysteries,” such as Paul sets forth in Rom. 11:25 ff. 

and I, 15:51.67 Thus there is no question that the content of the aocpia 

for the teAeioi in Paul’s case was not gnostically determined. Even in 

2:6 ff. Paul omits any instructing with such “wisdoms,” which he in no 

way holds to be necessary for salvation;5^ indeed he even must omit 

this instruction, since the disunited and puffed-up Corinthians are first 

and foremost vrjuioi iv Xpiorcp (3:1). This is a typically Pauline expres¬ 

sion. While the Gnostic leads the viyrnoi by means of Gnosis to teAeico- 

aiq—for the vrj-nioq is indeed just an iSicoTqq -rrj yvcoaei—Paul regards 

the vrjTnoi as those who in their £rjAoq and their gpiq reveal a defect 

of faith. They are not yet worthy or mature enough to have “hidden 

mysteries” imparted to them. Thus the whole series of statements ends 

appropriately in a charge against the Corinthians and the state of 
affairs among them. 

To what purpose then all the statements in 2:6 ff.? The only ex¬ 

planation is that Paul must defend himself against the charge that 

he has withheld from the Corinthians the communication of aoqncx, 

67 Thus for Paul in this wisdom it is primarily a matter of knowledge of par¬ 
ticulars in God’s plan of salvation. Cf. U. Wilckens, [1], pp. 70 ff., who of course 
thinks that in 2:6-8 cro^ioc is the perfect wisdom as an eschatological blessing of 
salvation which is prepared in heaven for the righteous. But this is impossible, since 
in 2:6 ff. Paul is speaking of a cro<picc which he possesses now and also is communi¬ 
cating now. 

68 Otherwise he could not have kept it a secret in his preaching in Corinth! But 
at that time he was determined to know only of the crucified Jesus Christ (I, 2:2). 
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namely of “hidden mysteries” which God “reveals” through his 

Spirit to the Pneumatics. Thus he himself is no Pneumatic at all, they 

said, but a Sarkic, and therefore all the more of course not an apostle. 

This charge causes Paul no little embarrassment. He too is an 

ecstatic, he too is a master of glossolalia, he too proclaims “mysteries” 

from the depths of Deity (I, 15:51; Rom. 11:25 ff., 33 ff.). It is true 

that in principle he has gone beyond this form of piety. The crucified 

Christ is his wisdom, for whose sake he regards all else as refuse. He 

would rather speak five words with rational meaning than ten thou¬ 

sand with tongues (I, 14:19; see pp. 173 ff.). He does not wish to be 

judged according to his ecstatic experiences, because they are experi¬ 

ences outside the body of Christ (II, 5:11 ff.; 12:6; see pp. 187 ff.). But 

the factual surpassing of this ecstatic piety still does not mean a funda¬ 

mental rejection of it. Therein lies the difficulty into which Paul falls 

in his encounter with Gnosticism, and which he causes us. 

His reaction is skillful. After he has expounded, up to 2:5, the nature 

of true wisdom, he now shows next that he is quite able also to teach 

a o-oc|>ia in the sense of the Corinthians. He possesses throughout a 

practical and theoretical mastery of Tijv crocfiiav ev (iuorripicp, Tqv duo- 

K£Kpu|i|aevr)v, ev SiSaKToTq TTveupocToq Aoyoiq. In 2:6-16 this proof is 

well accomplished—in spite of occasional polemics against those who 

contradict him (2:13), too well for our liking. Consequently the 

charge against Paul is unjustified. 

Now comes the more difficult task. Paul must explain why he has 

not proclaimed this aoq>ia. If the epistle were not a polemical writing 

but a theological treatise, he would now indeed have to show again 

how little this oocpia counts for in comparison with the described 

aotjMcx toO XpioToO Tou ecrraupcoiaevou (cf. II, 5:11 ff.; 12:1 ff.; I, 14:1 ff.). 

This would be of great use to us, but less so for the sharp debate with 

the false teachers in Corinth; for in Corinth people wanted indeed 

to hear of precisely this crocpia, in order to recognize Paul as a Pneu¬ 

matic and an apostle; it is only for that reason that he comes to speak 

of it at all. Now he could not very well make good the previous 

failure to communicate the aocfaoc which was missing in Corinth, 

especially since that would have made it clear that its Gnostic char¬ 

acter was to be recognized only in its form and not in its content, 

though it was the latter which mattered to the Corinthian heretics. 

Furthermore, he certainly did not wish to do it, since thereby he would 

have unduly increased the importance of the aocpia ev TO?q TeAefoiq 

which, in spite of everything, he treasured very little. Thus Paul 

passes abruptly to the attack and explains that even now he still must 

withhold the desired cro^icc from the Corinthians, since they are still 

vfj-moi and crapiavot. But the aocpia is intended for TrveupaTiKoi—on this 
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there is unanimous agreement. The Corinthians, however, are viyrnoi 

and crapKivoi because £rjAoq and cpi? are still dominant among them. 

Thereby the contrast of TTVEupcnrKoi and crocpKiKoi is bent back again 

into its historic meaning and in this way retroactively de-gnosticized 

even in 2:6-16: the critical distance from the croefua ev ToTq rcAdoiq 

which indeed is in no wise communicated is maintained, the charge 

against him is averted, and Paul returns to his theme of I, 1:12, which 

now is given further treatment. 
If this interpretation is correct, then in 2:6-16, the understanding 

of the crocjMa held by the false teachers in Corinth is actually repro¬ 

duced.59 But that wisdom which is known to the Pneumatics by virtue 

of their divine Pneuma, which is spoken to the teAeioi, of which the 

Psychics know nothing and which also remained hidden from the 

archons of this world, is the Gnostic wisdom. 

But if the Gnosis is correctly characterized in the sentence, “xiveq 

fjpev, ti ycyovocpEV, uou fjpev, ttoO evE|3Af|8r|pEv, ttou cttteuSopev, ttoOev 

Airrpoup£0cx, ti ysvvriaiq, ti avay£vvr|cnq” (Clem. Alex., Exc. ex Theod. 

78), then the further task for us is to determine what the Corinthian 

heretics held themselves to be, how according to their opinion this 

being of theirs was related to the world and to what extent the knowl¬ 

edge thereof signified salvation and blessedness. In this task a look at 

Gnosticism in general may show us the way along which we have to 

proceed. 

It is the peculiarity of the Gnostic doctrine of the Christ that it 

represents a special case of the general doctrine of man, insofar as 

“Christ” is not in general identical with the self of man, as is the 

case in the system of a pre-Christian Christ Gnosticism described in 

Introduction A. While we have already proven the christological con¬ 

ception which is expressed in the mythological understanding of the 

“Xpiorov KotTct crapKa ouketi yivcocTKopEv” 60 among the false teachers 

in Corinth who thereby were shown to be genuine Gnostics, now, when 

we inquire of the Corinthian epistles as to what view of man was rep¬ 

resented in the Gnostic circles in Corinth, we have to give attention 

to just this point, that the rejection of the Xpioroq Kcnra aapKa in 

Gnosticism generally matches the rejection of the av0pco-rroq kcxt& 

aapKa. Again, the affirmation of a man kcctcc TTveOpa necessarily cor¬ 

responds to the rejection of the “man of flesh,” and indeed the former 

must form the actual self of man, if one does not want to assume 

that man has rejected himself. 

69 In this I am in agreement with U. Wilckens ([1], pp. 60 ft.). However, I am un¬ 
able to see that in 2:611. Paul is repeating details from the preaching of the Co¬ 
rinthian Gnostics. The concepts and conceptions of 2:6-16 have always been familiar 
to Paul. 

80II, 5:16; on this, cf. below, p. 302. 
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Thus we are confronted with the task of investigating whether the 

Corinthian epistles permit us to recognize that people in Corinth (1) 

rejected man in his entire earthly existence and (2) sought and found 

the exclusive worth of man in a supra-terrestrial pneumatic substance 

which was affirmed of him. 

IV. The Corinthian Anthropology 

1. The Attitude Toward crap§ 

a) I, 15 154 

On the first problem we first of all consider I, 15. We noted earlier 

that this chapter belongs to Epistle A. Lietzmann, who acknowledges 

that here we have the treatment of a new theme “without internal 

or external connection with the preceding” (Kommentar, p. 76), con¬ 

jectures that the congregation’s letter was the occasion also of the 

discussion of the problem of the bodily resurrection. But then Paul 

would have begun here also “impi Trjq avaaTctaecoq,” or something of 

the sort. The fact that between 15:58 and 16:13 a bit of response to 

the congregation’s letter is inserted is full indication that chap. 15 as 

well as 16:13 ff. belonged to Epistle A. It is not unimportant to know 

this, because at the time of this first epistle Paul had only very 

limited acquaintance with the situation within the Corinthian com¬ 

munity and we must therefore be cautious about drawing from these 

parts of the epistle too-liasty conclusions about the state of things 

in Corinth. By way of specific indications in this respect the follow¬ 

ing may be inferred from our chapter: 

1. Paul had proclaimed the gospel of the resurrection to the entire 

congregation, and it had believingly accepted this message (15:1, 11). 

2. Now, however, some among the Corinthians are saying that there 155 

is no resurrection of the dead (15:12). 

3. At the same time, though, there are in Corinth Christians who 

are having themselves baptized for the dead (vs. 29) : end ti Troif|crou- 

ctiv ol (3oarn£6|i£vot u-nip tgov veKpcov. The way in which Paul speaks of 

the custom of proxy-baptism clearly shows that this baptism did not 

belong to his kerygma. On the contrary, it must be concluded from 

vs. 29b, d oAcoq vexpoi ouk eydpovToci, ti kcci Pcarn^ovxai unip aurav, 

that it is those who deny the resurrection themselves who practice this 

vicarious baptism and whose contradictory conduct Paul cites as an 

argument against them (cf. pp. 257 ff.; thus also J. Weiss, in loc.). 

4. Verse 46, whose polemical thrust is obvious, presupposes that 

people in Corinth held the pneumatic to be prior to the psychic. 

5. On the other hand, it is seriously to be doubted that people in 
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Corinth had posed the questions in vs. 35. ocAAa epeT Tiq is a formula 

of the diatribe (cf. J. Weiss in loc.) which is also found in James 2:18 

and there takes up a surmised objection of the opponents. The same 

is to be assumed here. Indeed already at that time all the scorn of 

the enlightened pagans for orthodox Judaism was based upon the 

question of vs. 35. Verses 35-36 thus say nothing about circumstances 

in Corinth but only reflect Paul’s view about those circumstances (cf. 

156 also R. Bultmann, [4], pp. 10 ff., 66-67). 

Now the apostle’s statements in I, 15 leave no room for doubt that 

Paul is of the opinion that the Corinthians were denying any hope 

of the hereafter.61 Such beliefs were not strange to his time. Epicurus 

represented it in exemplary fashion with a reference to the fact that 

the soul, closely connected with the body, can no longer exist after 

the dissolution of the body. Such teaching destroys all hope. With 

some justification it invites one to follow the principle, “Let us eat and 

drink, for tomorrow we die” (vss. 19, 32). Did the Tivcq (vs. 12) in 

Corinth take their stand on this radical Epicurean position, as Paul 

apparently thinks? Undoubtedly not. Indeed one may not establish 

this with a reference to vs. 11, as does J. Weiss, because the heretics 

would have conceded at least the resurrection of Christ. For vs. 11 

speaks of the community which had once come to faith and in which 

now some say “avdcrracrtq veicpwv ouk ecttiv” (vs. 12) . But it is simply 

inconceivable that people attached themselves to an Epicurean or 

similar party in the Christian community without changing their out¬ 

look. Besides, outside this passage in Epistle A there is no other 

hint that Paul has before him radical skeptics. The opposite is the 

case (cf. only I, 4:8). And finally: Anyone who has himself baptized 

for the dead has still some hope for the dead. Thus Paul was in error 

157 when he assumed that some in Corinth were asserting that death ends 

it all. Albert Schweitzer’s thesis62 that those in Corinth who denied 

the resurrection represented the ultraconservative line, according to 

whose teaching only those who were alive at the return of the Mes¬ 

siah had any hope, similarly runs aground on the presence of proxy- 
baptism. 

Since on the other hand the fact cannot be dismissed that in Corinth 

the resurrection was disputed, Paul’s adversaries must have held a 

spiritualistic expectation of the hereafter. This was widespread in 

philosophical and mythological form in numerous nuances, yet there 

probably is no question that it was not direct influences of Greek 

61 J. Schniewind (Nacligelassene Reden, pp. 110-39) does not observe this in his 
exposition of I, 15, which for this reason is quite strange. 

62 Die Mystik des Apostels Paulus, p. 94; similarly A. Schlatter, Die korinthische 
Theologie, pp. 62 ff. 
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philosophy, of which clearer traces are nowhere to be discovered in 

the Corinthian epistles, but the Gnostic myth imported into Corinth 

that was the basis of the denial of resurrection. Again it is the Tiveq, 158 

thus a small number of persons, who assert that “avdoTacnq vekpcov 

ouk ecnriv.” They are the same ones who hold themselves to be wise (I, 

3:18), think that they possess Gnosis (I, 8:2), come with letters of 

recommendation (II, 3:1), proclaim another Jesus (II, 11:4), and 

must take it from Paul that in truth they dyvcocnav 0eoO Eyoucriv (I, 

15:34). The Gnostic custom of proxy-baptism also fits well with them 

(see pp. 257 ff.). The denial of the resurrection of the body is for 

Gnosticism a foundational dogma, the proclamation of which within 

the heretical Corinthian theology we would have had to postulate if 

Paul did not make certain with his statements in I, 15 that people 

in Corinth were seriously concerned with this controversial question. 

Of course it is not to be assumed that the form in which the Gnostics 

clothed their rejection of the resurrection belief was the same one 

which appears in II Tim. 2:18 and is expressed there in the formula 

avdoracnv rj5r) yEyovEvou63 but is also attested of Gnostics elsewhere. 159 

One may compare Iren. I, 23:5: “Through his [Menander’s] baptism, 

that is to say, his pupils receive the resurrection, thenceforth cannot 

die, are imperishable, eternally young and immortal.” Of course in 

substance what is expressed in this spiritualized terminology of the 

resurrection is nothing other64 than the general doctrine of the im¬ 

mortality of the soul as it is represented, according to Justin, Dial. 

80, by so-called Christians (namely Gnostics), of Acyouaiv pr) eTvou 

vekpcov dvdaracriv, aAA’ apa Tcp dTToOvfjcnceiv xaq ipuyaq auTcov avaAap(3d- 

vectBcu dg tov oupavov. But precisely in his ignorance of the actual 

situation Paul would not have been able to cite the Gnostic doctrine 

63 Thus Ktimmel in Lietzmann’s Commentary on p. 79, 1. IS; von Soden, Sakra- 
ment und Ethik bei Paulus, p. 23, n. 1. 

64 I cannot see what the distinction is supposed to be which Kummel is asserting 161 
in Lietzmann’s Commentary on p. 79, 1.13 (cf. also Schniewind, Nachgelassene 
Reden, pp. llOff.). If the Gnostics are speaking of the already accomplished resur¬ 
rection, this is only an attempt to express their own teaching in the traditional termi¬ 
nology. Irenaeus explicitly states this when, in discussing the Simonians, he says: 

“Tantum autern absunt ab eo, ut mortuum excitent (quemadmodum Dominus 

excitavit, et Apostoli per orationem, et in fraternitate saepissime propter aliquid 

necessarium, ea, quae est in quoquo loco, Ecclesia universa postulante per jejunium 

et supplicationem multam, reversus est spiritus mortui, et donatus est homo ora- 

tionibus sanctorum), ut ne quidem credant hoc in totum posse fieri: Esse autem 
resurrecti onem a mortuis agnitionem eius, quae ab eis dicitur, veri- 

tatis” (Iren. II, 31.2). Similarly Tert., de resurr. 19: “Vae, qui non, dum in hac 

came est, cognoverit arcana haeretica: hoc est enim apud illos resurrectio.” Here one 

should also compare Johannine passages such as John 5:24; 11:25, etc. Cf. further 

Schniewind, Nachgelassene Reden, p. 116, n. 2. 162 
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with “dvdcrracnc; ouk ecttiv” if people in Corinth were asserting dvdcr- 

160 tccctiv rjSrj yeyovEvai.” 

The motivation for the Gnostics’ denial of the resurrection is the 

Gnostic dualism whose mythological background is too well known 

for it to require a detailed presentation here.65 Man, so far as he is 

crap§, is for the Gnostic not only perishable but also despicable. The 

flesh, which is buried, is the largely anti-godly, but at best—in the 

Jewish sphere—worthless, dwelling of the human self. The idea that 

this lifeless prison must first be awakened to life before the man him¬ 

self attains genuine life appears to the Gnostic self-consciousness as 

blasphemy. “Redemption extends only to the soul, the body cannot 

but by its nature disintegrate” (Iren. I, 24.5) .66 One last remnant of 

the Persian-late-Jewish conception of the resurrection body, com¬ 

pletely separated from its original meaning, is the view which is wide¬ 

spread in Gnosticism but is basically alien to it, that the redeemed 

soul upon its ascent or thereafter receives a heavenly garment. But this 

garment is of divine origin and no more a prison of the soul but its 

adornment. 

Thus the sentence “dvdcrrcccnc; ouk ecttiv” is not for the Gnostic as 

it is for Paul an assertion which plunges into the most profound 

hopelessness, but the triumphant message of one who can renounce 

all hope because he already possesses by nature his salvation. The 

Gnostics are <j>ucrei ctgo£6|j.£voi. Hence Valentinus can explain (in Clem. 

Alex. Strom. IV, 13.18) his preaching to the hearers: “’Air’ dpxrjq 

dSaVCCTOI ECTTE KGCl TEKVCC ^GOrjg ECTTE CCICOViaC;, KOti TOV GdvCCTOV f)0EAET£ 

(jEpiaacrGcu £iq EauTOuq, Tva 5caTccvf|orr|T£ ccutov koci dvaAcooT)TE, koci aTro- 

0avq 6 Gdvorroq ev upTv koci Si’ upcov. otcxv yap tov psv Kocrpov AuryrE, 

upciq Se pf| KCXTaAur|CT0£, KupiEUETE Trjq KTiCTEcoq koci Trjq cpGopaq a-rraariq.” 

To such triumphant consciousness the church can only oppose the 

greater seriousness of her message: “And let no one of you say that this 

163 flesh is not judged or raised” (II Clem. 9.1). 

As the sarx of the deceased no longer interests the Gnostic, so also 

he knows no more of the living Korra crapra. It is one and the same 

thing to say dvacrraCTiq ouk ecttiv and to assert ouSevcc oTSocpcv Kara 

aapKa. For the person who is under the sway of Jewish thought and is 

not familiar with Hellenistic anthropology, the latter expression, if it is 

made in isolation from the myth, must be meaningless, and the former 

65 Tert., de resurr. earn. 5, of Menander: “This our transient and frail body, 
which they do not hesitate to describe as the evil in general, is likewise a creation 

165 of the angels.” 
66 Irenaeus’ protest against this runs thus: “Qui quidem resurgent in came, licet 

nolint, uti agnoscant virtutem suscitantis eos a mortuis: cum justis autem non 
annumerabuntur . . (I, 22.1). Cf. further, Justin, Dial. 80.4; Iren. V, 31.2. 
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nihilistic. Thus it is only natural when Paul, who in spite of his 

numerous Gnostic terms yet here no more than elsewhere shows a 

direct acquaintance with the Gnostic myth, holds the invitation, 

“<f>dyco|i£v Kcci Tricopev, aupiov yap dTTO0vrjcrKO|iEv” (I, 15:32) to be the 

only appropriate inference from the Corinthian schismatics’ denial 
of the resurrection. 164 

If I Clement in the last analysis was called forth by Gnostic argu¬ 

ments in Corinth (cf. W. Bauer, Rechtglaubigkeit und Ketzerei im 

dltesten Christentum, pp. 99-108, and below, p. 298), in I Clem. 

23-27 we may have before us a wholly corresponding misunderstand¬ 

ing. It is highly improbable that in these chapters, only I, 15 is taken 

up again without any specific reason. Of the same kind also is the 

erroneous inference from Menander’s assertion that his pupils could 

not die, could not grow old, and were immortal (Iren. I, 23.5), that 

Menander promised his followers bodily immortality. Justin (Apol. 

26.4) apparently interpreted things thus and hence was understand¬ 

ably amazed that “even now” some agree to this, while Menander was 

undoubtedly thinking of the immortality of the Pneuma-self. In Ps.-Cl. 

Rec. I, 54 Dositheus and Simon Magus, who as Samaritan Gnostics 

denied the resurrection of the dead, are counted with the Sadducees, 

surely in the conviction that like the latter they denied any life after 

death. The same opinion may stand behind the remark of Hegesippus: 

“ai 5e aipecreiq ai Trpo£tpr|[i£vai ouk ettictteuov oute dvaaTacnv oute Epxo- 

|j£vov ccTroSoOvai EKacrTcp kotoc toc epya auTOu” (Eus. CH II, 23.9). 

Similar misunderstandings are also to be seen elsewhere in the early 

church (cf. Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte . . . , p. 156). It is hard to 166 

tell what Polycarp conceives (Polyc. VII, 1) under the denial of the 

resurrection: “Anyone who does not confess the testimony of the cross 

is of the devil. And anyone who explains the words of the Lord ac¬ 

cording to his own wishes and asserts that there is neither resurrection 

nor judgment is the firstborn of Satan.” In any case the Gnostic juxta¬ 

position of denial of the resurrection and rejection of the cross, seen 

in this passage and occurring also in Corinth, is interesting. 

Even though Paul had evidently heard only quite generally that 

according to the opinion of certain circles in Corinth dvdo-Tacnq 

vEKpcov OUK EOTIV, and in I, 15:3 ff. did not adduce the proof of tradition 

for the resurrection of Christ because he knew that some were deny¬ 

ing precisely this also, still it is obvious that the Corinthian Gnostics 

denied that the buried Jesus of Nazareth had arisen on the third day. 167 

This heretical opinion was not particularly conspicuous because the 

living Christ—to be sure not resurrected but ascended—stood at the 

center of the whole Gnostic theology, and for Paul and his com¬ 

munities resurrection and ascension were still one single act. 168 
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b) II, 4:7 ff. 

II, 4:7 ff. also is to be understood in terms of the polemic against 

those circles in Corinth which interpreted the weak body as transitory 

169 and perishable, scorned it, and denied its resurrection. The polemical 

aim of the preceding verses is evident, even though Paul is cautious 

in his formulations and does not address anyone directly. Some in 

Corinth had accused the apostle by saying that his gospel was 

“hidden.” In response to this Paul affirms that the unconcealed gospel 

of his opponents consists in their proclaiming themselves, while his 

gospel remains hidden only to those who do not recognize the glory 

of Christ Jesus as the Lord of the gospel that is proclaimed.67 

This treasure, that is, this message which is to be preached, as Paul 

now continues in the section which interests us, is held by the apostles 

in earthen vessels, so that, as Lietzmann correctly translates it, men can 

recognize that the superlative power of this preaching does not stem 

from man himself—he in his weakness would not be capable of this 

—but from God. Paul surely would not have stumbled upon the 

curious idea of regarding the weak body as the dwelling or the vessel 

of the yvcocnq Trjq So^qq toG 0eoG ev TrpocrcoTTcp XpicrroG, which he still 

understands quite abstractly, if polemics had not suggested the image 

to him.68 The Gnostics in Corinth, who preach themselves as gospel, 

proclaim their Pneuma-self, the possession of which already is redemp¬ 

tion (cf. pp. 183-84). In the myth however the Pneuma is quite really 

the treasure which dwells in the vessel (to the Gnostics contemptible) 

of the body.69 The weakness and perishability of the body was to 

the Gnostic the best proof of its unworthiness. Paul, to whom the 

Hellenistic-Gnostic dualism is foreign and for whom soma and man 

are simply identical (cf. R. Bultmann, [2], § 17), must explain or 

interpret bodily weakness otherwise. In the view of the apostle he does 

this in our passage clearly with an indication that human weakness 

(because for Paul bodily weakness is human weakness) guards us 

against understanding the vital strength which is in us, by means of 

the light of the knowledge of Christ as e£ ripcov, instead of as a gift 

of the ydpiq toG 0eoG, as do the opponents whose strength is precisely 

themselves in their being as Pneuma. At this point Paul in a veiled 

polemic formally takes up the argument of the Gnostics. For him also 

67 Cf. the parallel statements in II, 3:4-6 and pp. 183-84. 

08 Windisch (p. 141) thinks: “Apologetic and polemical motifs do not appear 
here,” for “it is utterly incredible that judaizing disciples of Jesus would have in¬ 
ferred from Paul’s sufferings the inauthenticity of his apostolate.” But this judgment, 
in itself correct, shows only how a dogmatically fixed opinion as to the identity of 
Paul’s opponents in Corinth bars the way to an objective interpretation. 

69 Cf. Barn. 7.3 (cf. 11.9): to okeGoi; toG ttveuhocto<;. Cf. II, 5:1 ff. 
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the body is now the earthen vessel of that which he believes and 

preaches. But—and this is the anti-Gnostic tenor of the expressions 

from vs. 7 on—the weakness of this body may not mislead us to the 

conclusion that it is reprehensible, but it is to be esteemed as a factum 

which is meaningful for the salvation of man. The knowledge ofthe 

weakness which belongs to us ourselves shows us that our Suvapiq by 

the same token is not from us but from God; it therefore preserves us 

from falling back into the unbelieving existence of one who seeks his 

salvation (as does the Jew) in his good intentions or (as does the 

Gnostic) in his good being. Our whole being is a being in weakness; 

our strength belongs to God. 

Our passage, which thus presupposes for the Corinthian heresy the 

dualism of aap£ and irvEOga which scorns the body and which Paul 

rejects, shows that we have correctly interpreted the avdcrracriq ouk 

ecttiv of I, 15:12 in terms of the derogatory estimate of the body in 

Gnosticism. It is obvious that the apostle, as distinguished from the 

case in 1, 15, is no longer of the opinion that the Corinthians intend 

with the rejection of the soma to abandon themselves to nothingness. 

One may with good reason doubt that in the meantime he had so 

grasped the Gnostic anthropology that it is no longer inexplicable to 

him how the one does not necessarily include the other. But Paul has 

become cautious in his polemic and limits himself to setting forth 

quite objectively a positive evaluation of the bodily sufferings of the 

apostle. He thereby of course fends off attacks against the significance 

of suffering corporeality as such and so against the depreciation of 

the corporeal in general which was for him impossible. 

In vss. 8-9 Paul portrays in the style of the Cynic-Stoic diatribe70 

the apostolic suffering in detail, then to summarize it in vs. 10: “irav- 

TOTE TT)V VEKpCOQlV TOU Mr)CroO EV TCP CTCOpaTl TT£pi(fi£pOVTEq, Tva Kai f| £cof| 

too Mpaou £v Tcp oxbpocTi f||acbv cf>av£pco0rj.” The question is what is to 

be understood by £cof) toG MpcroG, here and in vs. 11, which repeats 

vs. 10 in explanation. In no case is Paul thinking here of the future 

resurrection, as Lietzmann (in loc.) thinks, for the life is now already 

in effect along with vEKpcocnq. We are compelled by the formal struc¬ 

ture of vss. 8-11 to understand the two Tva clauses in parallel with the 

four participles in vs. 8 introduced with aXK’ ouk. Of course not in 

such a way that the £cof| toG ’IpaoG would be shown simply in the 

preservation, existing in spite of whatever distress, from an utter physi¬ 

cal end. Paul intends rather to say that in such preservation the power 

of the gospel in the believers is preserved. It is the <pcoTiapoq Ttjq 

yvcoascoq Trjq So£r)q toG GeoG ev TrpooxoTrcp XpioroG, the exuberance, 

70 Cf. R. Bultmann, [4], pp. 27, 80. 
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powerful in the believers, of the life of the proclaimed Lord, who does 

not allow the 0Aif}6|i£voi to become crushed, the caropouirevoi to become 

discouraged, preserves the SicoKogevoi from all sense of forsakenness, 

and keeps destruction away from the Kcrra(3aAA6ii£vot. The Christian, 

but preeminently the persecuted apostle, thus constantly bears about 

with himself the sufferings of Jesus, in order that the power, not human 

but divine, of the gospel, precisely the £cor) toG ’Ir|cro0, be revealed in 

his mortal body. Because against the dark background of the apostolic 

suffering the Suvagiq of the gospel in the apostle becomes especially 

visible, the paradoxical sentence, “coote 6 0ctvaToq ev nplv EVEpyerroci, 

170 f| Se £cof| ev upTv” (vs. 12) holds true. 

The following sentence is obviously a failure syntactically. It ap¬ 

pears to me as though Paul had in mind saying,71 “exovreq Se to ccuto 

Trv£U|ioc Trjq TnorEcoq, oTSapev oti 6 eyeipaq tov Kupiov ’Iriaouv kou f|paq 

cruv ’IrjCToO eyepei Kai Trapaorf|cr£i auv upiv. By means of this sentence 

a safeguard is provided against a possible misunderstanding of the 

quite riskily formulated vs. 12. Paul intends to say, “If death is at work 

in us, and life in you, drat still does not mean that we do not ourselves 

receive life.” Rather, “Since we (you Corinthians and we apostles) 

have the same spirit of faith (by means of the addition ‘T^q TnaTEcoq’ 

the expression is—perhaps intentionally—de-gnosticized even in its 

formulation, for eyovTEq to irveupa would be purely Gnostic), we 

know that the one who raised the Lord Jesus will also raise us (the 

apostles) and present us together with you (the Corinthians)Paul 

lets himself be misled by the inserted quotation into anticipating the 

main clause with an interim idea (“kou fjpeTq maTeuopev, 5io Kai 

AaAoGiiev”), so that the main expression can be attached only par- 

ticipially which naturally does not aid in the understanding of the 

sentence. 

The assertion that the polemic against the Gnostics in Corinth, who 

held the mortal body in contempt, prompted Paul to give an expressly 

affirmative evaluation in our passage to the weakness of the body is 

supported by the observation that in vss. 5-14 there are whole passages, 

not yet discussed, in which Paul employs the simple name Jesus. The 

frequent appearance in these verses of the proper name Jesus, unusual 

for Paul, has already caught the attention of many a commentator. 

Thus Heinrici writes in the eighth edition of Meyer’s Kommentar, in 

loc., p. 159: “Note further how in vss. 10-11 Paul uses only the name 

’ I r|CTOuq, and how he uses it repeatedly. . . . Striking also is the repeated 

article, which elsewhere ordinarily stands only before the appellative 

71 One could almost think that Paul could not have continued better than with 
I Thess. 3:8: “6ti . . . £wpev, iav upciq CTTr}K£TE &v Kuptcp.” 
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XpiCTToq. The concrete human manifestation of Jesus ... is to be made 

vividly real.” Heinrici does not ask why precisely the Christ koctoc 

crapKcc is to be made thus vividly real. This is done by Bengel in an 

interpretation which is of course impossible for Paul: “Saepius in hoc 

toto loco Paulus hoc nomen solus ponit, quam alias solet; itaque hie 

singulariter sensit dulcedinem eius” (on II, 4:10). 

Now it is theoretically possible that Paul speaks thus here because 

in the present context he is thinking on his own accord exclusively 

of the Christ koct& crapKcc. But then it would be strange that already 

in 4:5 he says ’Iqo-oOc; and in 105, 115, and 14, where he is thinking 

of the resurrected one, he does not choose Xpioroq as he normally 

would have done. If one recalls also that of the total of nine passages 

in which Paul in the original language writes the simple ’IrjaoGq, six 

appear in our section, one will hardly be able to doubt that Paul used 

this formulation for polemical reasons. It is only natural, when he sets 

the fate of the human crdp§ in decided connection with the Xpicrroq 

KocTct crapKcc, with the suffering and risen Jesus, to whom the avaGepa 

of the Gnostics applies, when thus, contrary to his custom elsewhere 

(cf., e.g., Rom. 6:4, 8; see p. 182, n. 23), he adopts the Gnostic separa¬ 

tion of Jesus and Christ in terminology, in order to fight for the insepa- 171 

rability of the two in substance, that is, for the recognition of the 

Christos ensarkos. For in fact he cannot provide a better motivation 

for the affirmation of the avGpco-rroq aQgariKoq than with a reference 

to the Christ who came in the flesh. Of course it is certain that the 

Gnostics were not to be convinced by this. But with his deficient knowl¬ 

edge of the Corinthian heresy Paul could not go this far in his infer¬ 

ences, even though his stressing of the ’Irioouq in II, 4:7 ff. may have 

been motivated in part by the knowledge of an aAAov Mr|croGv of the 

opponents. 172 

c) II, 11:29-30; 12:5, 9-10, etc. 

Closely connected with II, 4:7 ff. are the passages II, 11:29-30; 12:5, 

9-10, and to some extent 13:4. There can be no doubt that in all these 

passages Paul stresses bodily weakness for polemical reasons, and that 

thus some in Corinth in some way had made a negative judgment 

on physical weakness. It is hardly necessary to offer proof of this gen- 173 

erally recognized fact. Now it is usually assumed that some in Corinth 

were especially offended by the physical weakness of Paul and for this 

reason declared him to be unfit to be an apostle. That would of 

course be a most strangely motivated judgment about him, but one 

could perhaps understand it, if the text required this interpretation. 

But this by no means is the case. As in II, 4:7 ff., it is nowhere evident 

that anyone made Paul’s weakness a charge against him in particular. 
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And conversely, it is nowhere evident that the Corinthians on their 

part had boasted of their physical strength, as would then be expected. 

Nowhere does Paul therefore set himself against a boasting on the 

basis of physical advantages, although it is to be presumed that he not 

only defends his weakness but also attacks the strength on the opposite 

side. Thus in that usual explanation it is only a matter of an explana¬ 

tion produced in a dilemma, which moreover should be impossible in 

view of the Gnostics, because it has as a presupposition a very positive 

evaluation of corporeality as such. 

But since the negative judgment of the false teachers in Corinth 

about physical weakness is indisputable, in the background of the 

passages cited above there can stand only the well-known assertion 

that the bodily weakness proves the nothingness of the body, a prin¬ 

ciple against which Paul must contend, since for him, thinking non- 

dualistically, the nothingness of man is simply asserted. Thus it is 

understandable that Paul seeks for a theological explanation of bodily 

sufferings, for his opponents also are arguing theologically: the cor¬ 

ruptible and miserable body cannot be divine. Thus it is understand¬ 

able why Paul is not concerned about his weakness but about corporeal 

dcrSeveia in general. (It should be clear that in II, 12:5 ff. Paul wants 

to be understood only as a type of a true Christian existence.) But 

thus also does the negation of his opponents become understandable 

for the first time at all, a negation which would remain an enigma if 

people had been denying Paul certain “religious qualities” because of 

his oxoAoip Tij CTccpid. Finally now, one also no longer misses the neces¬ 

sary attitude of the apostle toward the position of the Corinthian 

schismatics upon which their negation of the body rests, that is to say, 

his attitude toward the appeal to a Pneuma-self which guarantees life 

in Dynamis, into which of course we can enter in more detail only 
later. 

d) II, 10:2 ff. 

II, 10:2 ff. may also be considered briefly. In the circles in Corinth 

antagonistic to Paul some had accused the apostle of walking accord¬ 

ing to the flesh. Whether the kcctcc ctocpkcc reproduces the Gnostic ac¬ 

cusation verbatim, as I should assume, or whether Paul only cites 

it in this way cannot be determined with certainty. Paul refutes the 

charge: “ev crapKi ttepi'ttcctoOvtecj ou Kcrra crapKa crrpaTEuopEOa.” The 

question is how the Kara crapKa of vs. 2 or the corresponding expres¬ 

sion on the lips of the opponents is to be understood. In any case the 

terminology is of Gnostic origin. The Pneumatic lives here on earth 

174 ev aapKi: his Pneuma-self is bound in and to the flesh, even if in mo¬ 

ments of highest ecstatic experience it can temporarily be loosed from 
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the flesh. On the other hand, the Pneumatic in no case lives KocTd 

crapi-ca, that is, as if he were flesh, so far as he has and realizes Gnosis. 

He is indeed Pneuma and in his knowledge already possesses the 

eAeuSepia from all fleshly power. Both expressions, whose anthropologi¬ 

cal-mythological original sense is at once evident, are used in Paul 

metaphorically without distinction, and in fact in a sense which em¬ 

braces the field of ethics. The “old man” acts, thinks, and lives kotoc 

aapica (Rom. 8:4, 5, 12, 13; II, 1:17; 11:18) or ev crapKi (Rom. 7:5; 

8:8-9) in his unchristian, sinful conduct. How is koct6c crapra in our 

passage in the mouth of the Corinthians to be understood? If one 

chooses, as is generally done, the figurative meaning, then fancy has 

free range to determine the substance and content of the accusation. 

That this understanding is false cannot be proven unconditionally. 

But everything argues in favor of interpreting Korra aapra here in the 
purely mythical sense.72 

1. The very people who make the charge live without hesitation 

koctoc accpKoc in the Pauline sense, i.e., sinfully. The investigation of 

Gnostic ethics will show this. Thus in their mouth the statement that 

Paul is living Kcrra crapKa would be no accusation at all if the kcxtcc 

crccpKcc were to be understood historically. But this is how it actually 

is to be taken. Besides, it appears hardly conceivable that one could 

at all make the charge against Paul of sinful conduct in such gen¬ 

eralities as would be the case here. The reference to II, 12:16 and 

4:273 is hardly adequate to support such an assertion. Nowhere else is 

a similarly sharp judgment pronounced on the apostle. 

2. Paul’s answer, “ev aocpKi yocp TrepiTrocToOvTeq ou koctoc crapKa crrpcc- 

T£u6p£0ac,” presupposes that Paul was at least basically informed about 

the mythical background of the accusation. For the positive statement, 

“ev aocpKi yap TrepiTraTOuvreq,” is utterly unjustified as a refutation of 

the mere charges of sinful conduct. In the kotoc aapra Paul mistakenly 

hears, thanks to the terminology used, a criticism of his moral conduct. 

But he also correctly understands it to be a reproof of his “desire to be 

in the flesh,” 74 or at least he regards this content of the kotcc aapra 

as possible. This combination of quite divergent judgment is as im- 

72 There is hardly any passage in Gnostic literature in which the dualistic myth¬ 
ology which originally lay behind the koct& crocpKoc can be so easily recognized as in 
the statements of the anti-Gnostic Paul in I, 2:12-3:4, esp. in 3:1-4. To see this, 
one need only consider this passage separated from the Pauline theology, which per¬ 
haps is almost easier than the opposite would be. Cf. pp. 151 ff. 

73II, 1:17 of course comes later. 
74 Paul already knew that the “to desire to be in the flesh” was for his Corinthian 

opponents a culpable fact, and already in Epistle C (II, 5:6 ff.; see pp. 268 ff.; II, 
4:7 ff.; pp. 160 ff.) he had taken a stand against the depreciation of somatic 
existence. Hence it is only natural that he is conscious also now of this position 

of his opponents. 
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possible and incomprehensible for him as it is for the Gnostics. He 

now counters it with the sentence which both justifies his position and 

dismisses the charge: “If we do walk in the flesh, we still are not 

contending according to the flesh.” Only thus does the phrase ev 

aapKi yap uepiTraTouvTeg” make sense. In it, the cdp£ in the expres¬ 

sion ev aapKi means the natural, worldly existent substance, and on 

the other hand, in the designation koto aapKa, it means the sphere 

of that which is hostile toward God, sinful. 

In addition, there is the fact that, as Rom. 7:5 and 8:8-9 show, Paul 

elsewhere is not acquainted with the contrast ev aapKi and koto aapKa. 

The latter therefore is to be interpreted in our passage in terms of 

the concrete specific situation and accordingly condemned by the op¬ 

ponents, who understood kotoc aapKa mythically and thereby com¬ 

pelled Paul in his refutation now on his own part to fill the expres¬ 

sion ev aapKi with its substantial meaning, which of course is already 

present in it in somewhat diluted form (cf. II, 5:6 ff.; see pp. 268 if.). 

3. In the broader context of the sorrowful epistle it becomes clear 

that some were just as energetically denying Paul’s possession of the 

Pneuma—in the eyes of the Gnostics the actual human self—as some 

were here declaring him to be a man of flesh. It is the most obvious 

176 thing to assume that the two assertions complement each other. Then, 

however, aap| is to be understood here, as is trveOpa elsewhere, in the 

direct, substantial sense and not to be grasped as ethical and figurative. 

On this point one may also compare the statements below, on pp. 197 ff. 

177 If one admits this argument to be valid, then it would be proved 

anew that Paul’s adversaries regard the substance of flesh as something 

contemptible and vain, hold existence ev aapKi as an existence unto 

death, and consequently represent an extremely dualistic anthropol- 

ogy75—which is to say that here we are dealing with Gnostics kot’ 

e^oxnv. 

2. The Gnostic Self-consciousness 

If what has been said in the foregoing section IV, 1 is in essence 

correct, then it is certain that the anthropological dualism of Gnos¬ 

ticism, which leads to a radical devaluation of the fleshliness of man, 

was represented in Corinth. Now then the question as to the nature 

of the real “Self” of man must be posed in a thoroughgoing fashion. 

If the Gnostics declare the auga, which for Paul is indissolubly bound 

with the human self, to be empty and vain, but without thereby 

76 On the basis of II, 5:6 ff. as well as of II, 12:1-10, this thesis can be con¬ 
vincingly demonstrated. Yet the presuppositions for the exegesis of these passages 
are still lacking; this will be remedied on pp. 268 ff. and 209 ff. respectively. 
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abandoning themselves to nothingness, who is the essential man, man 

in his essence, who allows the Gnostic to look with contempt upon 
his body? 

The concepts, names, and figures of speech for the real human Self 

are numerous in Gnosticism and vary with the respective environment: 

light, spark of light, seed of light; inner man, immortal man, hidden 

man; Philo, like the Hermetic writings, prefers the concept vouq; else¬ 

where in Hellenistic Gnosticism the concept -m/cOpa predominates; 

the Orient can speak of the “I,” the Self, the living or vital Self, the 

spiritual “I.” On this, cf. H. Jonas, [1], pp. 210 ff. Both the Gnosticism 

whose language Paul speaks and the Gnostic movement with which 

he collides in Corinth prefer the expression -nveOpa for the essential 

“I” of man. 

Therefore, if we inquire now about the self-understanding of the 

Gnostics in Corinth, we must first follow the traces of the Pneuma 

conception of the Corinthian heretics. Consequently we shall inquire 

about the existential import of such self-consciousness, and finally we 

must attempt more precisely to determine the mythological back¬ 

ground of the Corinthian doctrine of the Pneuma. 

a) The doctrine of the Pneuma 

II, 11:4 

In the passage II, 11:4, which we have already treated once, Paul 

explains that in Corinth some received a Trveupa eTepov o ouk eAd^e-rc. 

“Trv£U|ia Aapfidveiv” is a fixed expression of primitive Christian lan¬ 

guage (John 7:39; 14:17; 20:22; Acts 2:38; 8:15 ff.; 10:47; 19:2; Rom. 

8:15; I, 2:12; Gal. 3:2) which is foreign to the Old Testament and 

may have been native to the mystery cults. 

The Pneuma which some in Corinth receive is different from that 

which some others have received, thus different from that which Paul 

had taught in Corinth. Now in terminology at least the Pauline doc¬ 

trine of the Pneuma is strongly influenced by Gnosticism. One need 

only read the passage Rom. 8:4-10, in which the Gnostic dualism 

of CTap^-TTveOpa is expressed undisguisedly, with a sharp rejection of 

the crdp£ and a substantial conception of the Pneuma. But just as vs. 

3 and vs. 11 show that the lowliness of the adp? does not consist in 

its having been created but in its condition caused by sinful man, so 

passages like Gal. 5:17, 25; Rom. 8:27 and 12:11 allow us to see that 

for the apostle the Pneuma is not a life-guaranteeing inalienable pos¬ 

session but a gift of divine grace which is ever anew to be confirmed76 

78 At this point we cannot go into detail on these distinctions, but it is at once 
clear that the Gnostic anthropology, for which the Pneuma is the human self, 
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(cf. R. Bultmann, [2], § 38, 3). In the last analysis Gnostic terminology 

of the Pauline doctrine of the Pneuma is nothing but the often more 

corrupt than correct form into which the Christian Paul’s essentially 

Jewish thought has flowed. Hence one may say with confidence that the 

Pauline conception of the Pneuma stands in fundamental opposition 

to the corresponding Gnostic conception with which we have become 

acquainted in the Introduction A in a special form, and that Paul 

therefore must necessarily have regarded the Gnostic Pneuma doctrine 

as the proclamation of a ETcpov Trveupa set in opposition to his own. 

Of course we cannot conclusively prove from this passage that the 

“other Pneuma” in Corinth actually is the Gnostic one, but it may be 

difficult for the person who doubts the appearance of avowed Gnostics 

in Corinth more precisely to characterize the heretical view of the 

Pneuma in Corinth. If one notes that with the mention of the aAAoq 

Mr|croGq and the Evcpov euayyeAiov Paul refers to two central and at 

the same time concrete doctrinal elements of the false teaching which 

he is opposing, then the preaching of the ETEpov -n-vEupa, mentioned at 

the same time, cannot have been much less significant and specific. 

It is therefore ruled out that the apostle here distinguishes the “other 

Spirit” of the Gnostics from the one familiar to him as generally and 

indefinitely as in Rom. 8:15 he places the TrveOpa SouAciaq in contrast 

to the TrveOpa uioGeaiaq or in I, 2:12 contrasts the Trveupa ek tou 0eoG 

with the irvEGpa toG Kocrpou (contra Windisch, in loc.; Heinrici, in loc., 

and others) .77 If, as Lutgert thinks,78 it had been a matter only of 

some hyper-Pauline fanatics in Corinth, who, in an exaggerated esti¬ 

mation of the Spirit once proclaimed to them by Paul, place this Spirit 

too strongly in the forefront of the church’s doctrine and praxis, Paul 

would not have been able to speak of another Pneuma which was 

being preached in opposition to his own. It may be remarked only in 

passing that those who, with Baur, see the Corinthian schismatics as 

Judaizers stand helpless before our passage. If one searches for a 

phenomenon within or on the border of the Christian communities in 

the time of Paul in which a Pneuma doctrine opposed to the Pauline 

doctrine occupied a significant place, one will in fact be able to think 

only of Gnosticism. Even without our adducing the results of the 

entire foregoing investigation for the interpretation of our passage, we 

while the soma is that which comes to man from without, forms the exact opposite 
to the Pauline image of man, which sees in the soma the man himself and in the 
Pneuma the added element (cf. I, 15:46) . 

77 Cf. Lutgert, Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth, pp. 62 ft. 

78 “Here Paul has to do with opponents who . . . wish to prove that they have 
brought the Spirit in a greater measure than he in his weakness was able to do” 

( P- 70). 
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may say with some certainty that it presupposes a Christian-Gnostic 
heresy in Corinth.79 

I, 15:46 

This conclusion is confirmed by I, 15:46: “dAA’ ou npcoTov to ttveu- 

lictTiKov &AA& to ipuxiKov, etteitcx to TTVEupotTtKov.” To complete this, 

only eotiv is needed, but not crcopa (thus e.g. Bachmann-Stauffer, in 

loc.), which would not have been allowed to drop out. The verse 178 

again takes up emphatically and in fundamental form the fact, already 

expressed clearly in vs. 45, that the first man is psychical and the second 

is pneumatic. The polemical thrust of the verse is therewith unmistak¬ 

able, although, or just because, a counterthesis is nowhere represented 

in the context. The front against which vs. 46 is aimed must have 179 

been clear at once to the reader. There is no question that again we 

must think of the intruders in Corinth who are being fought all along 

the way, especially since the assertion that the Pneumatic is earlier than 

the Psychical is the most significant expression of the whole Gnostic 

understanding of being. The Psychical, within which according to wide¬ 

spread Gnostic terminology one must reckon the Sarx also and there¬ 

with the entire Kocrpoq outoc;, is the prison formed by the demonic 

powers for the incarceration of the heavenly Pneuma, and the entire 

confidence of the Gnostic rests upon his knowledge of this fact and 

his consequent joy over the vanity of the world, whose dissolution is 

brought about by the return, guaranteed to him by his pneumatic 

nature, into the Pleroma of the “First,” into the fullness of the Pneu¬ 

matic.80 The church’s protest against this self-understanding, which in 

our verse is expressed in admittedly thoroughly mythological form, is 

only self-evident. The priority of the Pneumatic over the Psychical 

indeed signals the end of the preaching of repentance and grace, while 

79 With apparent correctness Windisch remarks that the XctpPdveTE in the second 
part of vs. 4 is superfluous: even the m/EGga still would have had to be proclaimed! 
Now it is true that the XapPavETE anticipates the dvExecrOe. Therefore, following the 
lead of Baljon, Schmiedel, and others, he wishes to strike out the XccpPdvETE as an 
interpolation. The XapPdvETE is in fact conspicuous and awkward. When Paul never¬ 
theless inserted it, he must have been conscious of the fact that people were not 
proclaiming the •nveupa in Corinth (thus differing from Paul)—a conception per¬ 
haps still possible for Paul, even if trveGpa Knpuacreiv is not found—but that they 
are bringing the other nvEupoc in such a way that one is not instructed about it, 
but can only receive it. But precisely this is the characteristic feature of the 
Gnostic TTVEupa, namely, that it is not brought near in proclamation or manifested 
in faith, but only becomes manifest when it is produced in ecstasy and thereby 
evokes such ecstasy in other Pneumatics. Precisely this must have happened in 
Corinth, as is shown by Paul’s formulation in II, 11:4. 

80 In his exposition of the story of creation Philo also identifies the first man 
as the one who is a partaker of the Pneuma (leg. all. I, 31-32; cf. Reitzenstein, [1], 

pp. 343 ft.; [3], pp. 107 ff.). Cf. also Philo, de opif. mundi 134 ff. 
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conversely the placing of the Pneumatic later is supported by the 

awareness that the life imparted in the gift of the Spirit is the free 

gift of God who stoops to lost and sinful flesh. If one considers this, 

there can be no doubt of the anti-Gnostic thrust of our verse, which 

thus points back to a purely mythological Pneuma doctrine that is 

180 disseminated in Corinth. That however at the same time assures our 

exposition of II, 11:4 and secures a firm basis from which the remaining 

sections of the Corinthian letters, which exhibit a special importance 

of the Pneuma doctrine within the heresy opposed by Paul, must be 

explained. For even if in individual passages the assumption of a 

hyper-Pauline fanaticism perhaps would suffice for the explanation, 

still in I, 15:46 the Gnostic-mythological background of the Corinthian 

Pneuma conceptioir emerges clearly. But since it would be completely 

unjustified to assume two wholly different heresies in Corinth, both of 

which regarded the Pneuma as central, one must also understand 

against the background of the Gnostic myth those sections of the 

Corinthian epistles polemicizing against a false Pneuma conception, 

even though they do not directly refer to the myth.81 

I, 7:406 

I, 7:406 is to be placed in the same context. With Kocyco Paul again 

takes up the subject already contained in Sokco. It is foolish to dispute 

the fact that therewith Paul sets himself off polemically from those 

who with an appeal to the TTveOga 0eou propound a view opposed to 

81 In connection with this verse it is further worthy of note that it clearly breaks 
the continuity of the passage. Verse 47 not only is a direct continuation in sub¬ 
stance of vs. 45, but it also appears to be still grammatically dependent on the 
cyeveto in vs. 45. A rearrangement placing vs. 46 before vs. 45 (J. Weiss, in loc.) 
is not possible, because then vss. 45-47 would be proving the idea set forth in vs. 46, 
that the pneumatic is prior to the psychic, while according to the larger context, 
they are obviously meant to document on the basis of the Scripture the presence of 
the pneumatic in general. To place vs. 45 in parentheses and to add “ctcj^cc” to vs. 
46 (cf. Lietzmann’s Commentary, in loc) also fails to eliminate the difficulty. 

Therefore one should seriously consider whether vs. 46 is not to be excised as 
a gloss. This is all the more likely, the less likely it appears that at the time when 
in I, 15 Paul betrays a most superficial acquaintance with the heretical eschatology, 
he had such a precise knowledge of the conceptions of the Pneuma held by the 
Corinthians that in vs. 46 he can systematically and pertinently combat them. Verse 
46 then would be a marginal comment written by one of Paul’s anti-Gnostic ad¬ 
herents in Corinth in view of the opposing Gnostic thesis which Paul substantially, 
though unintentionally, refutes in vss. 45 and 47, and as a confirmation of this 
Pauline statement. This comment must have been intended for the Gnostics to 
whom the letter was also available. Verse 56 of the same chapter, which is un¬ 
doubtedly a gloss, could come from the same hand. This judgment in no way 
changes the interpretation of vs. 46. A decision—whether gloss or not—can there¬ 
fore be left open here, even though the former of the two alternatives appears to me 

181 by far to be the more likely. 
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Paul’s opinion (Heinrici, in loc.) .82 How the possession of the Pneuma 
was for the heretics reason and cause for issuing binding instructions 
on the problem of marriage will be explored later. Here we are con¬ 
tent with the renewed confirmation of the thesis that the Pneuma 
played a crucial role in the theology in Corinth opposed by Paul, and 
that the individual placed value upon Trveu(Jia 0eou exeiv. Thus what 
was at issue was not an abstract speculation about the Spirit, as it was 
common in the later church, but the personal possession of the Pneuma 
substance. This feature of the Corinthian Pneuma doctrine did not 
emerge explicitly in the previously considered passages, even though 
the Gnostic pneumatology necessarily implied it. Paul’s claim that he 

possesses the Pneuma exactly as the Gnostics do must not delude us, 
with all the similarity in terminology, about the fact that the structure 
of the Pneuma as well as the state of e'xeiv is to be defined in terms of 
the respective and different understanding of self and the world. The 

Gnostic “has” the Pneuma as his own Self and hence in fact is in him¬ 
self iKavog for the ministry of the new covenant (II, 3:5-6), which 
inter alia is performed also in the instructions on the problem of 
marriage, and that indeed in a way which, as we shall see, once again 

is genuinely Gnostic. Paul “has” the Pneuma as a gift of God, and 
therewith also his kcxvoTriq for spiritual office, dependent upon the 
Pneuma, is a gift of the Kyrios bestowed upon the unworthy (Gal. 

1:15-16). 

I, 12-14 

In conclusion, I, 12-14 also should be considered here briefly. ttep'i 

Se tcov ttveu(jioctikcov (I, 12:1) can be read as a neuter or as a masculine. 
The majority of exegetes who venture a decision here at all translate 

it in an analogy to 14:37 as “concerning the pneumatic persons,” and 
indeed correctly. This of course cannot be proved beyond question. 
It would be certain if it could be proved that the community had 
inquired only about the specific case treated in 12:3 which concerned 

the Pneumatics. In this case a general inquiry “concerning spiritual 
gifts” would have been out of place. Now 12:4-14:40 in no way creates 
the impression that Paul is answering definite questions of the com¬ 
munity’s letter. He rather appears to be attacking excesses and unde¬ 

sirable distortions in the use of the gifts of the Spirit among the 
^qXcoToci TtveupaTcov (14:12), of whom he had an oral report. Also 
arguing in favor of the personal translation of tcov Trveu(jiaTiKcov is the 

fact that not only vs. 3 but also the whole of the three chapters dealt 182 

82 Cf. I, 2:1, 3; II, 10:7; 11:21, et passim. 



172 Gnosticism in Corinth 

with persons as bearers of spiritual gifts, but not with the content of 

this giftedness. 

But if we read 12:1 as “concerning the Pneumatics,” it becomes 

clear at once that there was in Corinth a group of Christians who 

claimed for themselves the title of TrveuiiocTiKoq as a characteristic 

which distinguished them from the other members of the community. 

Such a self-understanding is un-Pauline. According to Paul every 

believing Christian has the Pneuma. The conception of the special 

caste of the Pneumatics who look down upon the mere believers is, 

on the other hand, genuinely Gnostic. Thus we must also under¬ 

stand the instruction carried through in I, 12-14 in terms of the great 

183 dispute with the heretics in Corinth who proclaim the e-repov TTVEupa. 

In fact this connection is indicated as early as 12:3: Jesus is cursed by 

just those people who are set apart from the rest of their community 

by their special possession of the Pneuma. Since the curse was spoken 

from the point of view of the Gnostic myth, the Pneuma doctrine 

against which Paul sets himself must also be that of the mythological 

Gnosis. 

A consideration of 12:4-11 leads to the same conclusion. The aim of 

this section is not the assertion of the distinctiveness of gifts of grace 

but the affirmation that all charismata are wrought by £v kcci to ocuto 

TTveupa. Therefore they are all alike to be esteemed as pneumatic 

(vss. 12-13), none is to be despised, none to be made absolute (vss. 

14-27), and everyone therefore is to be satisfied with the gifts which 

are imparted to him (vss. 28-30). Thus some in Corinth not only 

highly treasured certain spiritual gifts, but held them to be nvEupcrnKa 

koct’ e£oxnv. The whole section cannot be directed simply against the 

special evaluation of some, because Paul himself urges, “£r|AoOT£ to: 

XapiapocTcc to pEt^ova” (12:31). Thus he too makes distinctions in the 

significance of the charismata for the community. But he speaks for 

their basic equality, for -rravra evepyeT to ev koci to auTo irvEupa.83 This 

very point must have been contested. Those holding the views which 

Paul means to touch with his statements regarded the irveupa as the 

originator only of quite special “spiritual gifts” (in the Pauline 

sense) and therefore also claimed only a quite special group of per¬ 

sons as spiritual men. According to them the <f>avEpcocriq tou TrvEupaToq 

(12:7) is not given ekocotcp rrpoq to aup<pEpov, as Paul asserts it em- 

184 phatically as his understanding of the Spirit. 

When Paul in vs. 9 counts nror-iq among the spiritual gifts, he 

83 Cf. H. Greeven in ZNW 44: 3, n. 6: “The enumerations (12:8-10, 28, 29-30) 
have the task of showing that glossolalia is only one among many spiritual gifts.’’ 
Cf. E. Kasemann, [2], pp. 169-70; H. Jonas, [2], pp. 44 ff. 
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again clearly tries to include all members of the community among 

the Pneumatics. Hence there is no reason not to understand -rncmq 

here in its usual Pauline sense. The apostle means to say that to one 

the gift of preaching (Aoyoq crocpiaq, Aoyoq yvcocrecoc;) is given, to an¬ 

other (“only”) the faith which is wrought thereby. Naturally that 

does not rule out the preachers’ also possessing pistis themselves, but 

the striking evaluation of faith as a spiritual gift guarantees the asser¬ 

tion that all Christians are Pneumatics in the same way. 

Thus once again Paul’s polemic proves itself to be directed against 

a genuinely Gnostic doctrine of the Pneuma and therewith against 

the Gnostic Pneumatics of 12:1. That in them we have to do with 

ultra-Pauline fanatics is impossible because of 12:3, and because of 

the necessity of seeing the Pneumatics here attacked in connection 

with II, 11:4; I, 15:46, etc. It is also excluded because a mere extension 

of the Pauline doctrine of the Pneuma could lead at the most to an 

excessive esteem for definite utterances of the Pneuma and therefore 

a special striving for these, but not to the formation of an exclusive 

clique of Pneumatics who reserved to themselves the possession of the 

Pneuma. The latter phenomenon is typically Gnostic and, in spite of 

I, 3:1 ff., is absolutely un-Pauline. 185 

In view of this situation it is to be expected that Paul does not use 

the term “TrveupcnTKd” in the sense of “xaP‘°TaTa>” because the ex¬ 
pression then would be subject to misunderstanding in the Gnostic 

meaning. Since 14:1 ab certainly is a redactional addition (see p. 95, 

n. 23), the masculine rendering of tcov TTveupocTiKcov (12:1) may for 

this reason also be assured, especially since nowhere else in Paul do we 

find the equation “nvcugaTiKd” r= “xapfcrpaTa.” 

The question as to which charisma was held by the Corinthians to 

be simply the gift of the Spirit is plainly answered by chap. 14.84 It is 

the speaking in tongues upon which the highest value is placed in 

Corinth. This speaking in tongues is portrayed by Paul as an ecstatic 186 

condition: “eav yap TTpoaeuxcopai yAcbo-crq, to uvEupd pou TrpoaeuxETai, 

6 Se vouq pou dKapnoc; eariv” (14:14). In the speaking in tongues only 

the Pneuma which dwells in the body is active. The natural mental 

functions of man, on the other hand, are not involved. It is easy to 

84 Of course chap. 12 also has already answered the question, as H. Greeven has 
fittingly observed (Propheten, Lehrer, Vorsteher bei Paulus, p. 3, n. 6) : “The fact 
that, from chap. 12 on, Paul has glossolalia in mind is betrayed in the enumerations 
in 12:8-10, 28, 29-30. Each time glossolalia (with its accompanying hermeneia) 
stands at the end—and indeed with emphasis! For when in vss. 29-30 the enumera- 
ation of vs. 28 is repeated with the question pf| tt&vtec; .... the series breaks off 
with xaplcrpaToc iapaTcov, then of the remainder to take up only glossolalia (and to 
add hermeneia)—for in this context it is the main concern.” Cf. H. Greeven, “Die 

Geistesgaben bei Paulus,” in Wort und, Dienst (1959), p. 119. 
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recognize that here Paul is thinking wholly hellenistically. Those who 

were speaking in tongues did not conceive the process differently. 

That fundamentally distinguishes speaking in tongues from the other 

spiritual gifts, which do not occur ev EKordcrEi. The conclusion which 

187 Paul draws from this is of course only that he assigns glossolalia a low 

rank since it does not serve to edify the congregation. The special kind 

of utterance of the Pneuma in the speaking in tongues does not, on 

the other hand, lead him to the conclusion that this Pneuma is not 

effective in the charismata which occur ev vof. His interpretation of 

the Pneuma as the gift of God indwelling all believers does not permit 

that. As is so often the case in Paul, here Hellenistic conception and 

Jewish thought come into sharp collision. 

Different is the attitude of the Pneumatics toward ecstatic gifts. For 

them everything depends on giving themselves and others a proof of 

the Pneuma dwelling within them. Because the presence of the Pneuma 

as the real Self is a guarantee of life, such a proof is for them clear but 

also exhaustive demonstration of their religiosity, while for Paul talk 

of the Pneuma is only a form—of course inadequate—of expression 

for his message of God’s grace which demands faith. For this reason to 

him the technical proof that the Pneuma is materially present does 

not mean any reassurance. He must strive for the confirmation and 

verification of the spiritual gifts (Gal. 5:25), just as he must hold all 

expressions of the Christian life including Tricrriq and ayoarri to be 

effects of the Spirit (I, 13; I, 12:9). 

These opposing interpretations lead to the apostle’s polemic in 

chap. 14. The opponents of Paul naturally have the terminological 

tradition on their side, and it is no wonder when it is obvious to the 

Corinthians that the sign of the indwelling Spirit is not a Aoyoq rrjq 

SiSccxnq found ev voT, as Paul had asserted and taught, but only the 

Spirit’s ecstatic utterances. This explains the fact that the Corinthians 

became ^AcoTai ttveupcctcov (14:12), for only the possession of the 

Spirit—and Paul himself would not have been able to dispute this— 

guarantees salvation. 

Of course chap. 14 does not yield compelling proof that those whom 

Paul is attacking are Gnostics in the technical sense of this word, but 

it is assured by the context. Ecstatic practices are widespread elsewhere 

throughout Plellenism, though outside Gnosticism and related phe¬ 

nomena predominantly in the internalized form of a personal vision of 

God, if one disregards the primitive religions. In the Hellenistic sphere 

during New Testament times cultic ecstasy belongs peculiarly to 

Gnosticism (in the comprehensive sense, including the mystery cults), 

and the speaking in tongues as a special form of ecstasy may have 
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been perfectly at home in mythological Gnosticism, if we may trust 188 

the extant reports.86 This latter fact is accounted for by the great 

interest in glossolalia in the Gnostic myth. The Pneuma-Self of man 

is a personal being or a part of such a being and therefore speaks a 

language of its own, the heavenly “language of tongues.” 86 In the 

ecstasy which closes out the vouq, the Pneuma itself speaks in this its 

own ^Tepa yAcoacra (Acts 2:4) ev ayyEAAiKrj $covrj.87 The term, “to speak 

in another language” or in “the language of angels” may have been the 

original label for this way of speaking which later, under the influence 

of the other meaning of yXcoctctcc (= “incomprehensible words”) de¬ 

veloped into the terminus technicus yAcocrcraiq AaAeTv88 (cf. Behm in 

TDNT I: 722 ff.). Speaking in tongues in general and the language 

of tongues in particular appeared to prove the assertion and the con¬ 

sciousness that a heavenly being dwells in man as his actual self. This 

fact thus makes it understandable that the glossolalia which is also 

elsewhere connected with ecstatic practices enjoyed in Gnostic circles 

an esteem and an extended observance not to be discerned anywhere 

else.89 Speaking in tongues as the form of manifestation of ecstatic 

religiousness and also as the central expression of the piety of Paul’s 

Corinthian opponents in general also allows at least the inference 

therefore, if one considers chap. 14 in itself, that Paul’s adversaries 

in Corinth were mythological Gnostics in the inclusive sense of this 

designation.90 

86 Cf. the excursuses in Lietzmann and J. Weiss and the bibliographies given 

there. 

86 H. Greeven in ZNW 44, n. 39: “In glossolalia primitive Christianity did not 

hear the helpless stammering of the person in ecstasy for whom, under the vision of 

heavenly revelation, language failed and, so to speak, shattered. It is not the ruins 

of human speech, but superhuman language that is perceivable on the lips of those 

who speak in tongues.’’ 

87 Test. Job 48.3; cf. Reitzenstein, [2], p. 57, where still further evidence for 189 

this view is collected; cf. I, 13:1. 

88 That the expression yXwaaaiq XaAeTv could develop as a terminus technicus 

is adequately shown by the wide distribution of speaking in tongues among those 

who were interested in it. 

89 The length at which Paul speaks of glossolalia must not lead us astray to the 

opinion that in the primitive Christian communities outside Gnosticism it was of 

general and customary usage. What would we know about glossolalia in primitive 

Christianity if Paul had not been compelled for polemical reasons to make the 

statements in I, 14? The redactor who inserted Acts 2:5-11 apparently no longer 
knows what to do with the XaXsTv £-repai<; yAcocraaic;, and Paul, faithful to his prin¬ 

ciple that he would rather speak five words with reason than a thousand in ecstasy, 

must have conducted his missionary work without speaking in tongues. 

90 Even Goethe, by the way, concerned himself in a not uninteresting fashion with 

the question, “What does speaking in tongues mean?” (Siimtliche Werke, Cotta, 

XXXI: 269, "Zwo wichtige, bisher unerorterte Biblische Fragen”). 
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II, 10:1, 10 

In conclusion, at this point we must consider the two quotations 

which Paul cites, more or less word-for-word, in II, 10:1 and II, 10:10 

as the accusations made by his adversaries. What are they supposed 

to express on the lips of the Gnostics? Thus what did some in Corinth 

claim emphatically for themselves while they denied it to Paul? In 

these passages the commentators usually think in general of the 

apostle’s physical weakness and his lack of oratorical skill and then 

compare with “6 Aoyoq e^ouOevriiievoq” the passages I, 2:1-4 and II, 

11:6—“the ££ou0. thus means first of all the inartistic form of Pauline 

speech” (Windisch, p. 306) —with koctoc ttpoctcottov Tcoreivoq and q 

TTccpoucna toG oxbpaToq daOEvqq the fact deduced from II, 4:10, 12:7 ff.; 

Gal. 4:14 and 6:17 that Paul was chronically ill—“more important 

than a weak voice and unimpressive gestures (J. Weiss) will have 

been a certain lack of assurance, of skillfulness and presence of mind, 

which probably was grounded in disturbances of the nervous system 

(slight neurasthenia?) ” (Windisch, p. 293). These parallels seem to 

me to be overestimated. 

Now if one notes the section 10:1-12, it is at once clear that the 

charges of the Gnostics have reference to the deficient exousia in the 

apostle’s proclamation. This is missing because his appearance is 

Tom-Eivoq, i.e., humiliatingly poor, when compared with the weighty 

tones of the epistles; because it is da0£vrjq, “not impressive” (Lietz- 

mann); indeed, because his preaching (6 Aoyoq, vs. 10) is simply 

contemptible, altogether other than his weighty and forceful (vs. 10) 

letters would lead one to expect. But it is equally clear that neither 

the charges themselves nor Paul’s reply suggests that this exousia was 

lacking in the apostle’s appearance because he was sick or not rhetori¬ 

cally trained. Both are rather excluded, the latter because it is incon¬ 

ceivable that the style of the Pauline letters was in very serious con¬ 

trast with that of his speech. But since the letters are just as vigorously 

praised for a certain matter as his speech is held in contempt for the 

same matter, Paul’s style of language cannot possibly have been the 

basis for such divergent judgments, regardless of how one evaluates it 

or how it was evaluated in Corinth. As for the physical weakness, it is 

hardly conceivable that anyone could make it an accusation against 

190 Paul at all, if one was criticizing his apostolic authority. That the 

Gnostics did this is utterly excluded. That would indeed in any case 

have been another sign of conduct Kcrra crdpKcc. As a Gnostic one can¬ 

not reproach someone for his conduct Kcrra aapKoc (II, 10:3) and hold 

him to be foolish when he glories in his bodily weakness (II, 10:12; 

191 cf. pp. 185-86) and at the same time reprove this his weakness as such. 
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But it is not to be doubted that Paul here is disputing Gnostic accusa¬ 
tions. 192 

Precisely because and while we must understand the words against 

the apostle as utterances of the Gnostics, their background now be¬ 

comes clear also: the Pauline preaching is so contemptible because it 

is accomplished ev vo?, not in the (gnostically understood) cotoSei^ic; 

iTVEupaToq Kai SuvapEcoq (I, 2:5). This repeated charge against Paul, 

that he is not a Pneumatic, is also expressed in the quotations in II, 

10:1, 10; this is assured not only because here we must be faced with 

the genuinely Gnostic charge, but also because, bracketed by vs. 1 

and vs. 10, in vss. 3-4 there appears the assertion of the opponents 

that Paul is still behaving as a Sarkic—thus not as a Pneumatic—and 

in vs. 7 the apostle objects to the fact that some have denied him the 

XpicnroO eTvcci, which means, as we shall show later (see pp. 197 ff.), 

the TrveuiicxTiKog eTvcci. All four charges (vss. 1, 3, 7, 10), as also the 

one refuted in vs. 12 (under the assumption of the longer text; see pp. 

185-86), thus have in the same way the aim of denying Paul’s posses¬ 

sion of the Pneuma. 

However, thus, and only thus, are the Gnostic assertions themselves 

fully comprehensible. The letters must have appeared to the Gnostic 

actually as weighty in meaning ((3apuq, vs. 10). We may for example 

take up Epistle B and attempt to read it in terms of the conceptual 

world of the Gnostics. It can then be understood in long sections 

wholly as an expression of a decided Gnostic self-consciousness 

(OappeTv, II, 10:1). If we consider e.g. the section 2:6-3:3, or chaps. 

12 and 14 with the sentence, “I thank God that I speak with tongues 

more than you all” (14:18), or passages like 2:4; 7:40; 8:1; 9:1, etc., 

we see at once why the Gnostics had to regard the letters as icrxupoq, 

that is, as a sign that Paul at least claimed the pneumatic exousia for 

himself, even though they considered it foolish (II, 10:12) that in 

writing and also in fact when present he renounced the ecstatic demon¬ 

stration of this dynamis. Since the Gnostics are unable to understand 

this renunciation, they rightly make Paul’s “unpneumatic” appearance 

during his interim visit an accusation against him. He appeared to 

them TcnTEivoq, that is, as a Pneumatic weak and beggarly. Therefore 

also his proclamation which is found solely ev vof could only be con- 193 

temptible (e^ou0evri|a£voq) .91 His presence was simply wretched 

(da0evf|q) when compared with his letters. In practice, the exousia, 

asserted in writing and grounded in the possession of the Spirit, was 

completely lacking. 

91 Kasemann (ZNW 41 [1942]: 35) wants to refer the iSicoTn? t<?> Xoycp (II, 11:6) 194 
also to the incapacity for pneumatic discourse. This is possible! 
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That does not mean that Paul himself recognized this background 

of the criticism against him. He apparently understands the reproaches 

of the Gnostics only as a disputing of his apostolic authority, without 

seeing through the mythological basis of this disputing or even missing 

such a basis. Just as his adversaries did with his, he fills their concepts 

with his conceptions, in order to conclude that they are disputing his 

very belonging to Christ (vs. 7), thus see him still behaving as a sinner 

(vs. 3), therefore naturally also dispute his e.£ouora dq oii<o5opr|v (vss. 

8 ff.; cf. II, 13:10) announced in his letters, especially since they could 

not determine during his brief stay in Corinth that he was able or 

willing to take action successfully and with authority against disobedi¬ 

ence (vs. 5; vs. 10; cf. 13:3). Paul thinks therefore that some are 

charging that he intended only to frighten them with his letters (vs. 

9). To all this Paul then can counter with nothing other than toc 

koctoc TrpoCTcon-ov (vs. 7), which of course on all his presuppositions 

would be fully sufficient. 

Paul does not see that precisely toc kcctcc ttpoctcqttov,92 that is to say, 

the ecstatic productivity which is claimed in writing but is lacking 

in fact, evoked the Gnostic charges. Since we have investigated this 

background of the Gnostic criticism, the Gnostic self-consciousness 

has nevertheless once more become evident in the utterances of the 

195 Gnostics themselves. 

II, 13:9a is to be considered and evaluated under the same perspec¬ 

tives as II, 10:1, 10. The occrOeveia here charged against Paul personally 

is the weakness of the -rrocpouaicc tou acbpaToq which, in contrast to the 

Gnostics, who are Suvcctoi, is lacking any pneumatic Suvocpiq. Thus II, 

13:9a is not to be separated from II, 10:10. The same holds true for 

II, 11:21a.93 

That may conclude tire consideration of those passages in which Paul 

conducts a polemic directly against the doctrine of the Pneuma held 

in Corinth. In spite of all the criticism which perhaps would be pos¬ 

sible on isolated statements, it may stand as a conclusion of the in¬ 

vestigation that the apostle is fighting specifically Gnostic views. Some 

in Corinth held the Pneuma to be the real Self of man, which existed 

before the creation of the human body. The possession of it is, as 

921 consider II, 10:7a not to be an interrogative sentence (thus, e.g., R. Bult- 
mann). 

93 koctoc dcTipiocv Aeyco, like the entire context, must be understood in an ironic 
sense, and so cannot mean, “to your shame I must say,” but “to my shame I must 
confess.” Therefore with d>q oti the well-known charge that Paul is only a weak 
Sarkic is introduced explicitly as a quotation (cf. II, 5:19; II Thess. 2:2, and H. 
Windisch, p. 348): “How weak we were!”—that is, when we were with you and 
failed to display any pneumatic dynamis. 
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such, life, and the demonstration of this possession in the state of 

ecstasy is therefore the most important function of religious existence. 

b) Self-praise 196 

Before we inquire whether it is possible more precisely to determine 

the mythological background of this Pneuma teaching, we consider 

briefly the Gnostic’s assurance of salvation which is based upon it. 

The church fathers already sensed the arrogance of the Gnostics as 

blasphemy and rejected it. A splendid example of this self-esteem 

is offered by Iren. I, 13.6. This passage may stand here for many. The 197 

pupils of Marcus call themselves the Perfect: “quasi nemo possit exae- 

quari magnitudini agnitionis ipsorum, nec si Paulum aut Petrum 

dicas, vel alterum quendam apostolorum: sed plus omnibus se cogno- 

visse et magnitudinem agnitionem illius, quae est inenarrabilis virtutis, 

solos ebibisse. Esse autem se in altitudine super omnem virtutem: qua- 

propter et libere omnia agere, nullum in nullo timorem habentes. 

Propter enim redemtionem et incomprehensibiles et invisibiles fieri 

iudici.” To Christian understanding of being, the Gnostic self-esteem 

must appear as presumptuous. The Gnostic is by nature redeemed. His 

ultimate salvation cannot even be open to doubt, for he cannot lose his 

pneumatic substance. Redemption, so far as he acknowledges any such 198 

as coming from God at all, is as much in God’s interest as in his own.94 

He is indeed a lost fragment of divine substance. With this, the Gnos¬ 

tic has a certainty of salvation which is not at all to be compared with 

genuine Christian assurance of salvation. The future demands nothing 199 

more of him; he hardly expects anything from it. He is able already 

to anticipate it in ecstasy, in those moments in which the self leaves 

the body and temporarily attains the heavenly goal. Abiding EKoraaiq, 

i.e., ultimate being outside the fetters of the body, indeed signifies for 

him perfection. Out of this assurance of salvation there necessarily 

grows a self-esteem which must appear as scandalous arrogance to the 

apostle, who pcTct cpoPou kcu Tpopou (Phil. 2:12) is working out his 

salvation and does not claim fjSrj eAcc|3ov, fjSrj TETeAdcopai (Phil. 3:12). 

I, 4:7 S. 

I, 4:7 ff. certainly is to be classified in this connection. The transition 200 

from vs. 6 to vs. 7 is somewhat abrupt. It becomes understandable 

when one observes that in vs. 6b two ideas overlap. The verse is first 

directed against a person’s taking special glory in being a teacher. This 

04 Cf. Act. Joh. 85 (see M. R. James, The Apocryphal New Testament, p. 250): 
“We thank thee that thou art in need of a redeemed human nature” (? The Greek 
text appears corrupted). Od. Sol. 4.9 perhaps is a polemic against such a conception. 
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is absurd because, as the example Paul-Apollos has shown (vs. 6a), 

both are servants of the Lord in the same way (3:5). But at the same 

time Paul also condemns boastfulness in general. Even Paul and 

Apollos do not engage in a boasting exchange, but work together and 

with modesty (3:6-7). The koct& too e-repou at the end of vs. 6 can 

refer either to a teacher or to a member of the community. However 

one decides this point, it is certain that in vs. 7 Paul refers back only 

to the tpuaiouafte of vs. 6b and now takes up a clear theme: the rejec¬ 

tion of the arrogant self-consciousness of the Gnostics. That should 

not mean that Paul was more precisely informed about the anthropo¬ 

logical presuppositions of this attitude. However, Chloe’s people must 

have pictured the opponents for him quite accurately, for the polemic 

in vs. 7 fits the Gnostic self-consciousness precisely: “riq cte SiocKpivEi” 

= “who distinguishes you?” This is to be completed with the answer: 

no one. According to the precise meaning of the word StcncpivEiv, the 

Corinthian Christians addressed here regarded themselves as distinct 

from others. The consciousness of being separate from all non- 

Pneumatic persons, however, is the most fundamental expression of 

the self-consciousness of the Gnostic. 

“ti Se £xei? o ouk eAcc^ei;; e! Se kcu £Aa(3£q, t( Kauxoccrat obq pi) Aa(3cov;” 

That the Christian has received all in which he could glory—and for 

just this reason cannot boast—is for Paul irrefutably true. There is 

nothing about man himself that is worth boasting about (Rom. 3:23). 

With the Gnostic it is just the reverse. For him only that which he is is 

worthy of boasting. He has received from the demonic powers the con¬ 

temptible body. Thus Paul’s line of argument does not touch him, 

since he cannot agree with its presuppositions. Nevertheless he is ex¬ 

actly characterized with the “ti kccux&o'cci cbq pi) Aafkov;” A comparison 

with Irenaeus (I, 6.4), who says of the Gnostics in general: “They 

desire to have in their possession as their own property the grace that 

is from above,” may help us understand Paul when he continues, “fjSri 

K£Kop£crp£vot ectte; fjSr) ETrAouTijaaTE; xtopiq i)pcbv EPaaiAEuaaTE.” In con¬ 

nection with these words one thinks automatically of the already- 

mentioned passage in Phil. 3:12: “oux oti fjSrj eAcx|3ov r) rjSri teteAeico- 

pai,” which, probably written in Ephesus, stems from the same situa¬ 

tion.95 Passow (cf. J. Weiss, p. 106) fittingly characterizes the con¬ 

sciousness which is expressed with rjSrp “It is a determinative particle 

9B It is logical to assume that the Gnostics who are conducting a mission in 
Corinth have come by way of Philippi (cf. II, 3:1; p. 224). Since in them we have 
to do with Gnostic Jews, Phil. 3 would be splendidly explained, with its polemic 
against the Jews ('EPpaToq in vs. 5; cf. II, 11:22!) and the teAeioi (vs. 12), which 
certainly has reference to only one group, if one assumes that here Paul has in 
mind those very “Corinthian” Gnostics. Phil. 3 then might well fall about the 
time of Epistle D. Cf. now Vol. 2, pp. 182 ff. 
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which according to its construction from i*j and 6rj signifies confidence 

(i3!) which is based upon evident observation (6rj)However, at the 

same time is portrayed the Gnostic self-consciousness which gives Paul 

occasion for the bitter questions: “Are you really already satisfied? Are 

you actually already rich? Have you attained dominion without us?” 

One may place beside this a note of Irenaeus (I, 23.5) about 

Menander: “He added that the magical arts taught by himself be¬ 

stowed power over the angels who made the world. That is to say, 

through his baptism his pupils receive the resurrection, henceforth 

cannot die, are eternally young and immortal.” The basic feeling of 

the Gnostic, who boasts of his salvation as a sure possession and basi¬ 

cally expects nothing more of the future, is expressed with equal clarity 

in both cases. The Pneumatic in essence is no longer at all regarded 

as man and, according to the Gnostic myth, he is not (cf. I, 3:4; 

Reitzenstein, Hellenistische Mysterienreligionen, p. 341) .96 One may 

also compare Clem. Alex. Strom. IV, 23.149: “toutcp Suvorov Tcp Tpoircp 

tov yvcocnriKOv qSq yevEcrOai 0eov” (cf. IV, 6.40) . In contrast to this, 201 

there is expressed in the apostle’s cry, “ocficAov ye efktCTiAeuaorE, Tva Kai 

r||ieTq upTv aupPaatAeuacoiaev,” the fundamentally different attitude of 

the one to whom his life not only still is always before him, but who 

also promises this life to all the believers, not to a favored, exclusive 

group of Pneumatics. The conception here which originally underlies 

the PaaiAeueiv is typically Gnostic,97 without our having to assume 

that Paul is consciously taking up an expression used in Corinth.98 

The Pneumatic, when he is in possession of Gnosis, rules over the 

demonic angel powers which seek to restrain him in the fetters of 

matter. On this point, cf., in addition to the passage from Iren. I, 23.5, 

cited above, also I, 25.3, where it is said of the Carpocratians: “They 

perform magical arts . . . and assert that they have the e^oucna irpoq 

to Kupieueiv qSq over the archons and creators of this world.” Paul of 

99 Very significant is Corp. Herm. 10:9: “6 yap yvouq koci . . . r)Sr) Gehq.” 
97 The expression here cannot stem from a Stoic or Jewish conception (thus J. 

Weiss and others) . All the less so since in this passage Paul obviously is thinking of 
the future consummation at the end of time, while the Stoic on the other hand 
speaks of the conquest of drives, passions, and the world in the world. However, 
the Jewish view which must be underlying here, namely that lordship over the 
world comes to the Jewish people in the end-time, is unknown to that late Jewish 
tradition in which Paul was trained. In it there rather dominates the conception 
that the redeemed stand under the PaaiXeia tou OeoO, even though the Gnostic idea 
that they together with God rule over the cosmos may already have been known in 

certain circles. 
98 But cf. lines 5-9 of the saying from Oxyrh. Pap. 654 (following Hennecke- 

Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 100): “Let not him cease who is seeking (until he) has 
found, and when he has found (he will be amazed, and when he) has been amazed, 
he will reign an (d he who has come to royal rule will) find (?) rest” (= Clem. 

Alex. Strom. V, 14.96, cf. II, 9:45). 203 
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course uses PoctiAeueiv in a figurative sense, but therewith he inten¬ 

tionally or unintentionally strikes the mythological foundation of the 

consciousness of perfection of the Corinthian schismatics, which in I, 

6:1 ff. also becomes clear in non-Gnostic terminology (cf. II Tim. 

2:12). 

I, 4:10 

As in I, 4:7-8, in 4:10 and 5:2 Paul turns against the arrogance of his 

adversaries, who obviously look down in scorn upon Paul from the 

assurance of their religious possession. No additional information is 

202 gained by 5:2. The idea of 4:7-8 is repeated in briefest form. More 

important is 4:10: “ripcTq pcopoi 6ia Xpicrrov, upciq 5e cppovipoi £v 

XpiCTxcp- qpcTq dcrOevETq, upclq Se iaxupoi- upsTq evSo^oi, r)p£?q Se aTipoi.” 

The individual expressions may have been chosen by Paul himself, 

even if the passage II, 10:10 presupposes icrxup6<; and &a0£vrjq, and 

II, 11:19 cppovipoq, in the mouth of the opponents. But in any case 

they again splendidly fit the situation as well of the opponents as also 

—in contrast therewith—of Paul. As compared with their cleverness 

the apostle intended to be, and had to be, a fool. In view of their 

strength, which was based upon the quality of their being in substance, 

Paul could not but appear as weak, since his strength existed only in 

the decision, to be made anew again and again, to yield himself to 

God precisely in the affirmation of this weakness: otccv yap aa0£vob, 

tote SuvaToq sipi (II, 12:10). Thus while Paul is all that he is in 

weakness, and also wishes to be judged only accordingly (II, 12:6), 

the genuine being of the Gnostics consists in the divine power of their 

spark of the Pneuma, whereas they regard that which one “sees and 

hears” (II, 12:6) in them, i.e., all corporeality with its weaknesses, 

as not at all belonging to them themselves—to their Self (cf. pp. 211 ff.). 

Now already in I, 4:10 the theme is introduced which wholly per¬ 

vades Epistle C and the sorrowful epistle but also is continually promi- 

204 nent in Epistle B:99 the struggle about the apostolic authority of Paul 

or of the apostle in general. The later the epistles are, the more is the 

character of the whole discussion altered as a result of the personal 

attack against Paul. This of course does not mean that its content is 

changed. Paul opens the battle with an attack upon the basic religious 

attitude of his opponents: their arrogant self-estimate, based upon 

Gnosis, with all its religious-ethical consequences. This is the situation 

as it is found in Epistle A and predominantly also in Epistle B. The 

00 Chap. 2 is already directed against the charge that Paul is lacking in the 
necessary preaching of wisdom. 4:3; 7:40, and 9:1 ff., e.g., clearly presuppose attacks 
against him. 
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answer of the Gnostics consists in their denying Paul the right to 

speak at all as an apostle, that is as an authorized preacher of the 

Christian kerygma.100 This is a skillful and, from the Gnostic stand¬ 

point, also an appropriate defense. For when Paul, rejecting Gnosis, 

boasts of his weakness, he therewith confesses himself to be a non- 

Gnostic or non-Pneumatic and therefore in the eyes of his opponents, 

for whom only the Pneumatic actually is anything, he shows up as noth¬ 

ing. As II, 12:11 shows, this accusation had been made very clear to 

him, even though Paul may hardly have perceived its concrete mythi¬ 

cal background. Paul is counted among the worthless class of the 

Sarkics (II, 10:3; cf. II, 12:11). His apostolic •n£Troi0r|cn<; is without 

foundation. It is clear that the attack against Paul is being launched 

from the very position against which he fought quite generally at the 205 

beginning of the dispute. When he now defends himself against per¬ 

sonal attacks, he has not shifted the battlefront and with it the basic 

issue of the battle. 206 

One can also formulate it thus: the dispute about Paul’s apostolic 

rights is simply a dispute about anthropology—anyone who is not 

Pneuma is all the more not an apostle—and therefore Paul, when he 207 

rejects the enemy’s charges against his office, is fighting the same battle 

which he himself began with the attack against the Pneumatics. Thus 208 

we have indeed already adduced, in the consideration of the negative 

side of Gnostic anthropology, two passages, in II, 4:7 IT. and II, 10:2- 

3, which stem from the discussion about the apostolate, and now, in 

the investigation of the positive side, we proceed accordingly. 

II, 4:2-5 

First we shall consider II, 4:5. Here becomes visible the more precise 

argument for the view that every apostle must be a Pneumatic in the 

Gnostic sense. For the apostle’s assertion that his opponents proclaimed 

themselves is altogether correct and will not have been disputed by 

them. They preach that which they are, and therefore naturally must 

expect of the other apostles that they are the same. Plardly anywhere 

does the Gnostic self-consciousness appear so vividly as here. The 

Gnostic lives because he is. He has not received true life as a gift, has 

not himself seized it. Rather, it is given with his actual being. He is 

100 From this perspective we can easily account for the polemical expression 
utrepMav octtootoXoi (II, 11:5; 12:11) which has so frequently stimulated the imagi¬ 
nation of the exegetes, for it is precisely as apostles that Paul’s opponents put 
themselves above him. Similarly, Paul’s sharp polemic against the tpEuSccTrocrToAoi in 
II, 11:13 ff. is only natural if he, who knew himself to be an ccttocttoAoc; ’Incou 
XpiCTtoO, was being denied and accorded this position. Paul must turn this contrast 
around, and then, in view of his genuine apostolate, that of the opponents necessarily 

appears as pretended, false, devilish. 
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blessed in any case through his pneumatic nature (Iren. I, 6.2). For 

this reason, as an apostle he also cannot pass on this life. He cannot 

proclaim it to the hearers as something which comes to them from 

without and is to be grasped. The apostolic message is for him the 

knowledge of man himself, and indeed of that which man always 

already is.101 To preach himself or to realize himself in ecstasy and 

therewith also to help another toward the knowledge of his Self is the 

task of the Gnostic apostle. Knowledge of oneself is redemption. Hence 

209 the Gnostic proclaims Gnosis, but he himself is its content.102 One 

hardly needs to put Paul, for whom man himself is dead and can live 

only by the Word which comes forth from God, alongside this view 

in order fully to grasp the Gnostic self-understanding in all its limit¬ 

lessness. 

But from this angle now a clear light also falls on vss. 2-4. The charge 

that Paul’s gospel is hidden is connected, on the lips of the Corinthians, 

altogether concretely with Paul’s rejection of ecstatic practices and 

their theoretical exposition as Gnosis, and thus with the neglect of 

self-proclamation. Paul cannot become manifest in this manner be¬ 

cause a gospel thus understood is indeed a euayyEAiov E-rspov which he 

has not received and passed on (II, 11:4). He commends himself 

through the (pavepcoaiq Trjq aAriSeiaq (4:2). Obviously with <pav£pcoCTiq 

just as with kcxAuttteiv he is employing expressions of his opponents 

(see pp. 190-91). If II, 5:11 ff. (see pp. 187 If.) is compared with this, 

the ring is closed: the q>avepcocriq which is there demanded of Paul is, as 

a comparison of vs. 11a with vs. 13a shows, the EKcrraaiq through the 

absence of which Paul’s gospel appears in the eyes of the Gnostics to be 

hidden. 

II, 3:4 ff.; 10:12 ff., and other passages 

In 3:4 ff. the same basic idea is found as in II, 4:5-6. Already in 2:16 

Paul, having in view the apostolic ministry, had posed the question: 

“kcci Trpoq tccGtcc Tiq kavoq;” of course without explicitly answering it 

or giving the argument for the obvious answer, “we.” In the defense 

of his office he first allows himself to be attracted to an interim idea, 

only to return in 3:4 to the theme of 2:165. The answer to the ques¬ 

tion, “who is sufficient for the apostolic office?” is given with a hardly 

101 On this, cf. pp. 149-50. It is amazing how fittingly Paul has grasped his 
opponents’ consciousness of existence, even where he still is not at all acquainted 
with their myth. 

102 May we adduce as a substantive parallel to this the following passage from 
Ign. Philad., which is a polemic against a Jewish Gnosticism? “lav 6e impi MricroO 
XpiCTToO pf| XaXwcnv, oBtoi £poi CTTrjXai eiaiv kcxi Taq>oi vexpcov, £q>’ otq YEypcarTai 

povov ovoporra dvGpcoircov” (6:1). 
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mistakable side-glance at those who regard themselves, by virtue of 

their own being, as Ikocvoi. For in view of the substantive parallel in 

4:5 and the polemic in 2:17-3:3 it cannot be doubted that 3:5 is po¬ 

lemical in this way. The significance and the mythological background 

of this self-satisfaction for our problem has just been adequately eval¬ 

uated. 

11,10:12-13 is to be cited here also, especially if the longer text is 

correct: “ou yap ToXpcopev eyicplvai rj cruyKpivai eauTOuq tictiv tcov eauTouq 

auvtcrravovTcov. aXXa auToi ev eauTO?q eauTOuq peTpouvTcq xai auyKpt- 

vovTeq eauTOuq iau-roTq ou auviaaiv. ripeTq 8e ouk dq toc apeTpa Kauxqcro- 

pe0a, aXXa . . . .” The undeniable difficulty in this text lies in the 

auToi at the beginning of the second sentence. If it refers to the op¬ 

ponents, without question outoi would be expected. The shorter text, 

which omits ou auviaaiv. qpeTq Se, removes this difficulty in an illumi¬ 

nating fashion. Of course the longer text is tenable under one pre¬ 

supposition. If one assumes that the Gnostics had accused Paul by say¬ 

ing that he was not sensible, and Paul skillfully returned this charge 

with the same words, “They are not themselves being sensible,” the 210 

auToi makes sense and is quite in place. II, 10:12-13, then, freely trans¬ 

lated, would read: “We are not so arrogant that we are among those 

who recommend themselves. Rather they themselves are not reasonable 

who measure themselves by themselves and compare themselves with 

themselves. We, however, do not boast on the basis of an invalid 

standard . . . .” 103 Arguing against this understanding of the passage 

is only the fact that such a charge remains a mere conjecture, albeit 

in my judgment an attractive one. For all the preceding verses bear 

witness to similar charges: Paul was Ta-rtEivoq in his presence in Corinth 

(vs. 1), he walks according to the flesh (vs. 2), he is not Xpiarou (vs. 

7), he is personally weak and contemptible (vss. 10-11). These accusa- 211 

tions, which taken together in substance deny the apostle any claim 

to be a Pneumatic in the Gnostic sense,104 are well followed by the 

defense against the further reproach that Paul is not being sensible 

when he glories in his weakness, the cross of Christ, the resurrection 

of the dead, or even in himself as in I, 9, thus in any case in the flesh. 

103 Kasemann ([1], pp. 56 ff.) reads from the shorter text that people were 
charging against Paul that he lacked the “peTpov too kccvovoc;.” Even if this were the 
case, it would still be far from meaning that the heretics in Corinth are judging 
Paul according to a standard issued by the Jerusalem authorities, as Kasemann 
infers. Nevertheless it is not to be overlooked that the expression “peTpov TOu 
Kocvovoq” is introduced by Paul in vs. 13 because he can boast of an authentic 
standard, namely “£<piKECT0ai axpi xai upwv,” while he denies precisely this to his 
opponents (cf. also R. Bultmann, [1], pp. 21-22). 

jo* on vs. 1, cf. pp. 176 £E.; on vs. 2, cf. pp. 164 ff.; on vs. 7, cf. pp. 197 ff.; 
on vss. 10-11, cf. pp. 176 ff. 
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This is, on the lips of the Gnostics, a solemn and, from their stand¬ 

point, justified reproach which in no way “turns out much too dim 

and hazy” (Windisch, p. 309) in its utility. 

Arguing against the shorter text is first of all the fact that it has 

very little attestation, and then the fact that the Western witnesses 

which alone come into consideration'are very poor witnesses. Further, 

it should be remembered that the shorter reading is the easier one, 

whose skillful construction105 by a redactor who took offense at the 

difficult ccutoi is more easily conceivable than the insertion, which is 

difficult to account for, of the ou auviaaiv. npcTq 6e. The expression 

is good Pauline language in both forms of the text, though in view of 

the situation in Corinth it does not appear to me very clever of Paul 

if with the shorter text he claims for himself in this one passage what 

he has repeatedly reproached his opponents for claiming: that they 

commend themselves, preach themselves, are perfect in themselves (cf. 

I, 4:7 ff. ;II, 3:5-6; 4:5; 10:12a, 18) ,106 even though of course he does 

this only in form. 

Windisch (see p. 309) can only assert that “measuring and compar¬ 

ing oneself with oneself” when applied to the opponents yields no 

immediately enlightening meaning because he does not observe the 

character of the opponents and the direct parallels in I, 4:7 ff.; II, 

3:5-6, and 4:5. The “staying with oneself” is in every way the charac¬ 

teristic feature precisely of the Gnostic.107 Even the shorter text pre¬ 

supposes this, since Paul in fact claims for himself (in correct fashion) 

the self-measurement and self-comparison practiced (in a wrong 

fashion) by his opponents. For this reason it should rather be said 

that the literal sense is lacking in the shorter text since here “to 

measure oneself by oneself” is identical with the measuring Kcrra to 

peTpov tou xavovoq ou epepiaev f|piv 6 6e6q pcTpou (vs. 13), that is with 

the “being commended of God” (vs. 18). 

The decision as to which text is to be preferred may be left to the 

reader. In any case this passage also may be placed in the context 

being discussed here. The longer text, which I consider correct, would 

of course speak a plainer language. 

Since for the Gnostic everything depends on his Pneuma-Self, self- 

106 Cf. the similar, utterly ingenious editorial method in Gal. 2:5. 

106 If the shorter text is to be preferred, it could only be the offense at this 
strongly felt clumsiness which prompted the redactor by means of the insertion 
of the “ou auvtacriv. njjieiq 6e” to connect the offensive characterization in 125 to the 
opponents in Corinth. 

107 Not, of course, of the Judaizer! He measures himself or his achievements in 
terms of the demands of the law. Therefore Schmiedel, e.g., along with most other 
exegetes, must prefer the shorter text, for II, 10:125 “does not fit (in the longer 
form) the Judaizers at all” (Kommentar, in loc.). 
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commendation and self-comparison is the most pertinent, necessary, 

and by no means unethical expression of his religiousness. In vs. 18 213 

Paul once more sets his own piety over against that in a summary way, 

and indeed with the same polemical thrust: “ou yocp 6 eocutov cruvicr- 
Tavcov, ekeTvoc^ dcrnv Soxipoq, aAAa ov 6 xupioq auvicnT)cnv.” 

We may be content with only mentioning other passages which 

belong here. They provide no significantly new viewpoints but under¬ 
score what has already been said. 

The spiritual weapons of the apostle are powerful Aoyicrpouc; kocSou- 

pouvTEq Kcxi ttocv' uipcopa Eiraipopevov koct& Trjq yvcoascoq tou 0eou (II, 10: 

4-5). The Gnostics, against whom this sentence is directed, of course 

will have contradicted Paul, that precisely the true yvcocnq tou 0eou de¬ 

mands their spiritual pride, which may be meant here by utpcopa. 214 

We have already referred earlier to II, 12:11: “ouSev yap uoTspncra 

tuv uiTEpAiav octtocttoAcov, e! Koci ouSev Eipi.” That Paul is “nothing” is 

meant on the lips of the Gnostics, in the special sense of their myth. 

It is denied that he possesses the Pneuma, and therefore as a sarkical 

person he actually is a “nothing,” a fragment of dead substance, for 

the sarx is nothing. 

We may briefly refer to II, 13:9, the polemical formulation of which 

of course is not provable: “xonpopsv yap otov ripciq aa0£vcop£v, upsTq 

6e Suvotoi rprs,” and in conclusion I, 7:405 may be considered once 

more: “8okco Se Kaycb nvEupa 0eou exciv.” This passage allows us con¬ 

clusively to decide that some in Corinth preached and naturally also 

practiced certain views with regard to marriage, with explicit reference 

to the possession of the Pneuma. The self-consciousness of the Corin¬ 

thian Pneumatics, who as such are not only perfect but eo ipso also 

authorized apostles, therewith clearly comes to light. 

II, 5:11-15 215 

In this connection also belongs the section II, 5:11-15. I shall treat 

it in a somewhat more thorough way since hardly anywhere does the 

helplessness of the exegetes who see Paul fighting against the Judaizers 

become clearer than in this passage, where they have brought forward 

an immense number of more or less obscure expositions. To go into 

the many interpretations of this section in detail, though, seems un¬ 

necessary. 

In vs. 11 Paul is following the substance of vs. 10: the <p6(3oq tou 

Kupiou is the fear of the |3fj|ia tou XpiaTou. In the following, however, 

a new theme is then set forth. Reitzenstein’s attempt to interpret vs. 

13 as a full parallel to vs. 9 (EKaTrjvai = EKSr)pfjcrai) (Hellenistische 

Mysterienreligionen, p. 372) has rightly met with general rejection. 
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It is because the apostle is aware that he must appear before the judg¬ 

ment seat of Christ that “he persuades men,” while he is “manifest to 

God.” Exactly what this means is at first difficult to say. The broader 

context will of course make it clear. Verse 116 can at first be left out 

of consideration. Paul asserts, in a parenthetical remark, that he hopes 

also to be “manifest” to the Corinthians, and then continues with the 

apologetic assurance that he is not commending himself again. Thus 

he considers it possible that the expression in vs. 11 might be charged 

against him as self-commendation. But that was not his intention. He 

intended rather with it to give the Corinthians an occpoppirj so that they 

could counter those who glory ev irpoacoTrcp. This d$oppf|, joined with 

yap, is once more repeated in vs. 13: “eTte yap E^saTripEv, 0e<*>, eTte 

aco^povoupEv, upTv.” The &v0pcoTrou<; ttei0o|J£v must be paralleled in the 

present context by the eTte aco<f>povou|JEv, up?v, and the 0ecp 6e TTEcpa- 

v£pcb|i£0a must be matched by eTte E^EaTriiiEv, 0Ecp. Then follows the 

argument in support of this conduct: the love of Christ thus constrains 

us. Just as Christ was present for all in his death, so are we also to be 

present for all, that is, for others. That brings the course of thought 

back again to the beginning of vs. 11, only that in the place of the fear 

of the (3f)|ia XpioTou there appears obedience in view of the aTaupoq 

XpiCTTou. But this is not a contradiction for Paul, for the judging Christ 

is the crucified Christ, so that the arguments given at the beginning 

and the end of the sequence of thought for the apostle’s conduct 

described in vs. 11a and vs. 13 are identical. 

What now is the characteristic feature of the conduct claimed by the 

apostle, and how can this conduct be held before those in Corinth who 

boast in the presence of Paul as proof that this boasting is a glorying 

EV TTpOCTCOTTCp? 

Of what are the adversaries in Corinth boasting? The polemical 

thrust of the entire section is obvious. It is clear also that Paul finds 

himself in a defensive position. The attacks apparently were directed 

against his apostolate. In any case it is true of the entire Epistle C 

elsewhere that it is refuting such attacks, indeed not as vigorously as 

the sorrowful epistle, but more comprehensively than the occasional 

remarks in the preceding epistle (I, 9:1 ff.). The same polemical situa¬ 

tion is already to be presupposed for our section, because the verses 

5:18-21 which conclude it very clearly have in mind only the apostle. 

Now people in Corinth were claiming for themselves the rights of 

apostles by pointing to pneumatic-ecstatic experiences of all kinds, the 

absence of which in Paul appeared to prove that he was not an apostle. 

In fact Paul defends himself also in our present passage against the 

charge that he is not a Pneumatic and therefore not an apostle. This 

is done with the same argument as is found in I, 14—there without 
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special reference to the office of apostle. There, exactly as later in II, 

12:1-10, Paul indeed does not reject the pneumatic experiences, but he 

depreciates them, since they are an expression of individual religion 

only and yet profit the community none at all: “6 AaAcov yAobaat] 

eauTov oikoSopeT. 6 5k TTpoc|>r|T£ucov £KKAr)cnav oikoSopeT” (14:4). For this 

reason he would rather speak five words Tcp voT than a thousand kv 

yAcocrcrfl (14:19). For 6 AaAcov yAcocraq ouk dvOpwiToiq AaAeT dAAa 0ecp 

(14:2). This verse is reminiscent even in wording of II, 5:11, where 

now of course there is specific thought of the apostle: “dvGpco-rrouq 

TreiOopev, 0E<p Se TT£<}>avEpcop£0a.” Behind the tteIGeiv, as is widely recog¬ 

nized by the exegetes, is concealed the hateful charge of the Corinthian 

heretics that Paul knows how to “persuade” only.108 In vs. 13 Paul 

uses, instead of this, his own more pertinent expression “oxoqjpo- 

veTv.” Therewith he emphatically declares that he intends nothing 

other than to proclaim the gospel to the community in sober preaching, 

to “persuade” them with the word. For those who have the Pauline 

conception of the apostolate, there can in fact be no better apopprj 

against those who do not acknowledge Paul as an apostle than an ex¬ 

plicit reference to the preaching of the apostle. The concept coToaToAoc; 

in Paul is not yet hardened into the narrow designation of office of a 

certain circle of disciples, but is still alive in the original sense of 

“emissary” (cf. I, 12:28; II, 8:23; 11:13; Phil. 2:25). The apostle of 216 

Jesus Christ is the one commissioned for the proclamation of the gospel 

before others (II, 5:18 ff.), and Paul devotes all his energy to going as 

far as possible in this mission (II, 10:13). It is his boast to have aroused 

as much faith as possible in the power of Christ (II, 3:1 ff.). Thus it 217 

is the decisive, and indeed basically the only, mark of the apostle to 

be present in the community for others. While the individual may also 

have the right to live out his individual religion, it is the right and 

the duty of the apostle to refrain from doing this, in the service of 

the community. For this reason he prefers to speak five words with his 

intellect than a thousand in ecstasy, for this reason he speaks only 

unwillingly of his visions. 

This aphorme of course will hardly have convinced the Gnostics. 

Not that they did not place a certain value upon preaching, so far as 

it was the communication of Gnosis. But they conceded a right to such 

preaching to no one who was not a Pneumatic and who could not be 

identified as such by the ecstasy over the possession of the Pneuma. 

Paul defends himself against such a demand: cite yap E^EOTripEv, 0e<£ 

108 In an independent formulation, Paul would have used khpucto-eiv, irapaKaAeTv, 
or something of the sort (cf. R. Bultmann, [1], p. 13). The same charge word for 
word apparently is present in Gal. 1:10, a point on which cf. Vol. 2, pp. 39 ff. 
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or 0£cp -Ttecfiavepcb|ie0a.109 He deliberately refrains from producing for 

the community his own religious possession (for thus in fact he re¬ 

garded the pneumatic endowment). It suffices for him if in this respect 

he is manifest to God. Toward men he fulfills his apostolic ministry of 

TT£10£IV. 

The equation E^icnrdvou = cpavepoGafiat appears to me to be certain, 

because of parallelism of vs. 11a and vs. 13 which is compellingly de¬ 

manded by the context of our passage. Thus one may not give the 

<f>ocv£poGcr0ai in vs. 11 the sense of the same expression in II, 3:3 (cf. 

218 II, 4:2). This cannot be done because in vs. 11a as in vs. 13 un¬ 

doubtedly there is a genuine conflict which in vs. 11a cannot be dis¬ 

solved by reading “we are manifest to God (as true apostles) by virtue 

of the fact that we persuade men.” Paul is rather affirming that he 

refuses to give the demanded cpavcpcoaiq because it is only God’s con¬ 

cern, while on the other hand he holds the reproved tteiGeiv as a con¬ 

crete exercise of the apostolic office to be the proper proof of just this 

office. With <pav£pouCT0ai as well as with Tr£i0£iv Paul adopts the term 

employed in Corinth, which he then in vs. 13 replaces with his own 

term. Thus <t>av£poGcr0ai means a making manifest of the Pneuma in 

219 ecstasy. 

I, 12:7 shows that this is Gnostic language: “eKdorcp 8e 8i8otou r) 

c|>cxv£pcocnq tou TTveupcrroq -rrpoq to crupcpEpov.” “(pavepcocnq toO TrvEupaToq” 

220 is—this much may be evident—a fixed expression. Even though I am 

not acquainted with a parallel, I should nevertheless confidently assert 

that it, along with the abundance of concepts encountered in vss. 8 ff., 

is of Gnostic origin, especially since cpccvEpcocnq is foreign to the LXX110 

and even in profane Greek is at least unusual. Paul uses (pocvepcocriq toG 

Trv£upaToq in vs. 7, corresponding to his conception of the Pneuma, 

of course in an indirect (passive) sense: the Pneuma is revealed by 

means of the gifts of the Spirit. The original meaning of this formula, 

as it must be determined from II, 5:11 to have appeared in Corinth, 

222 meant on the other hand a direct revelation of the Pneuma in ecstasy. 

I would assert moreover that the Gnostics are being quoted not only 

in II, 5:11, but that in II, 4:2 and 11:6 also Paul is referring to the 

223 Gnostic demand for cpavEpcocriq toG -nvEuiJiccToq. The passage 4:2-3 is a 

response to the opponents almost word by word. Already in dTr£nrdp£0cc 

Tct KpuTrra Trjq aiaxuvqq most interpreters assume a thrust against these 

or even a parrying of special charges which they had made against 

Paul. We need only compare II, 12:16 with pf| TrepuTaToGvTEq ev uav- 

221 109 On this, cf. the parallel in I, 14:28, where Paul says of the Pneumatics who 
speak in tongues: “iauTcp AaXeWco kcc'i t<?> Beep”—thus not of the community. 

110 “(pavepouv” only in Jer. 40:6; ‘>avep6<;” eight times, yet never in connection 
with “irveOpa.” 
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oupyiqt prjSe SoAoGvTcq tov Aoyov tou 0eoG. Verse 3 certainly is quoting 

the Gnostics. And finally, vs. 2b is reminiscent of II, 10:12 (c£. 3:1; 

4:5), where Paul makes the charge of self-commendation against his 

adversaries because they glory in their possession of the Pneuma in¬ 

stead of in the ministry. That Paul in this context names the cpavepcocnq 

Trjq aAqOciaq in deliberate opposition to the cpavepcoaiq toG TrvEupaToq 

as the standard of his recommendation appears to me very probable, 

especially since except for I, 14:7, where indeed the usage is not origi¬ 

nal, (pavcpcoCTiq does not appear elsewhere in Paul (or in the rest of 

the New Testament). Still more likely seems this state of things in II, 

11:6, where the issue is, just as concretely as in II, 5:11 ff., the parry¬ 

ing of the super-apostles who had made the charge against Paul that 

he was an iSicoTqq xcp Aoycp (vs. 6a), did not possess yvcocnq (vs. 65), 

and was deficient as to (pavepcocnq (vs. 6c). Unfortunately the text is 

corrupt. Hence we cannot say with certainty what Paul actually intends 

to reveal. Certainly not to m/EGga, as the Gnostics would like, or 

eauTouq, as some manuscripts read, which then could be understood 

also in the sense of Gnosis. It is most likely that it should be com¬ 

pleted by adding an aGTijv (scil. Tqv yvcoaiv) to the undoubtedly correct 

cpavcpcoCTavTcq. Still we cannot go beyond conjectures. It is enough to 

say that here Paul probably is acceding to the Gnostic demand for 

(pavcpcocriq in a non-Gnostic fashion. 

With all this, one may feel assured that Tr£<t>av£pcopE0a in II, 5:11a 

looks back to the Gnostic demand for <t>av£pcoCTtq toG Trv£U|iaToq, even 

if one cannot agree with all that has been said. In vs. 115, Paul very 

finely converts the expression into the meaning which is close to his 

heart: Precisely in that I as an apostle preach to the community, but 

keep the “manifestations of the Spirit” between myself and God 

I hope also to be “manifest” to you, manifest precisely as the one who 

is commended through the (pavEpcocnq Trjq aAqGdaq irpoq -rraaav cruvd- 

Sqaiv av0pcbTrcov evcottiov toG 0eoG (II, 4:2). That clarifies the meaning 

of the entire passage II, 5:11-13. Verses 14-15 in conclusion offer the 

reason for the apostle’s conduct. The apostle has to exist not only for 

himself or for his own individual relationship to God but for all men, 

because Christ has died for all men, too. Indeed, still more. Christ is 

not simply our example, whom we emulate in this task, but as Chris¬ 

tians we have died with him, in order also to live with him and for 

him; for the apostle this means ev oxocppocruvfl dvGpconouq -rrd0£iv. 

It is truly puzzling to me when Windisch, along with many other 

exegetes, finds the dcpoppri, which Paul declares he is giving in vs. 12, 

in all the following statements, particularly in 6:1-10. There Paul 

224 
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obviously declares only that he is concerned with fulfilling his apostolic 

office in every situation without giving anyone an occasion for com¬ 

plaints. What is the use of such an d^opgri if people are basically dis¬ 

puting Paul’s right at all to call himself an apostle? Besides, it is 

literarily absurd for Paul in 5:12 to announce an ottfoppri but to say 

everything else, and then in 6:3 ff. to bring it in without any further 

reference to it. According to the wording of the passage the dcfoppri 

must be concretely contained in the immediate context. 

Of course Windisch also thinks (p. 179) that vs. 13 is not compre¬ 

hensible as an dcfoppri KauxnpaToq. Such a judgment is pardonable. 

But when he then says: “Some must occasionally . . . have accused him 

(scil. Paul) of using his experiences for his self-commendation, of 

boasting of them as over against those who are not blessed with such 

circumstances, of seeking with them to establish special apostolic 

prerogatives . . . ,” such a total distortion of the facts goes somewhat 

too far.111 On that point Heinrici already had better knowledge. On 

vs. 13 he writes: “According to the context one expects the dcpoppf] 

KauxfipaToq to be introduced with yap,’’ and this is then basically 

correctly defined thus: “Thus the d^oppi) KauxtipaTog lies in the veri¬ 

fiable accomplishments for the okoSopri of the community.” 

In fact, seen from Paul’s standpoint there is no better d<{>oppf| against 

the attacks of the super-apostles in Corinth than the reference to the 

fact that as an apostle he actually is performing his ministry in per¬ 

suading (irei0opev, 5:11)112 the community in sobriety (acocppovoOpcv, 

5:13), while they with all their self-glorying are to be disgraced because 

with their individual ecstatic religiosity (5:11) they are indeed “mani¬ 

fest” to God, but do not possess the only decisive mark of the apostle, 

the missionary preaching. 

With this I shall conclude the consideration of section II, 5:11-15. 

The passage is understandable only if here also Paul is defending 

himself against the Gnostics who appear everywhere else; thus the at¬ 

titude of these Gnostics is once again brought out: They expect of 

Paul an ecstatic epavepcoan; tou TrvEupaToq, so that thereby he might be 

proved to be a Pneumatic in the sense of mythological Gnosticism. 

Only such a Pneumatic is anything at all (II, 12:11) ; only he there¬ 

fore can also make the claim that he is an apostle. 

111 Similarly still A. Oepke, TDNT II: 460, who thinks that people were making 
the accusation against Paul that he was “out of his mind.’’ 

112 Paul argues thus briefly already in I, 9:1 ff., where, as he explicitly emphasizes, 
he is defending himself against his accusers. He is an apostle because he, who was 
called by an opacnq of the Lord (cf. p. 356), has founded the community in 
Corinth by his preaching. It is only this successful activity that seals his call and, 
therewith, his apostolic office. 
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c) The mythological background 

II, 13:3 

We have earlier shown the Pneumatics in Corinth to be typically 

Gnostic. Now we must ask whether the mythological background of 

the Corinthian doctrine of the Pneuma can be more precisely deter¬ 

mined, that is, whether a special form of the myth which is, in any 

case, Gnostic can be deduced. We shall start out from II, 13:3: “eocv 

eAGco ciq to udAiv ou cf>£tcro|aai, ettei 5oKi|af|v ^titeTte tou ev Egoi AaAouvToq 

XpicTTOu, oq dq Opaq ouk daGeveT ccAXa SuvccteT ev upTv.” This passage 

presupposes that people in Corinth doubted that Christ was actually 

speaking in Paul, and looked to him for proof to the contrary. The 

apostle meets this disparaging demand with the threat that upon his 

forthcoming visit in Corinth he will not spare them, but will come in 

the power of Christ. The meaning of vs. 3b is difficult to discern: “oq 

dq ktA.” Either the relative clause still belongs to the quotation, and 

then Paul is adopting it in irony: “a proof of Christ who, as you say, 

is not weak toward you but strong in you,” or it depends in substance 

on the ou (pdcropai: ‘‘you expect a proof of Christ which, as you will 

then see upon my appearing, is not weak toward you but strong in 

you.” The third possibility, that Paul is quite generally conceding to 

the Corinthians that among them Christ is strong and not weak, is 

excluded. For that is indeed their own self-conscious assertion which 

he elsewhere constantly reproves and, as 13:5 shows, also doubts. Of 

the other two explanations, the latter is to be preferred, since only 

thus does vs. 4 follow intelligibly. 

Some had made the charge against Paul that Christ is weak in him, 

or is not to be found in him at all, and this charge, which the apostle— 

to be sure, incorrectly—apparently connects with his physical weak¬ 

ness, he refutes with the christologically grounded reference (vs. 4a) 

to the paradoxical situation in which the apostle, with Christ at once 

strong and weak (vs. 4b; cf. 4:7-11; see pp. 160 ff.), stands; precisely 

as such he will be Suvorroq among the Corinthians.113 

The fact that the Corinthians were of the conviction that Christ was 

strong in them or they were strong in him is not called into question 

by the choice of this explanation. 

What is interesting to us above all now is the demand of the Co¬ 

rinthians for a proof of the Christ who speaks in Paul. What does it 

mean? The terminology in which this demand is expressed is purely 

Gnostic and presupposes the Gnostic Christ myth as we have already 

become acquainted with it in Introduction A. The Pneuma dwelling 

in individual men is identical with Christ—6 Kupioq to nvEuiJid ecttiv, 

225 

113 Cf. II, 10:4, 8, 11; 13:10; I, 2:4; 5:4. 
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II, 3:17—thus a proof of the Christ who speaks in a man is the evidence 

of the Pneuma dwelling in him. In its original mythological meaning 

such a request consequently expresses the demand for ecstatic speech, 

i.e., above all, speaking in tongues. If this demand is met, then it is 

proved that one is dealing with a Pneumatic, in whom a part of the 

Pneuma-Christ resides. 

In my opinion the Corinthians propounded their demand in this 

226 unblurred mythological sense. In itself, it is of course not impossible 

“toO ev Ego! AocAoGvToq XpioroG” was used metaphorically. Paul shows 

to what extent the terminology of the Gnostic myth could be made 

useful for genuinely historical thinking also. It could be accidental 

that the expression appearing here is not found in Paul. But it still is 

more than questionable whether the mythological Gnostics themselves 

could employ their own terminology in a figurative, demythologized 

sense. Besides, the Corinthians with their seeking for the proof of the 

Christ who is speaking in Paul make a quite concrete demand which 

had to be fulfilled just as concretely, and only then are they ready to 

recognize him as an apostle, that is, to hear what he has to say; for 

the apostolic rights are indeed the exclusive theme of the entire sorrow¬ 

ful epistle. Thus the SoKipf| which is to be produced cannot consist in 

Paul’s somehow preaching more christologically or proving in his bear¬ 

ing toward the wicked members of the community that Christ actually 

is speaking in him. People will in fact recognize what Paul says as 

Christian statements only when it first is shown that Christ actually 

is speaking in him. Thus a preliminary or||i£?ov is demanded (thus also 

Windisch, in loc.). But after all we have seen already, this can mean 

only that Paul shows that he too is a Pneumatic, and thus that he 

plainly possesses the gift of the Spirit, that is to say, ecstatic endow¬ 

ment. The language of our verse, however, expresses this demand only 

if we understand it in the original sense, not as metaphor.114 Thus 

ev tiv'i AaAcov Xpicnoq is to be equated with to ev tivi ov TrvEGpoc, so that 

in this way we obtain a vivid confirmation that the Corinthians identi¬ 

fied the Pneuma with Christ. 

It is also worthy of note that “SoKipq toG ev tiv'i AocAoGvToq XpioroG” 

still probably cannot mean “some kind of evidence that the man is 

114 The question of what the Corinthians sought with their demand for a proof 
of the Christ who was speaking in Paul strangely has seldom been posed by the 
exegetes (and never correctly answered). But this is necessary, because the Corin¬ 
thians cannot possibly have used the expression in the sense in which Paul takes 
it: to impose on them himself an unsparing punishment in the power of Christ. 
Of course Windisch thinks this (p. 417), since he incomprehensibly overlooks the 
fact that precisely the -rrporiliccpTriKOTec; koci ot Xonxoi tto:vt£<; are demanding the proof 
of the Christ who is speaking in Paul. But if one poses the question, any answer 
other than the one given above is hardly possible. 
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speaking in Christ’s mind” but “direct proof, immediate guarantee 

of the speaking Christ himself.” But if, as is not to be doubted, this 227 

proof coincides with the revelation of the Pneuma, then Christ and 

the Pneuma are actually identical; thus the Corinthian Gnostics are 

representatives of the myth described in Introduction A. W. Liitgert, 

who basically follows this same argument, thinks only of a proof of 

the heavenly Christ, because he also sees the Pneuma of the Corin¬ 

thians still too much in the Pauline, demythologizecl sense as a heavenly 

gift, but not as the other Pneuma of II, 11:4, i.e., as the real self of the 
Gnostic. 

If, after all this, the expression in 13:3 that interests us must be 

understood directly in its mythological content, this in no way means 

that Paul understood it thus. It is, on the contrary, only obvious that 

he, to whom this terminology was quite as familiar in its figurative 

sense as it is to us, while he did not at all know the real meaning, 

adopted the concrete demand of the Corinthians with the only under¬ 

standing of it possible to him.115 That this actually was the case is 

shown by the naively positive estimate of the Corinthians’ demand in 

essence. We shall be able to observe the same phenomenon in the 

corresponding passages yet to be treated. It quite naturally does not 

occur to Paul to satisfy the demand of the Corinthians with a reference 

to his own speaking in tongues, even though, as I, 14:18 shows, this 

would have been no trouble to him and although, as is evident from 

II, 12:1 ff., he did not feel hindered in making such a reference within 

the context of his “foolish” boasting.116 228 

Let us pause a moment at the actual outcome of this last investiga¬ 

tion: the Corinthian Gnostics identified Christ and the Pneuma. Their 

Pneuma-Self is a part of the cosmic Christ who in primitive times 

took up residence in the bodies of all Pneumatics and intends to liber¬ 

ate his members imprisoned on earth. Thus they are representatives 

of the anthropological Christ myth. Here the specific conclusions of 

our Introduction A acquire their special significance for our theme. 

115 He was probably completely unaware of the strangeness of the Gnostic termi¬ 
nology for his utterances. The case is different, apparently, with the author of 
the Epistle of Barnabas: “iv ti?> KOCTOiKTyrnpicp ripwv dXr|0«i; 6 0£oq koctoikeT iv ngTv. 
TTWt;; 6 Aoyoc; auTOu Trjq TnaTECoq, r| KAnoac; aoTOu Trjq ^TrayyEAiaq, i) aoipio tuv Sikccim- 

UCCtgov, ai ivToAai Tnq SiSaxnq, auToq iv ru-ilv Trpoq>r)T£ucov,” but then also without 
any interpretation: “ccutoc; iv ripTv kcctoikwv ... 6 yccp tto0wv axo0r}vai PAettei ouk 

eiq tov dv0pcoTrov dAAa ei<; tov ev auTcp kcxtoikoOvtoc kcu AaAoOvTCc” (16:8 ff.) . 

116 If one considers that this is the case although Paul has already for some time 
been debating with the same opponents, this fact becomes most instructive as to how 
much he is captive to his own thoughts and how little he has approximated actual 
Gnosticism or even understood it, in spite of his amazingly far-reaching appropri¬ 

ation of Hellenistic-Gnostic conceptions and concepts. Only for this reason can he be 
as naive in his use of Gnostic terminology as he actually is (cf. pp. 132-33). 
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We had stated that this myth was resident in the Jewish area: the 

people who are proclaiming it in Corinth are Jews. In the earliest 

period, and long before Paul’s missionary journeys, it was widespread 

in the Syrian-Plioenician region: they are Hellenistic Jews who are 

proclaiming to the Corinthians the Pneuma-Christ who dwells within 

man. It is naturally inclined to create in them a special apostolic con¬ 

sciousness of mission: that the Corinthian Gnostics and super-apostles 

were driven by such a missionary self-consciousness is unmistakable. 

Hence we need not marvel at the appearance of the anthropological 

Christ myth. According to all that we know of the earliest Christian 

Gnosticism—and the earliest source is the terminology widely distrib¬ 

uted in the Pauline letters and kindred writings, a terminology which 

presupposes the figure of the inner Christ—it rather is almost to be 

expected that the Gnostics of Jewish origin, who are conducting a 

“Christian” mission at the same time as Paul, will hold this myth. 

They evidently travel on the tracks of Paul through Asia Minor and 

Greece, sent with letters of recommendation from community to com¬ 

munity, and since the area whence they started out is not far from that 

point where Paul began preaching the crucified Christ, it is possible 

that they had already been active for a long time in Pauline congrega¬ 

tions even of the early period before it came to a debate with Paul in 

Galatia and Greece which also is the first hostile encounter between 

Christianity and Gnosticism at all that is known to us for sure. 

II, 13:5 

Now we follow the further traces which the Corinthian epistles have 

preserved for us of the myth which was being represented in Corinth. 

The idea of 13:2&-3 is continued in vs. 5, after the nonessential theo¬ 

logical comment of vs. 4 (see pp. 193-94). When some demanded of Paul 

that he prove that Christ is in him, the apostle turns the point of the 

weapon the other way: “EauTouq TTEtpdijETE d ears ev Trj -rnorEi, EauTouq 

Soi<i|ad^£T£- ij ouk £TnyivcocrK£T£: EauTOuq oti ’IqcroGq Xpicrroq ev upiv;” 

Since the Corinthians are firmly of the opinion that Christ is in them, 

and Paul also knows this, the clause “rj ouk ETny ivcoctkete EauTouq 

oti ’Iqcrouq XpioToq ev upiv;” can only have the same skeptical meaning 

as the preceding demand for self-examination, thus with the sense of, 

“Or do you not recognize among yourselves that Christ is in you?” “e! 

pfjTi aSoKipoi ectte”: “Then you would indeed be unproved!” When 

Paul here equates the ev tivi AaXcov Xpicrroq with the Xpicrroq ev tivi 

in general, this certainly corresponds to the real intention of the Co¬ 

rinthians. They wish to hear or to see that Christ is speaking in Paul in 

order to recognize therein that he actually is in him, thus that Paul 



The Heretical Theology in Corinth 197 

himself is a Pneumatic. Unfortunately it cannot be said whether in 

his use of “ ’IricroGc; Xpicnoq ev upTv” Paul consciously is following an 

expression of the Corinthians which originally expressed a challenge 

to him, or whether he himself generalizes the expression from 13:3. 

It is beyond question that the Corinthians spoke of the “Christ who is 

in man” just as they did of the “Christ who speaks in him” (cf. pp. 
206-7). 

II, 10:7 

But now it is from this starting point also that the much discussed 

and disputed passage II, 10:7 is to be explained: “eT tic; ttettoiOev eccutcp 

XpioToO eTvcxi, touto Aoyi^eoOco ttccAiv £$’ ecxutoG, oti KccOcbq auToq 

Xpicrrou, ouTcoq Kai ripsiq.” Paul understands the XpioroO eTvcxi—there 

can be no serious dispute over this—in the most general sense, namely, 

= to belong to Christ, to be a Christian (cf. I, 3:23; 15:23; Gal. 3:29, 

et passim). However, it is just as certain that the formula was used in 

Corinth as a slogan by Christians against Christians and hence must 

have a quite specific meaning.117 A reference to I, 1:12 puts this beyond 

all doubt. Windisch, Kummel, and others think in this connection 

that with the appeal to Christ the special status of the apostle’s ministry 

is to be grounded. In the first place, this is surely correct, for the 230 

whole discussion in the sorrowful epistle turns upon this theme. More 

important, however, is the question of what then is the substance of 

what is said with the XpicrroG eTvoci. How can ijpElq Xpiorou eapcv in 

the mouth of the Corinthians mean, “We have the position which you, 

Paul, claim unjustifiably for yourself, since you are not Xpicrrou”? Are 

Paul’s adversaries appealing to a personal acquaintance with Jesus 

Christ? Or are they saying that one can receive instructions only from 

the words of the Lord handed down? There is not the slightest reason 

for such an assumption. It is rather ruled out by the negative attitude 

of the Corinthian Gnostics toward the historical Jesus, quite apart from 

the fact that such an outlook could hardly have been expressed with 

XpicrroG eTvcu. If, with Liitgert and others, one thinks of revelations of 

the exalted Christ, one comes somewhat nearer to answering our ques¬ 

tion. But manifestations of the heavenly Christ are never directly 

mentioned in the Corinthian epistles. Instead, Paul’s opponents always 231 

appeal to their possession of the Pneuma as such in their opposition to 

him. Therefore even here also cyco eipii XpicrroG in the mouth of the 

Corinthian Gnostics as evidence of apostleship can mean nothing 

other than “cyco dpi -rtvEupaTiKoi;,” and indeed in retrospect to all 

117 J. Weiss writes in his commentary, p. xxxvii: “Here XpicttoG eivou must be 

understood in a special, narrower, emphatic sense.” 
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spiritual gifts kat’ exochen. Anyone who is a Pneumatic, and only one 

who is a Pneumatic, is anything at all; naturally only he can qualify 

as an apostle. That is indeed the basic Gnostic thesis, as it has re¬ 

peatedly appeared up till now. But if the Xpiorou dvai in the mouth 

of the Corinthians has the exact technical sense of TrvEupaTiKoc; dvai, 

and if some were denying Paul’s being a Pneumatic with the expres¬ 

sion that “he is not Christ’s,” then in view of the fact that Paul had 

before him decided Gnostics, the only thing possible is to interpret 

the XpiCTToO dvai (= ev Xpicrrcp dvai)118 in the original, mythological 

sense. Only thus in fact is it comprehensible as a distinguishing and 

clearly identifying slogan in communities in which the expression was 

quite familiar, ever since Paul’s preaching, as a general designation 

for the Christian position. The emphasizing of the fact that one is 

Christ’s thus corresponds exactly to the assertion that one has the 

Spirit (I, 7:40). Because Christ himself is the Pneuma, or each indi¬ 

vidual Pneuma is a part of the Christ, the manner of expressing it 

can be changed at will, as in fact the prophets of Celsus can say in 

the same context: “syob 6 Geoq dpi f] 0eou Tratq f] TrvEupa 0dov” (the 

passage is quoted on pp. 276-77). 

Arguing in favor of such a mythological understanding of the slogan 

“XpicrroO eapev” is also the fact that the Xpiorou dvai obviously is in¬ 

serted as a complement to the “ev aapxi dvai” of vss. 3 ff. Some had 

accused Paul of walking kotoc aapxa. He refutes this charge with a 

reference to ra kotoc ttpoctcottov, namely: “If anyone thinks that he is 

Christ’s, let him consider that just as he is Christ’s, so are we.” Nat¬ 

urally this line of argument is possible only if the Gnostics opposed 

the qpdq XpioTou eapev to the derogatory ev oapici in such a way that 

in these formulas the two modes of existence conceivable to the Gnostic 

were expressed. However, since the being ev aapd in vss. 3 ff. was 

mythologically understood by Paul’s opponents and referred to the 

man who still lived in the flesh, i.e., in merely fleshly substantial self¬ 

hood (cf. pp. 164 ff.), the XpioroG dvai in the mouth of the Gnostics 

likewise cannot be said historically, and cannot express the conscious¬ 

ness of being able as this undeniably sarkical self to live only out of 

Christ’s power. It must rather affirm the substantially different self 

which as light is fundamentally distinguished from the darkness of the 

sarx, that is, the Pneuma-self. Thus XpiaTou dvai is directly equivalent 

to TrvEupa (TiKoq) dvai. Here the genitive XpiaToO is, to be more specific, 

a genitivus partitivus: every individual is a part of the cosmic Christ. 

Besides the frequent XpiaToO dvai in Paul’s writings the oi tou XpiaToO 

232 of I, 15:23 and Gal. 5:24 may also go back to this Gnostic usage. Judg- 

118 This equation in Paul, e.g., in Gal. 3:28-29. 
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ing from the formula-like character of the oi toO Xpicrrou, it was hardly 

formed ad hoc by Paul. But if the XpicrroO dvcu is to be taken in this 

mythological sense, we can further affirm that the meaning of this 

expression cannot be limited to the discussion about the apostolate, 

in which it appears in 10:7, but is relevant for anthropology in general. 

Thus those who speak of a Christ party are correct, rather than those 

who think only of Christ apostles. 

I, 1:12 

Inseparably connected with our passage is the eycb 5e Xpicn-oG (in the 

mouth of the Corinthians: dycb dpi Xpicrrou) of I, 1:12. The opinion 

held by Bachmann, Windisch, and others, that the Christ party of 

I Cor. has not the slightest to do with that of II Cor., is untenable. 

One can propound such a thesis only if one has preconceived opinions 

about the circumstances in Corinth, for the texts themselves do not 

in the least demand such an interpretation. Even if not only some four 

to five months lie between Epistle B and the sorrowful epistle, it re¬ 

quires quite a bit of imagination to suppose that a second outspoken 

“Christ party’’ suddenly emerged in Corinth, a party which has in com¬ 

mon with the first only the wording of the slogan. In view of the close 

connection among the whole body of Corinthian epistles which has 

repeatedly emerged in the preceding study, the substantial connection 

between I, 1:12 and II, 10:7 also is beyond any doubt. But then the 

same holds true for I, 1:12 as was noted in connection with II, 10:7. 

The eycb dpi Xpicrrou is the watchword of those who hold their own 

Self, the spark of the Pneuma lying in the prison of the body, to be a 

part of the cosmic crcbpa XpicrroG. Thus they would have been able also 

to assert in a sharpened fashion, “eycb eipi 6 Xpioroc;,” as the Gnostics 

in Epiph. XXVI.9 (see p. 54) do. Of course it is unlikely that they did 

speak thus. The genitivus partitivus XpicrroG of the typically Gnostic 

EGO EIMI formula expresses the consciousness which best conforms 

to the myth that man is only a part of the Christ.119 It would be going 

too far afield to show the connection of this formula with the EGO 

EIMI formulas which were widespread in other Gnosticism in mani¬ 

fold variations.120 The common elements of this formula language 

119 The fact that Paul understood the ‘Tyco eipi Xpicrrou” simply as the motto 
of his opponents confirms again that the appeal to the possession of the Pneuma or 

of the Pneuma-Christ stood at the center of the Corinthian heresy which is thereby 

identified as Gnostic. 

120 To be compared with the literature on this problem cited by E. Stauffer in 

TDNT II: 343 ff. is R. Bultmann’s excursus in his commentary on John, p. 167, n.2, 

and esp. E. Schweizer, EGO EIMI (1939). 

233 

234 
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with the eydb ei|ai XpiaTou of the Corinthian Gnostics are of course 

evident.121 

All this already indicates that I reject the thesis, greatly favored in 

235 recent exegesis and strongly assailed above all by J. Weiss, that the 

eycb 5e XpicrroG is a gloss.122 Some assert reservations about the genuine¬ 

ness of this clause because immediately thereafter Paul, with the 

pepepicrrai 6 Xpicrroq, poses a question which, after the eycb 8e XpicrroG 

of those who apparently claim the whole Christ, appears utterly un¬ 

called for, and besides, in I, 3:23 he makes the Christ slogan his own 

without embarrassment. 

But both are thoroughly pertinent if Paul understood the Christ 

slogan for what it was and as it was familiar to the Corinthians: the 

slogan of a group which precisely with its appeal to Christ was disturb¬ 

ing the unity of the congregation, a group which thus was misusing 

the only correct watchword, by using it to divide the body of Christ. 

Then the “pepepiorai 6 XpiaToq” is in place, for the clause then is 

asking: “Is the crcbpa XpicrroG, the EKKAqcna, divided?” But then there 

also is no occasion for Paul to have the use of this expression in I, 3:23 

forbidden; no one can take it in his mouth as the Corinthian party 

motto; thus now as well as then no one will consequently accuse Paul 

236 of recommending to the Corinthians that they join the “Christ people.” 

It seems to me, though, that something still more precise can be said 

about I, 1:12-13. The exegetes have noted repeatedly and often adduced 

against the authenticity of the “eycb 5e XpioroG” that with “pij riocGAoq 

eoTccupcbGq ktA.” Paul intentionally overlooks this last slogan and 

refers only to the first three slogans. Exactly! But then it suggests itself 

also to think of the “pepepioTon 6 Xpicrroq” as directed only against the 

121 To be sure, the eyco ei|ai formulas preserved for us everywhere already contain 
a nominative (as subject or predicate nominative) instead of the genitivus part., 
and thus are self-expressions of the redeemer ko;t' £5oxnv. That demonstrates the 

understandable fact, already mentioned in various connections, that in the struggle 
with the church. Gnosticism already cjuite early had to refrain from the extreme 
self-expression of every Gnostic which is formulated in the cyco eipi Xpio-roG, since 
it intolerably exposed the redeemer figure of Christ to every idiosyncrasy. But the 
widespread use of the genitive formula is shown, e.g., by the frequent Xpio-rou eivou 
in Paul and the formula ol tou Xpio-roG in I, 15:23 and Gal. 5:24 (see p. 65), two 
ways of speaking which can best be explained in terms of the language of the 
Gnostic myth. Thus it would be a mistake to make a fundamental distinction 
between the £yco eipi formula with the genitive (as a predicate nominative) and 
those with a nominative. We must only free ourselves from the traditional notion 
that the genitive in I, 1:12 can only be the genitive of party allegiance. Even if 
Paul must understand it thus (see below), this does not rule out the possibility that 
the Gnostics understood it in the sense of their belonging in substance to the Christ- 
primal man. 

122 J. Weiss (pp. 15-16) has rightly rejected other attempts at explanation 
(Rabiger: the fourth part is to be connected with each of the three preceding ones. 

238 Von Dobschutz: the fourth part is to be understood as Paul’s personal confession) 
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“eycb eipi Xpiorou.” Liitgert already had stated that the “pepepicrrou 6 

Xpicrroq” was directed only “against the Christ party” (Freiheitspredigt 

und Schwarmgeister in Korinth, p. 91). In the first place, there thus 

results a perfect rhetorical pattern, one that is abundant in vivid 

language: 237 

eycb pev eipi riauAou, eycb 5e ’AttoAAgo, eycb 6e Kr|ct>a, 

eycb 6e XpiaroO. pepepiorai 6 XpiCTToq; 

pf| ["laGAoq ecrraupcbGq urrep upcov, rj elq to ovopa riauAou e(3onrnCT0riT£; 

In the second place, then already in I, 1:12-13 the line of battle in 

Corinth comes clearly into view: the apostle’s people against Gnostics, 

tradition against Spirit (see below). And third, “eycb 6e XpicrroG. 

pepepicrrcu 6 Xpioroq” can be understood as a wordplay which is as 

skillful as it is weighty, which will, however, mislead anyone who does 

not comprehend the situation.123 2 39 

One also misses in the following discussion any reference to the 

Christ watchword. But apart from the fact that such a reference per¬ 

haps is found in 4:10, one could expect a more detailed discussion of 

wording of the slogan only if Paul had correctly perceived its meaning. 240 

But that is not the case even at the time of the sorrowful epistle. And 

in Epistle B Paul conducts a steady polemic against the position which 

is expressed in the eycb eipi XpicrroG. If one were to strike out the last 

of the four little clauses in vs. 12, then the Gnostic party which is 

responsible for all the disorder would not even be mentioned; for 

that it is concealed behind Paul, Apollos, or Cephas is completely ruled 

out. But Paul could not possibly have left unnoticed precisely the 

Gnostic slogan. And if one nevertheless foolishly seeks for it in the 

eycb Se ’AttoAAco or the eycb 6e Kr)(f>a, then one cannot help having to 

see definite partisan theology also behind the remaining slogan. But 

123 The following interpretation of the passage also should be considered: If 
one assumes that Paul has grasped, at least in principle, the conception which stands 
behind the eyw et^i Xpio-rou, the pEgEpiaTou 6 XpiuToc; could either ask whether 
the Christ is divided up into individual men, as the anthropological Christ myth 
asserts, or (as is more likely in view of Paul’s knowledge of the situation) whether 
Jesus Christ is divided into the Christ kcxtoc adpica and the Christ koto -rrvEupa, so 241 
that one could acknowledge the latter only with disregard for the former. 

Liitgert, who apparently does not have in mind the equation Xpiaxoq = EKKXrjcjlct, 

remarks, in continuation of the passage cited above on pEgEpiCTTCxi 6 Xpicttoc;: "Such 
an objection would be a proper answer if they (the Christ party) are claiming 
for themselves a part of Christ in a special sense. We would have to know more 
of this party if we expected rightly to understand the objection.” As an objection 
to the anthropological Christ myth or to the dualistic Christology, the "pEpEpioTai 6 
XpKTToq” is an undoubtedly proper and fitting answer. But in the light of all that 
we have been able to determine, I consider it unlikely that Paul had comprehended 
the position of his opponents to the extent presupposed by all these explanations, 
quite apart from the fact that it apparently is Paul’s intention in I, 1:13a to charge 

the "Christ party” with the rending of the community. 
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at the very moment in which one assumes two distinct battlefronts 

against which Paul is aligned in Corinth, the problem of the Corin¬ 

thian heresy becomes insoluble. 
Since moreover in II, 10:7 the eyco Eipi Xpiorou is presupposed as 

a watchword in Corinth, it is in any case a curious solution born of a 

predicament when one excises the same formula in I, 1:12 as a gloss 

that can be explained as such only with a fanciful imagination. 

If eyco Eigi XpioToO is the watchword of those against whom in all 

his letters Paul takes a position as against a single front, then the other 

three slogans are directed against the fourth, and on their part form 

—at least in this discussion—a united party which is not fighting with¬ 

in itself but whose strengdr lies precisely in the fact that over against 

the Gnostics it can appeal124 to Paul as well as to Apollos and 

Peter.125 Such an appeal may have been strengthened by Gnostic 

attacks on the authority of the church’s apostles in general. As for 

example the passage from Iren. I, 13.6, quoted on p. 277, shows, such 

attacks are common in later Gnosticism. Basically, however, the appeal 

rests on the fact that some in opposition to the new teachers referred 

to the old ones. 
Thus in Corinth apostolic tradition stands against free pneumatic 

status! The appeal to the Christ without against the appeal to the 

Christ within! The invocation of witnesses against the self-testimony! 

The message mediated through men against the ev tivi XaAuv Xpicrrog! 

Precisely in I, 1:12-13, where Paul treats and rejects the “Christ” slogan 

and “apostle” slogans separately, the fundamental unity of the “apostle 

242 people” against the “Christ people” becomes clear. 

124 One must not forget that the community in Corinth consisted of a not in¬ 
considerable number of house churches. The oldest ones had been established by 
Paul, and they appealed above all to Paul in their opposition to the Gnostics. 
Others, which on the basis of the agreement of Gal. 2:9 must be found in Jewish 
homes, are a result of the missionary work of Peter. They undoubtedly were not 
anti-Pauline—Paul assumes that they read and heed his epistle just as do the 
“Paulinists”—but in their opposition to the Gnostics they understandably appealed 
primarily to Peter. The majority of the communities can be traced back to Apollos. 
Hence they appealed to Apollos and to the gospel as he proclaimed it to them, and 
hoped also to see him again among them (I, 16:12), without thereby coming into any 
tension with Paul. The various slogans with apostles’ names within the unified 
anti-Gnostic front therefore are nothing unusual, but a phenomenon whose absence 
would have to be a puzzle to us. 

126 It cannot be determined with certainty whether Peter was personally in 
Corinth, whether disciples of his did missionary work there in his name, or whether 
individual Corinthians had come into contact with him elsewhere. I regard the first 
of these alternatives as by far the most likely. Of course it cannot be proved, but 
still less is it possible to prove the opposite, as M. Goguel has attempted in Rev. 
d’hist. et de philos. relig., 1934, pp. 461 ff. The mistake of Lietzmann, who has argued 
emphatically at various places in favor of Peter’s stay in Corinth, was that he under¬ 
stood the activity of Peter as directed against Paul. Criticism could properly begin 

243 here. 
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It is possible that there were also certain tensions in the "apostolic” 

group. However, this is not likely, and Paul at all events does not pre¬ 

suppose such tensions. According to I, 4:6 the expressions about Paul 

and Apollos are meant by him only figuratively. Thus he does not at all 

assume that people in Corinth are appealing to him and Apollos as to 

opposing party leaders (see p. 202, n. 124), and thus also did not intend 

to convince the Corinthians that they are in error when they do this. 

Instead, he has chosen himself and Apollos, who, as the Corinthians 

also know, have no conflicts of any kind, as an example for genuine 

division into parties. The actual opposing party, however, is that of the 

Gnostics, as 4:7-8 shows. It is actually what he has in mind. This gives 244 

a good internal motivation for the abrupt external transition from 

4:6 to 4:7. If Paul did not speak directly, it was simply because the 

circumstances which he had in mind were not sufficiently well known 
to him. 

It is also worthy of note that at every point in I, 1-4 where Paul is 

reproving specific things, a connection with the three slogans about 

the apostles is not evident. And naturally just as little is one of these 

“parties” even once mentioned in any other passage in the epistles. 245 

And when in 3:3-11:21 ff. Paul comes back to the watchwords, this 

evidently is not done basically in order to combat known partisan 

activities against him among the individual followers of apostles, but 

out of the specific occasion of being obliged to prove that the Co¬ 

rinthians are still sarkics. Of course he appeals decisively not to the 

partisan disputes as evidence, but to the wrongness of the “Kaux&aSai 

Kcrra crapKa,” that is, of appealing to man instead of Christ.126 And 

the slogans offer an occasion at least externally for such a complaint. 

In any case Paul nowhere knows anything of the occasionally con¬ 

flicting views of the Paul group and the Apollos group, and all the 

less of the followers of Cephas. 

Finally, I, 1:12-13 also shows, under the interpretation given above, 

that Paul is not assuming conflicts among the apostles’ people. For 

the “pcpepiorcu 6 Xpioroc;” is indeed addressed to the “Christ people,” 

i.e. to the Gnostics, and indeed only to them. They are destroying the 

unity of the community that is built “on the foundation of the 

126 and Ipiq are indeed mentioned in I, 3:3b, but there is nothing to argue 
for understanding these disputes here as quarrels between the old members of the 
community, while everywhere else where Paul mentions them, they appear be¬ 
tween the intruding Gnostics and the “apostolic people.” The yap in vs. 4, which 
contains the slogans, indeed does not refer to the £rjAo<; *ai epiq, but to the 
crapKiKoq elvai at the end of vs. 3. Thus the slogans cited are not meant to prove 
the presence of controversies, but by means of a new argument to prove the asser¬ 
tion that the Corinthians are still aapKiKol because they are making their appeal to 

men. 
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apostles.” The complaint against the apostles' groups, on the other 

hand, runs: How could you appeal to men instead of Christ? That 

is what the crapKiKoi do (I, 3:3-4). Or was Paul crucified for you? There 

is only one slogan for Christians: “eycb dpi Xpiorou” (I, 3:23) ! The 

fault of the apostles’ people is this, that in the effort to preserve the 

unity of the church against the Gnostics (thus!), they are appealing to 

men instead of Christ. 

The often-proposed opinion that the teachers of wisdom in 1:17- 

2:5 are Apollos’ followers is impossible. Apollos would have had to 

reject the cross and yet remain Paul’s friend! And how then would 

the sharp polemic in 1:17-2:5 against the preaching of “Apollos” 

agree with the stressing in 3:4 ff. of the concord between Paul and 

Apollos (cf. 16:12)? Even J. Weiss (p. xxxiv) must concede that in 

view of the abrupt change in attitude in 3:10 ff. as compared with 

3:3-9, Apollos and his followers cannot possibly be meant in 3:10 ff. 

But, since the polemic against the ao$ot in 3:18 ff. is indissolubly 

connected with 3:10-17, neither can the target of Paul’s attack in 

3:10-17 be the mysterious Cephas group. The problem of this passage 

is soluble only if Paul here is conducting a polemic against the 

Gnostics, who actually are meant by the pETaoxfiOoc^opoc; in 3:3-9 

(cf. Liitgert, pp. 99-100) .127 

Similarly, however, the entire polemic of both canonical Corinthian 

epistles is aimed in substance at the immigrant “Christ people,” that 

is, the Gnostic representatives of the anthropological Christ myth, 

together with their Corinthian partisans, and in this alignment of 

battle lines, there stand on Paul’s side all those who rely upon the 

apostolic tradition.128 It is surprising how precisely this situation corre- 

127 In fact, in the last analysis one cannot isolate the polemic against the 
‘‘preaching of wisdom” which is found in I, 1-3 from the corresponding polemic 
in the rest of the epistle. Thus one would have to make Apollos, the friend of 
Paul, into the champion of the anti-Pauline mythological Gnosticism in Corinth, 
who with letters of recommendation has sneaked into the community (II, 3:1) and 
now, while his followers rave against Paul in Corinth, in Ephesus basks in the sun¬ 
light of the friendship of his great opponent and acts as if he knows nothing of 
what is going on. Impossible! Here one can no longer build the pons asinorum 
that the followers of Apollos had drawn “false consequences” from Apollos’ preach¬ 
ing. Gnosticism is no misunderstanding of the Pauline kerygma and in no wise 
can be so, by its very nature, especially since Paul moreover already presupposes 
Gnosticism. 

128 De Wette has already seen all this, in principle quite correctly, though of 
course from his contemporaries and successors he hardly received much more for 
his labors than an uncomprehending wagging of the head, in spite of this percep¬ 
tive insight which was far in advance of his time. Cf. e.g., "While the parties of 
Paul, Apollos, and Cephas acknowledged apostolic authority, the Christ party 
scorned the authority of all apostles.” “They named themselves after Christ 
because their leaders claimed to have a secret, direct fellowship with Christ by 

means of visions and revelations (inspiration).” “. . . could these Pneumatics or 
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sponds to the situation during the later great battle against Gnosticism, 

in which the appeal to apostolic doctrine and tradition was the chief 

weapon of the church’s heresy fighters against the free pneumatic. 

Thus in Epistle B Paul has already formed a fundamentally correct 

estimate of the situation in Corinth. Here, as later, he is acquainted 

with only the one antithesis of the “Christ people’’ against those who 

cherish the apostolic tradition, but of course, here, as later, has not 

recognized the “Christ people” as Gnostics or understood them as 

such in their concerns. How little Paul comprehended the situation in 

Corinth in detail is shown precisely in I, 1:12 by his placing in parallel, 

without embarrassment, the Christ slogan and the apostle slogans. 

This is possible because Paul erroneously understands the eyco dm 

Xpicrrou in the demythologized sense which was familiar to him; I 

belong to Christ, am a Christian (thus still in the sorrowful epistle, 

If, 10:7!). He may himself have coined the other forms in their pre¬ 

cise form ad hoc after the pattern of this catchword-like slogan of the 

Christ group. Thus one may by no means reject the interpretation in 

the sense of the myth, as given here, of the Corinthian formula eyco 

dpi Xpicrrou, with the correct assertion that in I, 1:12 Paul cannot pos¬ 

sibly have thought of an identity of substance of the “apostle people” 

with their apostles. 

In summary it may be said that not only the total context of the 

epistles but even the correct interpretation of I, 1:12-13 and of the state¬ 

ments in I, 1-4 following therefrom convincingly demand that we 

think of only one enemy front. Since these four chapters forbid the 

view that followers of one of the apostles were agitating against Paul, 

and since later in the Corinthian letters Paul does not indicate with 

a single word that he connects one of the false teachings which he is 

opposing with Peter or Apollos, it naturally follows that only the 

Christ people come into consideration as the opposing party. Indeed 

they also appear at least in the sorrowful epistle as Paul’s adversaries 

with the same watchword as in I, 1:12, and it could be shown how 

precisely this slogan of theirs fits into the unified picture of the 

heretical theology in Corinth which we have been able to form on the 

basis of the preceding study. Paul cannot be expected to have taken 

a position frequently or in a thoroughgoing manner especially against 

Gnostics, whose Gnosticism likely was of a Jewish kind, place value upon Jewish 
lineage.” “It was quite natural that those Corinthians who were converted by Paul 
held to the authority of this apostle. But now others had been converted by 
Apollos, and these held to him.” “. . . it appears quite natural that the Jewish 
Christians in Corinth chose Peter as their head. But he was not thereby for them 
a hostile opponent to Paul . . . ; for even Peter did not find himself in this opposi¬ 
tion.” (Das NT griechisch mit kurzem Kommentar, nach W. M. L. de Wette [Halle, 

1885], pp. 109-10) . 
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the appeal to Christ; for in fact he was not familiar with its actual 

background, and he could not at all properly object to the wording 

of the Christ slogan, because he had borrowed it from the Gnostics 

to describe his own stance of faith (cf. I, 3:23). And in fact Paul 

conducts the material polemic against the XpicxToO eTvcci by taking a 

stand against the Corinthians’ doctrine of the Pneuma and the 

Gnostics’ Kocuxncnq based upon it. 

I, 4:10 

We have not yet considered all the passages in which Paul s polemic 

could refer to the anthropological Christ myth. I, 4:10 also comes into 

consideration: “fipsTq pcopoi 8ioc Xpicrrov, upeTq Se cppovipoi ev Xpicrrcp.” 

What is striking in this passage is the alternation of Sioc Xpicrrov and 

ev Xpicrrcp. Since a material distinction between the two formulations is 

247 not at once apparent, most exegetes explain it as an “attractive” 

(J. Weiss) rhetorical variation. This explanation naturally is possible 

and also adequate in itself, especially since Paul likes to vary his prepo¬ 

sitions. Of course if one observes that our verse is unquestionably 

polemical, and in fact is aimed at the puffed-up Gnostics who boast of 

the “Xpicrrdq ev ripiv,” then one should nevertheless ask whether the 

change in expression is not prompted by a polemical interest. If one 

does this, then one also notes that the Pauline expression which adopts 

the language of the Gnostics, “(ppoviiioi ev Xpicrrcp” (cf. II, 11:19), 

corresponds exactly to their myth, iv Xpicrrcp eTvoci, another formula for 

“Xpicrrou eTvoci,” is indeed for the myth as for Paul fully equivalent to 

“XpioTov iv eauTcp exciv.” The conception of the cosmic oxopa XpicrroO, 

whose parts the individual Pneuma-selves are, allows the view that the 

individual man is in Christ, as well as the view that Christ lives in the 

individual man. 

Heinrici says on our passage: “Note how Paul does not repeat 

8ia Xpicrrov; the Christian sham-wisdom had different interests.” I 

consider it in fact most highly probable that Paul deliberately intended 

by means of the Sioc Xpicrrov to set himself apart from the iv Xpiorcp 

of his opponents. Without being clear about its exact meaning, he 

did comprehend that the ev Xpicrrcp of the Gnostics had nothing more 

to do with the meaning which he assigned to this expression. The 

8id Xpicrrov, however, in contrast to the quite general ev Xpicrrcp, which 

in figurative usage was capable of any interpretation, required a quite 

definite conception of the relationship of the individual to Christ. 

The 8id may be translated, similarly to that in II, 4:5 and 4:11, as 

“for Christ’s sake,” or, better, “through Christ’s instigation.” It then 

expresses, perhaps deliberately, the fundamental personal distinction 
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between Christ and the individual man. Whatever may be the case 

as to the details, it appears to me not unlikely that with the cppovipot 

tv XpiCTTcp precisely as with the £ycb 8e XpicrroG Paul consciously is 

referring to a usage of language employed by the Corinthians and 

thereby unconsciously to the anthropological Christ myth. 

II, 11:23 

II, 11:23 also belongs in this context: “8i6:kovoi Xpiorou dcnv; 

Trapacppovcov AaAw, unip eyco.” The basic context of this passage, with 

all those previously considered which expressed that the Corinthians 

appeal to Christ in a quite special way, is beyond any doubt. Of course 

at first glance one can be puzzled since the designation Siockovoi 

XpiCTTou neither conforms to the inflated self-consciousness of the 

Gnostics nor exactly corresponds to their Christ myth. Indeed it is not 

impossible that the Gnostics occasionally were able to describe them¬ 

selves as servants of Christ. The individual, as a part of the whole 

acofioc XpioToO, particularly in view of the “Christ” who had entered 

into Jesus, perhaps could have been called SiaKOvoq XpicrroG and, as 

an apostle, in a certain way even felt himself to be such. But this is 

not very likely. 

It is rather to be assumed that the non-Gnostic formulation is to 

be attributed to Paul. Within the discussion about the apostolate, 

from his presuppositions he could not understand the XpicrroG eIvou 

of his opponents in any way other than that they thereby claimed a 

special servant relationship to Christ. To be sure, he denied that there 

was actually such a servant relationship on their part, but this does not 

change the fact that he can first, without taking a position, cite their 

claim which he thus interprets, that they are servants of Christ, since 

he is concerned only with claiming for himself this title rightfully 

and emphatically. 

In view of the intention of the Gnostics it would of course have 

been more correct and less subject to misunderstanding if Paul had 

written, as in vs. 7, only: “XpioroG eicriv; rrapacppovcov AaAco, urrep eyco.” 

But Paul obviously intends now to speak specifically of the apostolic 

office. Hence he interprets the XpicrroG eTvou as Sidicovoq XpicrroG eTvoci, 

and from his point of view this interpretation is altogether pertinent; 

for people were disputing his apostolic servant relationship to Christ 

because he was not “Christ’s,” without its being clear to Paul that his 

opponents were basically concerned simply with anthropology. Hence 

the Pauline interpretation of the bare XpicrroG eTvoci is in itself of course 

incorrect. But thus considered it is no less incorrect when in what 

follows Paul alludes to his peristaseis. For any Gnostic will laugh at 
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him if he intends to prove therewith that he is “Christ’s. ’ The mis¬ 

taken understanding on Paul’s part of the anthropological myth of 

the Gnostics is thus the ultimate cause of the erroneously interpreta¬ 

tive formulation, “Siaxovoi XpicrroG daiv,” which with this exposition 

argues for, not against, the fact that some in Corinth under the slogan 

“£yco dpi XpicrroG” identified themselves entirely substantially with the 

heavenly Pneuma-Christ. 

That Paul places the comparison between his perception of the 

apostolic ministry and the missionary concern of the Gnostics under 

the rubric SiaKovoq/SiocKovicc could be connected in general with the 

widespread distribution which the term Siockovoc; has found in Hellen- 

249 ism for the designation of religious emissaries. In particular Paul 

again takes up the concept Sioacovoq from II, 11:15, where it apparently 

250 had been introduced by Paul himself. 

Of course now anyone who asserts that 11:23, like 11:22, offers a 

word-for-word expression of the Gnostic Corinthians cannot demand 

that one prove to him the contrary. But the interpretation given here 

is in any case unobjectionable and therewith the only one given in 

the context of our study as a whole. I should doubt, moreover, that 

with the almost identical formulations in vs. 22 Paul intends to re- 

251 produce nothing but verbatim labels of the Corinthians. In these 

words Paul takes up, in what are probably his own formulations, the 

fact that the false teachers in Corinth are boasting of their Jewish 

origin. His interpretation of the XpicrroG etvai of his opponents with the 

SiaKovot XpicrroG dcriv is no different. 

252 That Jewish-Christian Gnostics, in spite of their depreciation of the 

flesh, could and did glory in their connection with the Old Testament 

people of God in a certain frame of reference is explained from the 

fact that the Old Testament even to many Gnostics—especially to 

those of Jewish origin—was a book of revelation, and the salvation- 

history, including the “Son of Man,” insofar as it could be understood 

prophetically, had in no way lost its significance. In this connection 

one may note a comment about the Valentinians in Iren. I, 3.6: “Et 

non solum autem ex Evangelicis et Apostolicis tentant ostensiones 

facere . . . > sed etiam ex Lege at Prophetis, cum multae parabolae et 

allegoriae sint dictae, et in multa trahi possint ambiguum per expo- 

sitionem . . or the Old Testament quotation of the Naassene Preach¬ 

ing in Hippolytus. The Jewish Gnostics with whom Ignatius, according 

to Ign. Philad. 8.2, debated, also held very deliberately to the authority 

of the Old Testament.129 

129 Also in Phil. 3:2 ff., a passage which may well have been directed against the 
same Gnostics (cf. Vol. 2, pp. 47 ff.), it is presupposed that Paul’s opponents boasted 
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II, 12:1-10 

A further reference to the anthropological Christ myth represented 

in Corinth is perhaps to be inferred from the section II, 12:1-10. Of 

course this part of the apostle’s “talking like a fool,” which actually 

forms the center of the entire sorrowful epistle, is also informative 

about other previously discussed conceptions of the Corinthian schis¬ 

matics. This justifies a somewhat more thorough examination of this 

passage. 

Windisch writes (p. 568) : “It is nowhere here indicated that the 

opponents also can boast of such visions,” and from this he concludes 

that Paul here is boasting of unique advantages which played no 

role at all in Corinth. While in 11:22-23 we read, “they—I too,” or 

“they—I all the more,” here it is, “I alone.” One can express such a 

judgment only if one basically misunderstands the nature of Paul’s 

boasting in the sorrowful epistle.130 Paul is prompted to his unseemly 

boasting only by the fact that his opponents are appealing, for the 

grounding of their position, to certain advantages which Paul does 

not recognize as such. But since some are disputing Paul’s apostolic 

rights because he does not possess these Corinthian distinctions, he 

must prove that he too has them at his disposal. In that very act he 

falls into the awkward position of boasting of such things as, according 

to his opinion, one may not at all boast of possessing. 254 

Now it is from this perspective that 12:1 is to be understood. Follow¬ 

ing the only possible text, one offered by P46 H G L et al., it may 

of their Jewish ancestry. Indeed, they even placed value upon circumcision and 
perhaps even practiced it in their communities. This is not, in itself, surprising. 
The practice of circumcision is also attested for us elsewhere among Jewish Gnostics 
(the Ebionites, cf. Epiph. XIX.5; XXX.2, 26 ff.; Elchasaites, cf. Hipp. IX, 14.1; 
Cerinthus, cf. Epiph. XXVIII.5; Dositheus, cf. article in Realencyclopddie). It will 
everywhere have had the sense of symbolizing the annihilation of the sarx, a sig¬ 
nificance which may well lie in the mythical background of the “circumcision of 
Christ” in Col. 2:11. Of course it is strange then that Paul never wages a polemic 
against circumcision in Corinth. However, one can imagine without difficulty that 
the Gnostics did not propagate this custom, which was not very significant for 
them, and which must have encountered the very sharpest opposition in the strictly 
Pauline and moreover almost purely Gentile-Christian community in Corinth— 
a kind of behavior that would have been inconceivable for Judaizers (cf. also Vol. 
2, pp. 27 ff.). For Gnostics this does not mean that they were hypocrites who con¬ 

cealed their own Jewish views. 

On the significance of the Jewish tradition for most branches of Gnosticism, cf. 
among others W. Bousset, [1], pp. 324 ff.; G. Strecker, Das Judenchristentum in den 
Pseudoclementinen, pp. 162 ff.; L. Goppelt, Christentum und Judentum im ersten 
und zxveiten Jahrhundert, pp. 130 ff. Unfortunately, today the inference is often 253 
drawn from the ever more clearly recognized wide distribution of Jewish Gnosticism 
in pre-Christian times that Gnosticism is also of Jewish origin (see pp. 77-78). 

130 Thus most recently H. J. Schoeps, [3], pp. 75-76, 81. 
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be translated freely as follows: “I am compelled to boast; although it 

is utterly absurd, I come now . . . Later, in 12:5 ff., Paul expressly, 

emphatically, and redundantly declares that he, the apostle—and the 

entire sorrowful epistle is in fact concerned only with this subject— 

could in no way boast of the pictured experiences. He boasts of his 

weakness. Thus he has spoken unwillingly and under compulsion of 

the oirracnai and dcTroKaXuijjeic;; but what would have compelled him 

to do this but the boasting of his adversaries in the same area? Thus 

if one wishes to deny that Paul here also is boasting of the visions, one 

must then stand the course of thought of the entire sorrowful epistle 

on its head and moreover make the legitimate charge against Paul 

that he does glory in himself, not in Christ, his own weakness, his 

ministry. For one who agrees in essence with the foregoing statements 

of this study it is also evident, even apart from our present passage, 

that the Corinthian Gnostics knew and practiced ecstatic raptures. 

Also the detailed exegesis, especially of vss. 2-3, will show that the 

text is fully understandable only if Paul here is yielding to the demand 

of the Corinthians that he demonstrate on his own part their ad¬ 

vantages. 

Besides all this, there is the fact that if he here would boast of his 

quite personal advantages which supported his apostolic office, in 

the first place Paul would have to name the vision of Christ at Da¬ 

mascus, upon which in fact his claim to that office actually is based 

elsewhere (Gal. 1:12; I, 9:1; 15:8). The fact that here he does not 

mention this vision in the face of the Corinthians, although his office 

is nowhere attacked as vigorously as in the dispute with them, shows 

that Paul is standing in a decidedly defensive position in which the 

opponents dictate his choice of weapons; and the Damascus experience 

has for Paul a fundamentally different character from that portrayed 

in 12:1 ff. Even there, where he is not even boasting, he selects a 

“polemical” boast. Thus in II, 10:12-18, because the adversaries invade 

alien territory; in II, 11:23-33, because they are boasting of their 

strength. Finally, strictly speaking Paul would contradict his negative 

estimate, expressed in Epistle B (I, 12-14; cf. pp. 171 ff.) and in 

Epistle C (II, 5:11-15, cf. pp. 187 ff.), of the pneumatic experiences, 

so far as they do not remain limited to the realm of personal religion, 

if he now all at once and voluntarily boasts to others of that which 

concerns no one but God and himself (I, 14:2; II, 5:13). Our entire 

passage is rather permeated with bitterness over the fact that the 

apostle is compelled by the ev irpoacoTrcp Kauxcopevoi (II, 5:12) to en¬ 

gage in the same utterly unbecoming boasting. 

The meaning and form of the Gnostic experiences to which Paul 

alludes are at once evident. While they last the Pneuma-self of man 
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anticipates the conditions of the future perfection. Thus the “soul” of 

the Gnostic leaves the body and temporarily is submerged in the 

cosmic crwiaa XpioroO. This practice presupposes a sharp dualism of 

body and soul and is not only found in Gnosticism of all kinds but 

is also well known in Hellenism. For its occurrence, examples, and 

lists of the literature I refer to the excursus in Lietzmann, in loc., 

to the statements in Windisch, pp. 374 ff., and to Reitzenstein’s 

Hellenistische Mysterienreligionen, pp. 403-17. That which Paul calls 

OTrracnai and coroKaXuipEiq—it cannot be said with certainty whether 

the Gnostics used the same terms—is thus the highest form of ecstasy. 256 

While during the speaking in tongues the Pneuma did not leave the 

body, but performed only as in principle detached from it, during the 

ecstasy it leaves behind it the prison cell of the body and actually 

beholds the heavenly world, its true homeland. 257 

We must raise the question whether during his portrayal in 12:2 ff. 

Paul was thinking of a celestial journey in this hellenistically Gnostic 

sense. The question is to be answered in the negative. Two reasons 

may suffice here to demonstrate this. 

In the first place, the Gnostic dualism is foreign to Paul. We have 

previously been able repeatedly to ascertain that he simply did not 

understand it with the Gnostics. For proof of the contrary one cannot 

point to II, 5:1-10. This section will be investigated more fully later 

on, but it may be said now that in it Paul is waging a polemic with 

all emphasis precisely against a bodiless existence of man, and indeed 

apparently because he cannot imagine such an existence. 

In the second place, the twice-stressed affirmation that he did not 

know whether he had been ev o-go(jccti or eicrog toG acb|iaToq during 

the rapture shows that Paul at least considers it possible that he did 

not leave the body. Therewith, however, the central concern pursued 

by the Gnostic dualist with the practice of his celestial journey, 

namely the liberation from the body, is directly and apparently delib¬ 

erately denied (on this, see below). 

Nor may we infer, of course, that Paul was thinking of a bodily 

ascension to heaven in the Jewish sense. The parenthetical comments 

in 12:2-3 rather show that the question as to the form of the rapture 

did not interest him at all (see below). What mattered to him was 

only the fact that he had been in Paradise, that is, that in a moment 

of his earthly life he had once already reached the heavenly goal, that 

for a moment faith became sight (cf. II, 12:1: oirrcccnai, and II, 5:7). 

Therewith however the scope of his statements coincides exactly with 

the actual concern of the Gnostics, for whom everything hinged on 

their asserting their salvation already in the present as an assured 

possession, and their proving this fact by means of a public demon- 
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stration of ecstasy. Precisely as in the polemic in I, 4:7 ff. against his 

satisfied opponents who have “become kings” and the corresponding 

passages already treated, Paul also shows here that he has recognized 

the existential basic attitude, the self-consciousness of the Gnostics, so 

precisely that he can methodically examine it even though the mythical 

background of such an attitude has not become clear to him. 

Now it is again typical how Paul existentially evaluates his own 

experience of rapture which anticipated vision, and which the Gnostics 

compelled him to mention. He speaks of the perfected “I” as though 

he himself was not at all the one who experienced this. It is customary 

to explain this by saying that the apostle is speaking in modest style. 

But this affirmation does not suffice; for as little as Paul wishes to 

boast, he still intends from the very first to leave no doubt about it; 

on the contrary, the very thing that is important to him is that he 

is the one who has had these revelations. If in Paul’s way of speaking 

a certain modesty is given expression, it is certainly not such false 

modesty and naturally much less a formal, rhetorical one, which also 

is foreign to Paul elsewhere and is completely out of place in the 

sorrowful epistle. 

The use of the third person becomes understandable only when 

one sees it against the background of the Gnostic “immodesty.” We 

have determined that Paul repeatedly takes a position sharply against 

the assertion of his opponents that they already here and now had 

achieved the ultimate existence. His “basic religious feeling” is, in spite 

of all his certainty of salvation, that of the “not yet.” He affirms the 

“already now” only in faith. While ecstatic experiences of all kinds are 

for the Gnostics a normal, fitting, and appropriate expression of their 

present, perfected existence, Paul in his rapture experiences what he 

one day will be, not what he already is now. While the Gnostic thus 

sees himself in Paradise, it is by no means the Paul who is a man and 

apostle walking in faith who has heard the appriToc pppaTa. Paul could 

not at all have made this point and therewith the contrast to the 

Gnostics any more vividly and impressively than by making a funda¬ 

mental distinction between his present Self and this his future Self. 

He is the dvOpcoiroq iv Xpicrrcp who he will one day become and already 

has been temporarily, fourteen years earlier, in a moment of most 

marvelous and exalted experience. Thus the modesty of the apostle 

is the attitude of the believer who knows about his future without 

having it in his possession. And when this is emphasized by him here 

in such a striking fashion, it is done in view of the fact that under 

compulsion he boasts even of a perfection experience vis-a-vis those 
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who only naturally renounce modesty on the basis of similar but 

differently interpreted experiences.131 

The following verses also may be shown to be prompted exclusively 

by the anti-Gnostic tendency, that a judgment of a man in terms of 

the uTTEp(3oAf) tuv caroKccAutpEcov—and the Gnostic self-consciousness 

indeed is based upon this—is utterly wrong, since the only objective 

expression of our present form of existence is the weakness in which 

the believer experiences and receives the power of Christ. Paul’s dis¬ 

tinction applies to the Gnostics who boast uuep eccutgov when they refer 

to their ecstasies: “For this (other) I will glory; for myself however I 

glory only in my weaknesses.” Verse 6 follows this somewhat strangely 

with yap: “That is to say, if I wanted to boast (of this experience for 

myself instead of for this one), I would not be committing a folly; for 

I spoke the truth. But I (prefer to) refrain, so that . . . Thus Paul 

probably knows that he has experienced the same thing which had hap¬ 

pened to that other man in so marvelous a fashion, but he also knows 

that he cannot simply identify himself hie et nunc with that man, “so 

that no one may form a judgment about me beyond what he sees in 

me or hears from me, in terms of the marvelous exceptional phe¬ 

nomena of the revelations,” that is, so judge him on the basis of his 259 

ecstatic experience as though he himself were already no longer the 

Paul KocTct CTcxpKoc who still stands before them, visible and audible, 

but the other one, who is already perfected. 

It appears certain to me that this is the sense of vss. 66 and 7a. 

Whether the text as transmitted to us is in order is, of course, more 

than questionable. One expects something like the following Greek 

wording: “pirj Tiq eic; epe AoyiorjTca uttep o PAettei ps rj cckouei e£ EpoO 

Kcrra Tqv uTT£ppoAr]v tcov drrroKaAuipEcov.” Then “koto; 132 Trjv uiT£ppoAf|v 

tcov ccuoKaAuipEcov” would be an adverbial phrase modifying AoyicrriTai. 

If anyone wishes to conjecture thus, his conjecture would in any case 

be as justified as the diverse attempts at producing an intelligible text 

which the commentaries exhibit. Since the sense of the verse cannot 

131 It is entirely possible that Paul has adopted this way of speaking of the other 

“I” somehow from the language of the mysteries, in which the self of man as the 

actual "I” attained to the vision, while the ordinary “I,” the natural, sarkic man, 

remained on earth. But this is still a long way from meaning that Paul connected 

the Gnostic-dualistic conception with it, as Reitzenstein ([1], pp. 415 ff.) immediately 

deduces from the terminology. It is true that elsewhere also Paul constantly makes 

use of dualistic language for his own conceptions, and it certainly can be shown 

that here Paul is not thinking as a dualist (see above). 

132 Xoyi^onai koct& is customary; cf. Rom. 4:4. If with Xoyi^ectGou instead of kotcc 

the mere dative could stand, the present (Egyptian) text perhaps could be main¬ 

tained. 262 
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be in doubt, a more detailed examination of the question, still not 

certainly soluble, of the original text need not be pursued. 

Although Paul thus would have had the same rights as the Gnostics 

to boast of his perfected self, he abstains from this so that no one will 

get the idea that he is boasting of himself and then pass the judgment 

on him that his actuality hie et nunc does not at all agree. In contrast 

to the Gnostics, Paul knows that he evSruacov ev Tcp crwpaTi ekStipeT coro 

toO xupiou (II, 5:6) ,133 and for this reason he is glad in the last analysis 

that he has a thorn in the flesh which makes clear to him at all times 

that the earth is the reality of Christians, too. Paul is not deceived 

about his existence: “otccv &ct0evco, tote Suvcrrog dpi.” 134 By the 

“modest” way in which Paul relates the experience demanded of him, 

as also by his personal confession in 12:6 ff., he makes it impossible 

for anyone to interpret his experience, about which he would have 

preferred to be completely silent, in a Gnostic sense, and at the same 

time he indirectly aims a sharp attack at the arrogant feeling of per- 

260 fection of his opponents. 

Thus in essence the peculiar background of the statements in II, 

12:1-10 is exhibited, and with it anew the Gnostic self-consciousness of 

the Corinthians clearly emerges. Now we must go on to point to two 

details of our text which are not without significance for us. First, 

it is striking that in 12:2, where he speaks of his other self, he refers 

to this as an “avOpcoTroq ev Xpiarcp.” He claims the “ev Xpiorcp dVai” in 

the figurative sense in general for the ordinary Christian, that is, also 

and precisely for the one who glories in his weakness. When he limits 

261 it here to the perfected man he makes use of the pure Gnostic concep¬ 

tion. For to the Gnosticism of the “inner Christ” everyone who is “in 

Christ,” i.e., every Pneumatic, is perfect, while to the person who 

lives only in the tangibility of the earthly sarkical existence, this 

predicate cannot possibly apply. But when Paul, in contrast to his 

usage elsewhere, employs the “ev Xpicrrcp” in 12:2 in a genuinely Gnos¬ 

tic way, in that he applies it only to the ecstatic Pneumatic, not to be¬ 

lievers in general, the question is, what prompted him to do this? Either 

the expression “dvGpwiToq tv Xpiorcp” as a technical designation for the 

person in ecstasy is known and familiar to him so that he does not sense 

the tension in which it stands to his manner of speaking elsewhere, 

or he adopts the expression from the terminology of the Corinthian 

133 This basically un-Pauline formulation to express his consciousness of his 
transitory character of course is occasioned by the polemic also (see pp. 269-70). 

134 The opposing attitude becomes splendidly clear in the speech of a Gnostic 
in Clem. Alex. Strom. Ill, 1.2: dcreXiAuGoc £yw dq toc ayioc, ou8ev Suvapai naOetv. 
This contrast will let us sense how firmly the apostle's statements in II, 12:7 ff. are 
rooted in the concrete situation. 
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Gnostics reported to him. Unfortunately a decision between these two 

possibilities cannot be reached. Perhaps the two are related. If one 

holds the latter in some form to be correct, one acquires new evidence 

of the anthropological Christ myth held in Corinth. 

More important than this problem is the question which is posed 

by the repeated parentheses eite . . . eite ... in vss. 2-3. What does Paul 

mean to say by these? We have already noted that he declares thereby 

that he has no interest in establishing the particular form of the 

ecstatic experience. This of course remains to be proved and must be 

more specifically explained. According to Lietzmann, in loc., the 

specific meaning of the double parenthesis consists in the fact that 

thereby “the mysterious character of the experience is painted in un¬ 

surpassed fashion.” But nowhere in Paul do I have the impression that 

he shows any interest in mysterious portrayals. They certainly do not 

correspond to the tone of the sorrowful epistle, and even the presenta¬ 

tion of the rapture, which was occasioned only by polemical necessity, 

follows in brief, succinct matter-of-factness. If Paul had intended to 

paint the mysterious character of his experience, he surely would have 

found better words for that purpose than the very sober-sounding 

parentheses. 

Windisch (p. 374) affirms that here Paul shows himself to be familiar 

with two different forms of the heavenly journey, and appears to be 

of the opinion that the apostle is also informing his readers twice that 

he does not know whether he had gone to heaven in the Greek-Gnostic 

manner in genuine ecstasy, or whether he experienced the rapture 

bodily in the Jewish manner. This is at once more relevant than Lietz- 

mann’s statement, but it still is not an explanation of the passage, for 

the question is just what prompted the apostle to insert the two paren¬ 

thetical remarks. Besides, in the foregoing investigation we have been 

able constantly to determine that any acquaintance on Paul’s part with 

the Hellenistic-Gnostic anthropology is as good as ruled out. 

The polemical thrust of the entire section, II, 12:1-10, demands that 

the parentheses also, for which a motivation can be attributed from 

the context only artificially, be investigated with a view to whether 

they do not have their motivation in the debate with the Gnostics. 

If this is done, their meaning immediately becomes clear. The Gnostics 

emphasized that during their rapture they were ektoc; tou acogaToq. 

Being perfected means for them in fact nothing other than having left 

the prison-house of the body. The word EKoracnq within the Gnostic 

usage is definitely to be explained from this point of view,135 and for 

13B See G. Schrenk, Studien zu Paulus (1954) , p. 107; H. Noetzel, Christus und 

Dionysos, p. 12. 

263 
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the experience of the heavenly journey it holds true that “ouSev ev 

orbpcxTi aAr)0Eq, ev acrcopaTco to ttcxv caJJEuSEq” (Stob., Eel. I, 41.1 [Wach- 

smuth 275.18; cf. 276.5 ff.]) .136 That these views were also familiar to 

the Gnostics in Corinth has been adequately demonstrated, and that 

Paul had already learned of them at the time of the sorrowful epistle is 

surely evident from II, 5:1-10, where, as will be shown further below, he 

vigorously protests against this conception. 

The same protest, however, is expressed in the statement that Paul 

does not know whether the avOpwiroq ev Xpiaxcp experienced his rapture 

ev crcopcm or xcopiq tou crcopocToq. This is aimed directly at the Gnostics 

who placed the highest value upon the EKToq tou crcbpaToq elvai. For 

Paul this question is at least without significance. In fact he does not 

know its background. For him the experience as such alone is impor¬ 

tant, while for the Gnostic everything depends on the actual EKcrracnq. 

We do not know how Paul conceived of the experience in detail. 

Whether he did so at all can seriously be doubted. In keeping with his 

total outlook he must have been of the opinion that during the rapture 

he had experienced the ctAAccyr] of the acopa Trjq crapKoq and existed as 

acopa TrveuponrKov.137 But such a conception probably will have gone 

too far for him. At any rate starting from his presuppositions he could 

not at all understand what the Gnostics meant by the stressing of the 

“ektoc; toG ocbpaToq.” For Paul a non-somatic human existence is not 

conceivable. He knows of no substantial, personal “I” which could 

subsist within itself. The man who is no longer soma is no longer at 

all.138 Hence it already goes too far when one tries to read from the 

“erre ev crGopcnr eTte xuPk toG crcbpaToq” that Paul nevertheless reckons 

with the possibility that he had been in rapture EKToq tou ocopaToq. 

In our passage he is guided only by the negative interest of denying 

any significance for the EKToq toG crcopaToq so emphatically held by the 

Corinthians. Paul does not intend to make any sort of positive affirma¬ 

tion with the parentheses, and for this reason one may not cite them 

for the presentation of the Pauline conception of the soma. The state¬ 

ment, “I know not whether out of the body,” means in the context of 

Pauline anthropology, “I do not know how this is of interest to you. 

In fact, I do not even know how you visualize it at all.” Naturally he 

does not say this, and rightly so, since nothing would be gained by 

such a fundamental discussion for his primary theme, the parrying of 

the haughty self-esteem of his opponents. In the parentheses he be- 

136 Cf. also Asc. Jes. 7.1 ff.: “In this condition in which I prophesied ... I saw 
a sublime angel .... And he said to me: . . . you will not learn my name, for you 
must return into this your body.” 

1371 Cor. 15:44 ff. 

138 Cf. R. Bultmann, [2], § 17. 
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comes a Gnostic to the Gnostics, when he apparently concedes the 

possibility of an existence ektoc; tou ocoi-iaToq, but only in order thereby 

to be heard in his ultimate concern: However we conceive of our 

existence, the opinion that we are perfect and no longer are in need 

of the grace which is powerful in the weak is in any case mistaken. 264 

But precisely for this reason the repeated parenthetical remark is most 

instructive for the Gnostic conception of the soma which is passed on 

by it alone. In it we find it once again confirmed that for Paul’s ad¬ 

versaries the actual Self of men abiding in the body is their Pneuma- 

spark, that everything hinges on releasing this Self from the fetters of 

the body and experiencing already here, as far as possible, the ultimate 

perfection, and that therewith finally the soma is scorned and repu¬ 

diated as that which is alien and inimical to men. 265 

So much for the meaning of the section II, 12:1-10. I hope that I 

have shown that it becomes understandable only in the setting of Paul’s 

dispute with his Gnostic opponents, but that under this presupposition 

it is at the same time valuable in providing knowledge of the views 

held in Corinth. If in this respect the passage offered us nothing new, 

still the earlier conclusions of our investigation could find extensive 

confirmation. The relative correctness of the opinion that in our pas¬ 

sage Paul is speaking without direct reference to the corresponding 

experiences of his opponents lies in the fact that he refrains here from 

directly contesting the opponents’ views, as was done, for example— 

erroneously—in I, 15. The reason for the indirect polemic which is 

found in II, 12:1-10, as to a large extent in the later epistles, is to be 

sought in the fact that the apostle is aware that he is much too little 

informed about the actual form of the Gnostic proclamation to be able 

to mount a fundamental attack with any prospect of success. The ex¬ 

periences which he had had with his first epistle, particularly in the 

debate about the resurrection, will have prompted him to be cautious. 

Thus he concerns himself with setting forth his own views in a con¬ 

stant antithesis to the views of his opponents as he understands them, 

yet without actually mentioning the latter in the polemic. Thereby 

in case of errors on his part he renders impossible all complaints that 

he is falsely representing the position of the Gnostics and yet, where 

he has correctly understood them, he also is understood by the Co¬ 

rinthians. And we have been able repeatedly to observe how clearly 

he perceived the presumptuousness of the Gnostic self-consciousness, in 

spite of his ignorance of the theoretical-speculative foundations. 

On p. 63 we have already referred to the Gnostic concepts in II, 

3:17, which in its original mythical sense says exactly what the Corin¬ 

thians as representatives of the anthropological Christ myth were pro- 
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claiming in Corinth: “6 tcupioq to TTVEupd ecttiv,” 139 i.e., the Kyrios 

Christ and the Pneuma-spark which lives in every Pneumatic as his 

real self are one and the same, though divided, person.*40 I hope that 

I have succeeded in presenting proof that the Gnostic Christ myth, 

which we examined in our Introduction A as to structure and distribu¬ 

tion, according to all appearance was represented by the Gnostics in 

Corinth in pristine purity. 

Now II, 3:17 can also point us to our new subject, the Gnostic 

dAcuGcpIa, which according to II, 3:17 is necessarily given with the 

Pneuma of the Kyrios: o5 Sd to TTveOpa Kupiou, eAeuGepia. It cannot be 

proved with certainty that the expression “dAEuGcpia” was used in the 

heretical circles in Corinth; I, 9:1, 19, and 10:29 are not sufficient to 

serve as proof. It is not difficult, however, to prove that the matter 

always connected with the myth is present. 

V. The EAeuGepia of the Gnostics as an 

Attitude Toward the World 

266 1• General Remarks 

On the lips of the Gnostics, dAeuQepia is a strictly eschatological con¬ 

cept. To the Gnostic myth the world appears as a mixture of divine 

and demonic substance. The empirical phenomenon of man himself 

owes its existence to such a mixing. The separation of the opposing 

elements and the return of the celestial light-elements to the Pleroma 

are the telos of all cosmic occurrences. For man this means that he 

has reached the goal of his history when he has released his true self, 

the divine Pneuma, from the bonds uniting it to the lower, sarkical 

substance, when he has been set free from the world.141 dAsuGEpia thus 

is the telos, the dAeuGepoq is the perfected person. Even if this telos 

actually comes only after death, still the Gnostic knows himself already 

in fact to be a liberated person. He has in fact the Gnosis which 

130 Cf. pp. 58-59. 

140 I venture to raise the question whether II, 3:17, 185 is not a marginal com¬ 
ment of the Corinthian Gnostics which slipped into the text early: 

6 8e Kupioq to irvEupd £cttiv. 

o5 5e to TTveOpa Kupiou 

£AEu0Epia 
KccBcnrep octto Kupiou TrvsupocToq. 

This would solve all the difficulties of the passage. I surmise the same for II, 5:16. 
Both verses come from Epistle C. On this, cf. now pp. 315 ff. below. 

141 On this, cf., e.g., Hipp. VII, 32.2: Carpocrates speaks of the soul, “hv kcci 8td 
•n-avTCOV x^pncraaav ev naai te eAeuGepcoGeTctocv av£Ar|Au0£vcci irpoq auTov (scil., tov 

dy£vr|Tov Geov) cf. VII, 32.7 and VII, 32.8: “^AcuGEpcoGflaovTai too pnKETi yevectGcu 

iv crcopaTi.” Unfortunately, Schlier, in his article “dAsuGEpicc” TDNT II: 487 ff., fails 
267 to consider the Gnostic usage, which precisely for Paul is indispensable. 
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guarantees him, c^uctei TrvEuiicrnKoq, the ultimate deliverance. Where 268 

the knowledge of the fact that I am Pneuma or pars Christi is present, 

freedom is a present reality (Iren. I, 13.6; I, 23.3; I, 24.4; Hipp. VI, 

19.7). Therewith however the contempt for the sarx and the denial of 

the resurrection is the most central expression of the Gnostic con¬ 

sciousness of freedom. 

In his ecstasies the Gnostic experiences ever anew the fact that in 

principle he has already gained his freedom. The ecstatic praxis is 

thus a further expression of the EAEu0Epia gained through Gnosis. 

Since the Pneumatic in possession of Gnosis is already here sure of 

his freedom, the religious Kauxripa which Paul found so arrogant in 

the Corinthians is a normal and legitimate outcome of their self-under¬ 

standing; the self-glorying therefore is the third expression we have 

observed of the gnostically understood freedom. 

Since the man existing as Pneuma sees through the nothingness of 

the sarx and has already achieved the detachment from it, his attitude 

toward the world will always be a negative one. As such it can be 

expressed in either of two ways: The Gnostic in strict asceticism avoids 

any contamination of his pneumatic substance by the sarkical sphere, 

or, in the consciousness of the invulnerability of the pneumatic quality, 

he demonstrates his freedom in unrestrained libertinism,142 as is the 

case according to Hippolytus’ report (VI, 19.7), for example, among 

the Simonians. “Down to the present day they have no scruples about 

doing, as free people, whatever they will.” Thus also the Marcosians, 

who according to Iren. I, 13.6 say of themselves: “esse autem se in alti- 

tudine super omnem virtutem: quapropter et libere (eAeuSepcoc;) omnia 

agere, nullum in nullo timorem habentes” (cf. I, 23.3), for ou yap 

ectti Cfiuasi KaKov aAAa 0ECTEI (Hipp. VI, 19.8) ,143 and such a “0eaiq tcov 

ccyyeAcov tou Koapou” does not affect the Pneumatic.144 Asceticism and 

libertinism thus are a further expression of the Gnostic eAsuOcpIa of 

the same kind, regardless of all outward difference between them. We 

are concerned now with this latter aspect of cAsuOspia, since we have 

already discussed the former. 

It would be incorrect simply to identify the theme thus posed as that 

of the Gnostic ethic. The libertinism of Gnostic observance is related 

to only a part of the moral principles. The general moral code natu¬ 

rally is just as valid for the conduct of the Gnostics among themselves 

as for other men. It is in no way to be justified in terms of the myth 

142 Clem. Alex. Strom. VI, 111: "iraact upa£iq yvwcttikou KccTopSwpa.” 269 
143 Cf. Hipp. VI, 19.5: “vopi^opevcp kcckcp.” Iren. I, 25.4. Clem. Alex. Strom. Ill, 

2.6-9. 
144 Cf. Ign. Eph. 8.2: ‘‘ttpocctoeiv ou Suvocvtcu . . . ol irvEupaTiKoi to: oapKiKa” (cf. 

Gal. 5:16). Iren. Ill, 15.2. 
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that one part of the Pneuma should lie to or deceive another, and so 

on. Another principle holds true for the relation of the Pneumatic to 

the Hylic, but this need not concern us here. The conduct charac¬ 

terized as libertine or ascetic moves in a realm which for the under¬ 

standing of the genuine Gnostic is excluded from the whole religiously 

270 relevant sphere. If ethics is a religious concept, then Gnostic asceticism, 

as well as Gnostic libertinism, is no ethical problem at all. The church’s 

271 heresy fighters indeed do not recognize this, but if one determines 

what they have to bring forward as charges against their opponents, 

one finds that they are basically only two: unchastity and the eating 

of meat sacrificed to idols, or the ascetic antipodes of these145 (cf. 

272 Rev. 2:14, 20; Iren. I, 6.3). Both forms of conduct are closely related 

to the commerce with the sarx, that substance which is “nothing,” 

hostile to God, and “inhuman,” and is detached from the ethical 

sphere.146 Thus Iren. I, 28.2 tells of certain Gnostics, who also practiced 

community of women, that they asserted that God does not trouble 

himself about participation in sacrificial meals of the heathen. 

Every freedom for conduct with respect to the sarx is grounded in 

the freedom from the sarx. Iren. I, 6.2: “Quaemadmodum enim 

choikum impossibile est salutem percipere, sic iterum quod spiritale 

impossibile esse corruptelam percipere, licet in quibuscunque fue- 

rint factis.” Against just this Gnostic libertinism, which must have 

been practiced in his native Rome in his time (cf. Shepherd of Hernias, 

Sim. IX, 22), Hermas conducts a polemic when he has his Shepherd 

speak: “Preserve this flesh pure and unspotted, Tvoc to ttveOpcc to kcctoi- 

koGv ev ocuTrj may give it a good testimony .... For both (crdp£ and 

TrveOpa) belong together and they cannot be stained in isolation” 

(Sim. V, 7; cf. Sim. VIII, 6.5). The anthropological schema of Gnos¬ 

ticism (see pp. 30-31) is altogether clear here in spite of the break¬ 

ing of its consistent dualism with its ethical consequences. On the 

145 The following passage from the Gospel of the Egyptians preserved by Clement 
of Alexandria, e.g., offers a typically Gnostic argument for sexual continence. To 
Salome s question, How long will death have power?” the Lord answers, “So long 
as ye women bear children,” for just so long is the Pneuma, ever again in need 
of redemption, poured forth into the world. The same tendency is shown by the 
following passage from the Gospel of Philip, in a fragment preserved in Epiph. 
XXVI, 13. The soul says, ‘I . . . have not sown children to the Archon’. . . . But 
if it should prove that the soul has borne a son, it is kept beneath until it is in a 
position to recover its children and bring them back to itself” (Henneclce-Schnee- 

273 melcher-Wilson, I: 166, 273). 

274 140 The Gnostics’ charge that Paul treats the community as ctocpkikoi (1st ed., cf. 
pp. 80 If.) therefore in its concrete situation could have been an answer to the 
ethical instructions given by Paul in Epistle A. The Gnostics could not more aptly 
and concisely refute Paul s reproof and his ethical demands than with the remark 
that they applied only to sarkic persons and therefore were, at least for the Gnostic 
conventicles and their partisans, an intolerable demand. 
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common responsibility of body and soul one may compare further 

the interesting parable, in the extant form certainly antilibertine, of 

the blind man and the lame man in the Apocryphon of Ezekiel in 

Epiph. Haer. LXIV, 70.5 ff. (corresponds in essence to Synhedrin 91a b; 

IX: 33-34, Goldschmidt); further, II Clem. 9.1 ff. 275 

Of course the freedom of the Gnostic can be limited for religious, 

not truly ethical, reasons. This occurs not only in asceticism but in a 

certain way also in libertinism, when unchastity and idol worship are 

understood as parts of the battle against the powers of darkness.147 

Thus it is said of the Valentinians in Iren. I, 6.4 that they asserted 

literally: “Whoever is in this world (i.e., the Gnostic as contrasted with 

the Psychic, who is of this world and for whom the reverse holds true) 

and does not love a woman so that he subdues her is not of the truth 

and does not attain the truth” (cf. Iren. I, 25.4; 26.4; 31.2). Here the 

freedom which in any religious libertinism is in some way religiously 

grounded becomes compulsion.148 

In the eating of dScoA60uTov, along with the indifference with respect 

to the sarx, still another formulation of the Gnostic self-consciousness 

plays a role. Above all, when it is a matter of participation in the 

heathen cult itself, the ultimate reason for this freedom is the con¬ 

sciousness that the Pneumatic has dominion over the demons, that for 

him their dominion has ended, that for him they already are, prac¬ 

tically speaking, a nonentity. Therefore he can participate in the 

heathen cultic ceremonies without having to fear that the demons 

would endanger his salvation. Gnosis in fact is not subject to being 

stolen. Naturally the right to unchastity can also be similarly grounded. 

One may compare for example Jude 8, where in the polemic against 

the Gnostics it is said: “outoi Evu-nvioc^opEvoi crapKa pev piaivoucnv, 

Kupio-nyroc Se ocSetouctiv, 6o£aq 8k pAacrpripoGcnv.” Thus according to 

Hipp. VI, 41 the Gnostic Marcus tempts to shame with the rationale 

that it is “according to his doctrine without danger, for they belonged 

to the perfect Power and had a part in the ineffable Might.” 276 

So much for fundamentals. If we look now at the situation in 

Corinth, it at once becomes evident that libertine tendencies were at 

work there in sexual matters as well as with regard to the “meat 

147 Cf. H. Schlier in Neutestamentliche Studien fiir Rudolf Bultmann (1954), 

pp. 79-80. 
148 Similarly Hipp. VI, 19.5 (Wendland, 146.11 ff.), according to whom the 

recognized “redemption” among the Simonians apparently was supposed to be docu¬ 
mented by moral dissoluteness: “All earth is earth, and it does not matter where one 
sows, only that one does sow; but they even call themselves blessed because of the 
alien mixing, since they assert that it is perfect agape .... In other words, nothing 
supposedly evil can gain power over them, for they are redeemed” (cf. Epiph. Haer. 

XXI, 4.1-2). 277 
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sacrificed to idols.” One could perhaps infer a tendency to asceticism 

from I, 7, but this would hardly be correct (see below). That the 

same party preached and practiced libertinism and asceticism together, 

as Liitgert et al. think, is utterly impossible for reasons of logic. 

The libertinism in Corinth must now be examined more closely, 

above all with respect to its connection with the Gnostics. Arguing 

against any such connection appears to be the fact that in Epistle C 

and in the sorrowful epistle Paul engages in practically no polemics 

at all against moral grievances, although precisely these epistles con¬ 

tain the sharpest polemics and also make most clearly evident the 

Gnostic attitude of the Corinthian Pneumatics, while on the other 

side the two earlier epistles, written at a time when Paul had under¬ 

stood his opponents even much less than later, contain extended sec¬ 

tions in which Paul takes a stand against libertine conduct. But anyone 

who proposes with this certainly correct observation to be able to dis¬ 

pute the identity of the morally lax Corinthians who are opposed at 

first with the later emerging “super-apostles” and their following149 

mistakes the character of the entire debate. We have already indicated 

in various points that partially already in Epistle B, predominantly in 

Epistle C, and almost exclusively in the sorrowful epistle it is Paul’s 

apostolate that is under discussion. Just after the apostle’s first interven¬ 

tion in the affairs of the Corinthian community, some from the Gnostic 

side had denied that Paul, as a non-Pneumatic, had the right at all to 

give instructions of a religious or ethical kind. Paul was compelled 

thereby first of all to take care to insure that his apostolic authority 

was recognized in Corinth before he could with any prospect of success 

begin to reestablish the full Christian order in the sense of his first 

278 epistle. That the latter is his real intention in the sorrowful epistle 

is fully evident in this epistle itself. The whole epistle consists of two 

major parts of wholly different content. The break comes before II, 

12:19. With “TraAoci SokcTts oti ugiv dTroAoyou|i£0a” Paul is looking 

back on all that has been said previously in which in fact he had de¬ 

fended himself. The aim of these statements was of course intended in 

the last analysis to be the edification of the community: “ra 5e ttovtoc, 

dycmT]Toi, u-rrsp Trjq upcbv oiKoSojafjq.” Such oiKoSopr] appears to him 

149 Thus also Kasemann, [1], pp. 33 ff.. who would grant to chaps. 10-13 their 
own problematic, because “the relative independence of this part is immediately 
evident.” This is certainly true, but the task which this concession poses still is that 
of explaining the peculiar problematic, which lies in the relative independence 
of the sorrowful epistle, in terms of the context of the entire debate. Kasemann on 
the other hand considers this section in isolation, does not note the constantly 
recurring connections with the preceding correspondence, and then on the basis 
of the passages which are distinctive for chaps. lOff. construes a picture of the 
situation which now in turn rules out any connection with the preceding discussion. 
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urgently needed, for he fears that at his arrival in Corinth he will 

not find the community as he would wish (12:20), that moral griev¬ 

ances of all kinds are widespread in it, and that therefore he will be 

compelled to take unsparing action (13:2) against those who have 

sinned and have not yet repented as Christians (12:21). Paul gives 

solemn assurance: “Now I am coming to you the third time. On the 

testimony of two or three witnesses every matter is to be established. 

I have already said during my second visit and now repeat, being 

absent, to those who had sinned beforehand and to all the rest, that 

when I come again, I will not spare” (13:1-2). Of course he cherishes 

the hope that this threat will suffice; for “8ia touto TauTa ocTruv ypacf>co, 

Tva Trapcbv pi) caroToiiCoq XPH0,00!1011 kcctoc Tqv e^oucnav rjv 6 Kupioq cSgokcv 

poi dq oiKo5opf]v koci ouk etq KaGoupecriv” (13:10). 

With all this Paul explicitly confirms that it is the ultimate aim 

of his comprehensive apology to create the preconditions for the re¬ 

establishment of proper moral conditions in Corinth. The main topic 

of the first two epistles has not been dropped but has only been neces¬ 

sarily given a subordinate position for the moment. Thus there exists a 

close connection between the statements in II, 12:19-13:10 and the 

paraenetic sections in Epistles A and B. 

Moreover, the remark that Paul had taken steps with reference to 

the matters having to do with morality during his second (interim) 

visit (13:2), as well as the-rrp6 in-rrporiiaapTnKOTCg (12:21; 13:2), which 

can refer only to sins which occurred before the interim visit, points 

back into the past and therewith to the conditions pictured in the 

earlier epistles. If we observe also what Paul censures in the sorrowful 

epistle by way of specific grievances in Corinth, we see that, besides 

the dissensions which in the brief catalog of vices in II, 12:20 are cited 

with eight different expressions, they are the typically Gnostic sins of 

ccKcxGapofa, Tropvda, and daeAycia (dKaQapcna here, like 'rropvda, de¬ 

filement with sexual impurity; aaeAycia on the other hand probably 

gluttony in the heathen feasts of meats sacrificed to idols; cf. Tert. 

Apol. 39; Iren. I, 25.3). And we meet just these sins also in the first 

two epistles to the Corinthians, both in the detailed treatment and 

at the head of the list of vices in I, 6;9. Thus Paul has in no way under¬ 

taken a shift in fronts in his later epistles. 

That the libertines in Corinth are identical with the Gnostics in 

the same place, and thus that Paul is not always fighting against two 

different fronts, not only is certain because the libertine conduct is 

typically Gnostic, but is also confirmed by the fact that the address 

to which II, 12:19-13:10 goes is the same one to which Paul directs II, 

10:1-12, 18. This becomes completely clear in 13:3 ff. Some had de¬ 

manded of Paul a proof of the Christ who was speaking in him. Paul 
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proposes to provide this Sokijarj by calling those who demand this to 

account for their sins; for they would have had occasion first of all 

to ask themselves whether Christ was “in them.” Likewise for example 

in I, 8:1 ff. the connection of Gnostic terminology and theology with 

the libertine tendencies becomes clear. 

Worthy of note in this connection is Phil. 3:18-19, a passage which, 

as we have already stated (p. 208, n. 129 and Vol. 2, pp. 47 ff.), may 

have been in opposition to the same group of Gnostics which was active 

in Corinth. Here Paul is fighting touc; EyOpouc; t°u OTOtupou tou Xpio~rou, 

<Sv 6 0£oq f) KOiXia Kai f| So£a ev t!) oucrxOvfl auTcov. Gnostic theology as 

it is expressed in the rejection of the cross and libertinism belong to¬ 

gether. Especially instructive is the formulation “f) 5o£a ev Trj odcrxuvfl 

auTcbv.” It is in fact a sign of Gnostic honor, i.e. of pneumatic self- 

consciousness, to demonstrate the shamefulness of the flesh through 

immoral conduct. 

The foregoing statements may be supplemented by a reference to 

II, 5:10, a passage which we shall examine later in more detail in the 

context of the entire first part of the fifth chapter. For our subject of 

the moment the only thing of interest is the fact that Paul concludes a 

section which obviously is a polemic against the Gnostic views of last 

things with a paraenetic allusion which undoubtedly applies to the 

same opponents: “For this reason we strive ... to be well-pleasing to 

him. For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that 

each one may receive his reward for what he has done with his soma, 
whether it is good or evil” (II, 5:9-10). 

Thus if we can already say that the Gnostics are responsible for the 

libertine tendencies in Corinth and that down to the time of the sor¬ 

rowful epistle they were exerting their disruptive influence in this 

respect, we must now confirm these judgments on the basis of the 

passages of the earlier epistles in which Paul proceeds directly against 

specific Gnostic “sins.” For this we take as a working basis the literary- 

critical division already given and consider first Epistle A, then Epistle 
B. 

2. The Problem of the Meats Sacrificed to Idols 

The “gf] yiveaSe ETepo^uyouvTeq dcTnoroiq” at the beginning of the 

part of Epistle A preserved for us identifies the theme of this entire 

epistle. After the general exhortations in II, 6:14-7:1 Paul demands 

that sanctification be perfected in the fear of God (II, 7:1), since, as he 

makes clear in I, 9:24-27 in a figure, not all who are in the community 

will also automatically receive the “incorruptible victory crown.” This 

is typologically established in 10:1-13 with an Old Testament example. 
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From that point then there follow, down to the concluding salutations, 

four concrete problems with which Paul warns against a relapse into 

paganism: participation in pagan sacrificial rites (10:14-22); unchas¬ 

tity (6:12-20); lack of discipline during the Lord’s Supper and the 

congregational gatherings in general (11:2-34); and skepticism about 

the resurrection (15:1-57). The thrust of the entire Epistle A is there¬ 

with so clear that it cannot be doubted that Paul was of the opinion 

that some in Corinth had again turned to paganism more strongly 

than is permissible for Christians. He does not yet see other problems, 

and he shows that he is not informed as to the reasons for that stance 

in Corinth. Significant of course is the fact that he does not reckon 

with an already accomplished direct return to paganism. The libertin¬ 

ism is a Christian phenomenon. Paul has the impression that some in 

Corinth in certain circles disregarded the separation from paganism. 

Even if this opinion is only very conditionally correct, still there can 

be no doubt that the concrete questions which Paul touches in his 

criticism were being debated in Corinth. For chaps. 11 and 15 this is 

indeed immediately clear, and for the other two sections it can be 

inferred with certainty from Paul’s manner of argumentation. Paul 

addresses his words to those who know how to combine unchastity and 

participation in the pagan cultic meals with the Christian position and 

explains to them with a reference to their own ability to judge (6:15- 

16, 19; 10:15, 18) that this obviously is not possible. Of course he 

appears not yet to have material for making specific charges. 

We consider first of all 10:14-22. Paul sets himself against the par¬ 

ticipation in meals of the meats sacrificed to idols, thus in cultic cere¬ 

monies in the service of pagan gods. On such cultic meals one may 

consult the excursus in Lietzmann, An die Korinther, on 10:21 and the 

literature cited there. Sacral meals preceded by a sacrifice were wide¬ 

spread in various forms in the New Testament times. Insofar as they 

belong to the broader area of the mystery cults, their origin is oriental- 

mythological, and their original meaning is that the individual enters 

into substantial connection with the cult’s god. The conception of the 

Koivcovicc tou 6eou mediated through such table fellowship was of course 

later often spiritualized, yet without giving up the animistic termi¬ 

nology. Even Paul adopted the latter, as precisely our passage shows, 

without being obliged therewith to think of a substantial connection 

with the respective cult god. It is clear, however, that in principle he 

regarded the Lord’s Supper precisely as he regarded the pagan idols’ 

meals. The eucharistic rite of the community, just like the meals of the 

pagan cults, has the aim of uniting the participants with the god who 

is invoked therein. Hence it is impossible to hold that a participation 

in both ceremonies is permissible if one places any value on the fellow- 
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ship with the aco(aa XpicrroG. Not as though in the sacrificial meals of 

the idols a supernatural quality were actually imparted. In this respect 

the meat that has been sacrificed to idols means nothing (10:19a). 

The vain demon can do nothing to man. But on the other hand the 

sacrifice is objectionable: a man shows by it that he is turning to the 

demons (10:20), and this means that-God is being tried (10:22). Any¬ 

one who in the Supper celebrates the fellowship with Christ cannot at 

the same time be a koivcovoc; tcov 5ai|jovicov, even if only outwardly, be¬ 

cause he is persuaded that the idols are nothing, “pn BeAc, a ptrj OeAei 

6 Kupioq” is the gloss appropriately made by Severian (according to 

Lietzmann, in loc.), and von Soden (Sakrament und Ethik, p. 24) in¬ 

terprets very properly: ou SuvacrGs, i.e.: “It is historically prohibited 

to sit at Christ’s table and at the table of demons.” Thus Jesus’ saying 

that no man can serve two masters is applicable here. 

Paul does not doubt that the Corinthians who were addressed con¬ 

sciously intend to be Christians. With them he is of the opinion that 

the idols are nothing. But to take part in the ceremonies of sacrifices 

to idols means simply to tempt God. Without giving more specific 

proof of this, he appeals to their Christian capacity of judgment. 

Thus we obviously are not dealing with lax members of the com¬ 

munity who do not themselves take seriously their being Christians or 

are “not yet properly awakened from the drunken condition of pagan 

immorality” (J. Weiss, p. xxix). With people of this kind Paul would 

have had to argue differently. He is addressing the Corinthians not 

about indifference or ignorance but about a clearly defined but in¬ 

correct view of the Christian condition that tends to paganism. 

It is, however, typically Gnostic to participate in pagan cultic meals 

from a deliberately “Christian” stance. The demons have indeed been 

conquered. This needs to be demonstrated. The Gnostic is ictxup6^— 
only that Paul warns against feeling oneself stronger than God (10: 

22). Most highly instructive is a comment of Irenaeus about the 

Valentinians (I, 6.3) : “They eat heathen sacrifices without hesitation 

and do not believe that they are defiled by it, and at every festival of 

the heathen and every banquet in honor of the idols they are the first 

to appear.” The Gnostics not only exhibit a certain indifference with 

regard to the sacrifices to idols, but they deliberately partake of 

fleshly pleasures—in addition to unchastity Irenaeus also mentions at¬ 

tendance at battles among wild beasts and between gladiators—in 

order thus to demonstrate their victory over the powers of the sarx: 

“They, who immoderately serve the lusts of the flesh, however also 

assert that one must offer what is sarkical to the sarkical and what is 

pneumatic to the pneumatic” (Iren. I, 6.3). They are Gnostics also 

who according to Rev. 2:14, 20 in Pergamon and Thyatira are teaching 
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the churches cpayeTv dScoAoBi/ra kcci TropvEucrai, for they also assert of 

themselves that they had learned toc (3a9ea tou crocTava (Rev. 2:24) ,160 

Just because they have learned the deep things of Satan, they can or 

even must take part in the heathen cult. Probably on the basis of this 

passage from the Apocalypse Irenaeus also asserts concerning the 

Nicolai tans: “They teach that it is of no significance when one prac¬ 

tices adultery or eats meat sacrificed to idols” (I, 26.3), and he cites 

as an utterance of Basilides the statement that one “can scorn the 

sacrifices to idols and regard them as nothing, and may take part in 

them without hesitation” (I, 24.5). We may also compare a passage 

from Justin’s Dial. 35.1-6 (following Goodspeed). Trypho objects: 

“kou pf|v uoAAouq tcov tov ’Ir|cro0v AeyovTcov opoAoyEiv kcci AcyopEvcov 

Xpicttiocvco v 7ruv0dvopai ectBieiv to ei6goA60utcx Kai ppSev ek toutou 

(3A6cTrT£CT0ai Asysiv” (vs. 1). In these people, as Justin explicitly states 

in his answer, we have to do with Gnostics, that is to say, with Mer¬ 

cians, Valentinians, Basilidians, Satornilians, and others, who &vti tou 

tov ’IqcroGv ctePeiv ovoponr povov opoAoyeTv (vss. 5-6). 282 

Thus in Epistle A Paul takes a stand against such Gnostic tendencies 

in the Corinthian church, of course without having precisely under¬ 

stood the attitude of his opponents. From Epistle B we learn the reac- 283 

tion of the Corinthians to these admonitions, nepi tcov eiScoAoButcov is 

the subject of the connected section 8:1-9:23 -f- 10:23-11:1. 

In Epistle A Paul warned against eiScoAoAccTpia (10:14); now he 

speaks only of e!8coA60utov.161 Already in this is shown a significant 

shifting of the theme. The community, so far as it acknowledges Paul’s 

authority, has taken a stand, apparently without reservation, on the 

anti-Gnostic position represented by Paul in 10:14 ff., that participa¬ 

tion in the worship of idols is forbidden for Christians. But thereupon 

there arises a new problem, the question whether then one may eat the 

meat that has been sacrified to idols, which is available everywhere. 284 

Someone asks Paul for information on this point and from the outset 

points out that people in Corinth had “Gnosis” and knew that the 

idols and the pagan gods no longer have any meaning. Therewith of 

course the community adopts the Gnostic argumentation (see pp. 

141 ff.), the form of which we cannot reconstruct in detail since we 

do not know to what extent Paul is referring to the congregation’s 

letter in 8:1 ff. 285 

Paul’s position on this question is such that he (a) in principle 

160 This is a genuinely Gnostic assertion; see the article “Pa06t;” in TDNT I: 

517-18. 
iEi Even in 8:10, where of course Paul chooses an extreme example, he is con¬ 

cerned only with the eating of eiScoAoOutov, not with the participation in the cult 

as such. 
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affirms the Gnosis but (b) wants to see it directed by love (8:1-3). 

This general proposition then is applied to the concrete problem of 

eating meat sacrificed to idols. We indeed have the knowledge of the 

nothingness of the gods to whom the meat was offered (a) (8:4-6), 

but since not everyone possesses this knowledge, we must forgo our 

exousia, if the occasion arises, out of love for the weaker brethren (b) 

(8:6-13). In chap. 9 Paul cites himself as an example of such authentic 

demonstration of Christian existence in freedom.152 There is no reason 

for excising chap. 9 from this context,153 especially since the argument 

follows the same pattern of thesis and antithesis as in chap. 8. In (a) 

9:l-12a (14) Paul asserts his right to support by the churches; in (b) 

9:125 (15) -23 he explains and justifies his renunciation of this exousia. 

287 The first section in vss. 1 ff. is interrupted by a little apology,154 

while the second opens out into a more comprehensive presentation 

of the apostolic renunciation of the exousia than would have been re¬ 

quired by the theme of the right to support in itself (vss. 19-23). After 

10:23-24 have once more led back to the actual theme in the “a-b” pat¬ 

tern, the whole set of statements Trepi tcov ciScoXoOutcov is closed with 

quite specific instructions for conduct in public with regard to meat 

152 It is utterly unjustified to assume that on the Gnostic side Paul was denied 
his apostolic right because of this restraint (thus still Kasemann, [1], p. 36) . Even 
II, 11:7-12 and 12:13 do not assume this. The reference to Paul’s autarchy is in any 
case incomprehensible as an accusation, because such restraint is unquestionably 

286 commendable. At the most, people would have been able to say, “See, he is refrain¬ 
ing from using his apostolic rights. Thus he himself does not claim to be an 
apostle.” But this contradicts the whole tendency of the opponents’ attacks, which 
everywhere else are directed specifically against Paul's apostolic claims. In addition, 
there is the fact that in I, 9 Paul first explicitly establishes his right to support by 
the community, in order then to be able to boast of his renunciation of it. But 
one never defends himself thus against charges which arise directly out of the 
fact that the apostle has this right. We must not be led astray by the polemical 
vss. I, 9:1 ff. into assuming for all of chap. 9 the same direct polemic orientation. 
Verses 1-3 are a parenthetical remark which is sharply set off by vs. 3 from what 
follows (Nestle makes an incorrect separation). At most we may ask whether Paul 
had been accused of being deficient in love for the Corinthians in comparison with 
his love for the Macedonians (II, 11:11) . But even this is unlikely. 

On the other hand, II, 3:1 and 5:12a probably refer back to the “self-glorying” 
in I, 9 (cf. I, 4:14 ff.). But Paul does not allow himself to be impressed by the 
charge of self-praise. Later he emphasizes again that he has a right to boast of 
his renunciation of his apostolic rights (11:7 ff.; 12:13). Of course from the Gnostic 
side this attitude is answered with the spiteful charge that Paul uses deceit to exploit 
the community for these purposes by means of the collection (II, 12:16; see pp. 
108-9). This charge was all the more weighty since the heretics who had come to 
Corinth also apparently renounced support by the communities; cf. II, 11:7-12 and 
The Office of Apostle, pp. 219 ff. 

163 Not only does 10:23-24, esp. vs. 24, follow directly on 9:19-23, but above all 
10:23 ff. presupposes the whole course of thought of 8:1-9:23. 

154 Verse 3b unquestionably belongs to the preceding as a concise conclusion to 
the parenthetical remark. It is impossible to assume that people were accusing 
Paul because of his renunciation of tire right of support (cf. n. 152, above) . 
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sacrificed to idols (10:25-30) and a summary of what has been set forth 

in terms of principle (10:31-11:1). 

The detailed exposition of this part of Epistle B is of no more in¬ 

terest to us here than the understanding of Christian existence that 

underlies the Pauline argument. On this latter point one may secure 

information above all from R. Bultmann, Theology, §39. However 

we note once more the connections which exist on this problem be¬ 

tween Epistle A and Epistle B. In Epistle A Paul is arguing with a 

genuinely Gnostic manner of conduct. This cannot be said uncondi¬ 

tionally of Epistle B. If the church in principle affirms the Pauline 

statements, then it may eat all meats without hesitation, since the 

Corinthians indeed TravTeq yvcoaiv exoucnv. In any case one is not 

justified in doubting this latter assertion out of hand. That Paul had 

learned of “weaker ones” in Corinth or had even received some com¬ 

munication directly from them, that “strong” and “weak” anti-Gnostics 

stood over against each other there, is unlikely, especially when one 

considers that the Pauline limitation, “aAA’ ouk ev -rracnv f) yvwaiq,” 

directly contradicts the thesis of his followers in Corinth—“-rrdvTEc; 

yvwcnv ExopEv.” Perhaps the writers of the church’s letter after Paul’s 

answer reflected upon the fact that there were also “weak ones” in 

the community. But at the time of the composition of their letter they 

considered themselves all to be strong, i.e. in possession of true Gnosis. 

If this Gnosis was ready to have regard for a brother, it showed itself 

thereby to be undergirded by the awareness of the historicality of man 

and determined to be subordinated to the “being known by God.” 

One probably may at once assume that the majority of the congrega¬ 

tion accepted this Pauline standpoint or continued to hold it. But 

this does not alter the fact that the Corinthians’ appeal to Gnosis, as 

it may be inferred from 8:1 ff., is typically Gnostic in form and content. 

One could of course argue thus without remaining bound to the 

mythical thinking to which any curtailment of e^ouaia is absurd or 

even perverse. But in any case it is clear that in the wider background 

of the church’s letter also there stands that group which out of a pure 

Gnostic understanding of existence stands up for an unrestrained 

exercise of E^oucnoc and which Paul addressed in Epistle A; indeed 

even now he sees the church still under that group’s influence. And 

conversely, in the fact that the inquiry Trepl tcov eiSgoAoButcov ultimately 

is to be traced back to people who possess yvcocriq (in the technical 

sense of the word) and boast that “TrdvTcc poi efecmv” (10:23), one 

may see a confirmation of the fact that the inclination to EiScoAoAcn-pta 

which Paul had fought a little earlier also goes back to pronounced 

Gnostics. 
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3. The Problem of Unchastity 

In Epistle A the section I, 6:12-20 concerns itself with the second 

major problem of the gnostically understood eleutheria, namely with 

TTopveia. Paul begins with the Gnostic slogan which he also mentions 

again in Epistle B (10:23) : “ttocvtcc pot e^ecttiv.” This slogan has always 

caused great difficulties for the study of concepts. It is well known that 

e^ouCTia has three basic meanings (cf. with caution Foerster in TDNT 

II: 562-63). First, it designates, approximately equaling Suvapiq, the 

possibility or capacity, the outward force or inward power, to do some¬ 

thing or to have it done, in the widest sense. Second, not always strictly 

distinguished from the first meaning and in any case presupposing it, 

it stands as the equivalent of authorization, permission, to do some¬ 

thing, regardless of whether it involves a legitimately given or an 

arbitrarily taken freedom to act. And third, the word figuratively sig¬ 

nifies the powers themselves which have the power. 

Now in Gnosticism precisely as in the Stoa e^oucnoc is employed as a 

terminus technicus. Which influence is present in I, 6:12 ff.? Certainly 

not Stoic influence, as for example J. Weiss, in loc., ventures to suggest 

and Dupont, Gnosis, V § 2, recently asserts. Neither in I, 6:12 nor in 

10:23 does it have to do with the ability of the individual to be in a 

position because of complete self-determination to do, allow, and 

endure any sort of action, but with the freedom in the possession of 

Gnosis to be able to do anything without the Self being influenced 

thereby in any way. Thus while the Stoa uses E^oucria in the first mean¬ 

ing of this word, the Gnostics apparently apply it to the second. But 

even in Gnosticism e£ouo4oc in this second meaning is not found as a 

terminus technicus. Gnosticism is familiar with the first and third 

usages. In one case e£oucticc is a designation for the supra-terrestrial 

powers, mostly of a demonic kind (e.g. I, 15:24) and in the other case 

it designates, in the first meaning, the power which the Pneumatic 

possesses by reason of his pneumatic quality and with which he lords 

it over the demonic e^oucticu as well as the human non-Pneumatics165 

and remains in magical nourishing connection with his heavenly Self. 

Reitzenstein ([1], pp. 363 ff.) is certainly correct in explaining the 

use of e^oucria in II, 10:8 and 13:10 in these terms, even though he 

again neglects to distinguish terminology from Gnostic conception in 

Paul. But it remains useless for one to seek in Gnosticism for a techni¬ 

cal use of E^oucna in the sense of authority or permission for any moral 

or immoral action, that is for the use of E^oucncc in the second sense 

cited above. This is because the E^ouaicc of the Gnostic for the conduct 

156 Cf. Corp. Herm. I 28; 32; Iren. I, 23.5; 25.3; Od. Sol. 22.4; R. Bultmann, com¬ 
mentary on John, p. 36, n. 1. 
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described in I, 6:12 ff. and 10:23 ff. is not based upon a special per¬ 

mission of some higher court, but is a direct concretizing of that 

e^oucnoc with which he lords it over the demons and their creation, the 

crapf. Gnostic libertinism is, as we have seen, not an ethical problem. 

Gnosis bestows upon the Pneumatic the e^oucna or eXcuGepia—the two 

concepts are interchangeable—for every desired contempt for flesh¬ 

liness. Thus ttocvtcx poi e^ecnrv does not mean for the Gnostic, “Some¬ 

one has given me permission,” but, “For me (as a Pneumatic) it is a 

matter of free choice to act thus; for me no peril is involved therein.” 

Thus according to Hipp. VI, 4 the Gnostic Marcus recommends otpap- 

t&vciv “6icc to elvai xrjq TeXdaq Suvapecoq i<ai gETeyciv Trjq dvEworpou 

£§oucrfaq.” Anyone who has the power to scorn the KupioTryra also has 

the freedom to “defile” the crdp§ (Jude 8). The saying of the Gnostic 

Marcus makes it clear then that the freedom of the Gnostic to do 

precisely what is unbecoming is based upon his pneumatic being. He 

does not have authorization or permission to act in a libertine fashion 

but the essential capacity and ability to act thus. He has power over 

the creators and lords of the crdp£ and thus power over the flesh itself. 

Thus in substance the “uavra poi efecmv” corresponds exactly to 

the “-rrdvTEq yvcoorv Exopev” of 8:1 (cf. 8:9). With both slogans the 

Corinthian Gnostics justify their freedom to take part in pagan cultic 

meals or, if they wish, to be able to eat sacrificial meats. In both cases 

Paul apparently affirms the slogan as such; but in both cases he also 

wants to see it limited by love. Therewith the equation iTdvTa poi 

e^ecttiv “ TrdvTEc; yvcbcnv eyopcv confirms our judgment that the £§ouoia 

of the Gnostics for fleshly behavior is based upon the awareness of 

the nothingness of the crdp|, thus in the being of the Gnostic; because 

for the Gnostic “Gnosis” is not knowledge of obligation but of ex¬ 

istence. Hence the formula “irdvTa poi £§£cttiv” employs e^oucrta in the 

first meaning given. 

In Corinth “TravToc poi eSecttiv” means, “Everything is permissible 

for me, who in possession of Gnosis have exousia over the demons,” a 

principle which the Gnostic uttered and practiced with respect to the 

“deeds of the flesh.” Of course it would be theoretically possible that 289 

there is some Cynic influence present here (see the passage in Lietz- 

mann on I, 6:12), even if one will hardly be able to explain how in a 

Christian community Cynic principles could be proposed emphatically 

as a part of the kerygma, but in the context of the Corinthian epistles 

only Gnostic tendencies naturally come into consideration.156 Paul 

160 On this, cf. Iren. II. 32.2, where it is said of the Gnostics, “qui quidetn 
Epicuri philosophiam, et Cynicorum indifferentiam aemulantes, Iesum magistrum 
gloriantur, qui non solum a malis operibus avertit suos discipulos, sed etiam a 
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must have heard from Stephanas and his people that some in Corinth 

were conducting propaganda with this slogan. That the community 

members adhering to Paul accepted it forthwith I regard as excluded, 

and in the church’s letter it certainly had not been mentioned, especial¬ 

ly since Paul had in fact already criticized it. 

In I, 10:23 the apostle takes up the formula in itself to pursue the 

line of thought further. It is not necessary to excise vs. 23 (J. Weiss). 

What should have prompted the redactor to repeat, in somewhat varied 

form, vs. 6:12? That would in no way comport with his careful kind 

of revising. 

Now the apostle’s argument in 6:12 fl. is most curious. The theme 

of the entire section is Tropveia. How can Paul, as regards porneia, 

affirm in principle the “wavTa poi e^ecttiv,” as he nevertheless un¬ 

doubtedly does in vs. 12? And what is the meaning in this context of 

vs. 13a: “tc£ ppcopocTa Trj koiXioc kou f| koiXicc toTc; |3pcopacnv. 6 Se Osoq 

Kai TauTrjv Kai tccutcx KcrrapyriCTEi”? The train of thought in vss. 12-13 

is satisfactorily explained only if one assumes that Stephanas has told 

Paul that some in Corinth, by appealing to the slogan “TrdvToc poi 

e^ecttiv,” are explaining that one can eat anything without discrimina¬ 

tion and can engage in sexual intercourse in every way without reserva¬ 

tions, and are supporting this view by pointing out that the crcopa 

together with the koiXicx is perishable.157 It is beyond any doubt that 

some in Corinth were teaching this. The reference to the exousia to 

be allowed to eat anything naturally holds true in a special way for 

the eating of meat sacrificed to idols (10:23). Of course Paul has not 

yet become aware of this. The theme is urgent for him for the first 

time in Epistle B. Therefore he unhesitatingly affirms the thesis of 

the Corinthians insofar as it pertains to food (in contrast with I, 8:1 ff. 

= Epistle B; cf. pp. 227-28). He denies it with reference to TTOpvda: 

to Se CTcopa ou Tr) Tropvciqc dXXoc Tcp Kupfcp, Kai 6 Kupioq too coopcm” (vs. 
13 b). 

290 If Paul agrees with the freedom to eat because the koiXicx is perish¬ 

able, such a train of thought still is basically un-Pauline. Correspond¬ 

ing to Pauline belief and thought would be an argument from Chris¬ 

tian eleutheria such as is found in I, 10:29-30. The present argument, 

however, is typically Gnostic-ahistorical, an indication that here Paul 

is actually repeating the reasons of the Gnostics which have been 

repoited to him. The same holds true also for the second question. 

The real Pauline motivation for the rejection of povneia is not given 

sermombus et cogitationibus, quemadmodum ostendimus.” To Irenaeus such a 
juxtaposition is obviously and rightly inexplicable. 

167 Similarly also J. Weiss, in loc.; cf. also Phil. 3:19 (see Vol. 2, pp. 79-80) : “. . . 
<Sv 6 0eo<; i) koiTucc.” rr- ' 

293 
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in vs. 14 with a reference to the fact that the soma is raised, but in vs. 

15 with the declaration that Tct crcopccTa are members of Christ. The 

assertion that the acojaa would be raised and thus is imperishable 

again is best explained if therewith Paul is taking up the Gnostic 

thesis that has been reported to him, that the body is mortal, perish¬ 

able, and therefore exempt from “ethical” principles, now of course 

in a negative sense. 291 

With such an explanation of our passage we acquire not only once 

again an indication of the two central problems of Gnostic libertinism, 

but above all also a confirmation of the fact that this libertinism was 

justified in a specifically Gnostic way, i.e., with a reference to the 

perishability of the fleshly substance. Of course then the question still 

remains open as to why Paul at first affirms the “ttocvtoc goi e^ecttiv” 

although it in no case holds true for Tropvda. One must acknowledge 

a certain lack of correctness in Paul’s train of thought. It would be 292 

fully explainable if the slogan, like so many other Gnostic terms, was 

already familiar to Paul in a Christianized meaning, perhaps with an 

anti-Judaistic thrust. Then the TravToc would hold true from the outset 

cum, grano salis and in Paul’s understanding would be limited to the 

adiaphora. Even for the Gnostics it does not have an absolute validity, 

but only with respect to the sarx. Moreover, it should be asked to what 

extent Paul fills the “ttccvtcc goi e^ecttiv” with the meaning “I can do 

all things,” which indeed is to be affirmed more unconditionally than 

the “I may do all things.” Of course this whole question is ultimately 

without significance for our topic. 

The detailed exegesis of the entire section, which except for the 

first verses does not especially note the anti-Gnostic battlefront, is like¬ 

wise of little interest for our problem. With its parrying of the Gnostic 

depreciation of bodily existence, vs. 14 already points toward chap. 

15, which indeed likewise belongs to Epistle A. It is noteworthy how 

little here as elsewhere in the two early epistles Paul recognized his 

adversaries as “Gnostics.” When he writes “tj ouk oi'SccTE, oti to awga 

upcov vaoq tou ev ugTv ayfou TrvEupocToq eotiv, ou ex^te goto 0eou”(vs. 19), 

such a question is grist for the mill of the Gnostics, who from such a 

fact draw the inference which uniquely corresponds to the mythological 

sense of this conception, that the dwelling place of the Pneuma as the 

prison of the Self deserves nothing but contempt. Hence it is only 

logical when on the basis of this and other passages (e.g., I, 2:6-3:3) 

they demand of Paul that he prove now that he actually is a Pneumatic 

as he has claimed. And further, it is quite understandable when in the 

later epistles, particularly in Epistle C, Paul is in every way more 

cautious and reserved in his statements. 

In Epistle B chaps. 5 and 7 are to be compared on the question of 
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sexual relations. We consider first chap. 7, which is in response to 

questions in the church’s letter. In the first place, it is not always clear 

what is actually under discussion here, particularly in the section on 

the “virgins.” Still less is it immediately clear from which standpoint 

the church’s letter was composed. On the other hand, we are in the 

fortunate situation—and this is by far the most significant thing for 

our investigation—of proving on the basis of 7:40 that it was the 

Gnostics who were in the background of the entire set of questions 

about marriage. Paul concludes the thorough discussion of the prob¬ 

lems related to marriage with the declaration as concise as it is em¬ 

phatic: “Sokco 5e Kocycb TrveOga Geou exeiv.” Though this polemical 

remark first is joined to vss. 30-40, it nevertheless acquires the weight it 

deserves only when one regards it as a closing comment to the whole 

chapter. Perhaps vs. 25 and vs. 35 are prompted by a similar polemical 

intention. Of course the connection of the concluding remark with 

what immediately precedes it is important, for from it may be inferred 

that some on the side of the Pneumatics were of the opinion that it 

is not better for the widows to remain unmarried. Naturally such a 

yvobgri still is not unconditionally libertinistic, yet it shows the Gnostics’ 

strenuous effort not to allow any restriction of sexual freedom. The 

protest against the widows’ remaining single is thus in our case a part 

of a libertinistic program. 

But what now was the view of the community? In the discussion 

of the problem of meat sacrificed to idols we saw that the community 

which wrote the letter to Paul was decidedly submissive to the apostle. 

The same may hold true correspondingly for the question about 

marriage. If with respect to the idol sacrifices they wrote, “If we can¬ 

not participate in EiScoAoAon-pfa, does that mean that we also may not 

eat the eIScoAoGutov even though we all have ‘Gnosis’?” then the inquiry 

about marriage may have run accordingly, “If intercourse with prosti¬ 

tutes is forbidden us, does this mean that even in marriage we are to 

refrain as far as possible from sexual intercourse or must even dissolve 

294 our marriages or remain unmarried?” As an answer to such an inquiry 

7:1-24 at once becomes understandable. In principle Paul affirms the 

unmarried state and continence (vss. 1, 8), but in practice, since not all 

have this charisma (vs. 7), he does not will that people refrain from 

295 sexual relations in marriage (vss. 2-6) or remain unmarried if it is not 

in their power (vs. 9) . Divorce among Christians is directly forbidden 

by Christ (vss. 10-11); divorce from a mixed marriage is to be avoided 

296 if at all possible (vss. 12-16). Direct inferences as to the views of the 

Gnostics in detail cannot be drawn from this passage, even though in 

view of vs. 40 it is to be inferred that it was the Gnostics who in prin¬ 

ciple argued against continence and for divorce when it was desired. 
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We are in no way justified in speaking on the basis of vss. 1-24 of 

explicit ascetic tendencies in Corinth.168 The community quite simply 

demands of its apostle a clear statement of position on the question of 

Christian marriage, after he has emphatically pointed out the impossi¬ 

bility of -rropveia for Christians. Of course there may have existed in 

certain circles of the “Paulinists” the effort to go further than Paul 

in welcoming or even demanding continence, which then also resulted 

in the community’s letter. 

The section Ttepi tcov -rrapBevcov (vss. 25-38) has always caused special 

difficulties. It is certain that it is unitary in theme, and that vss. 25-28 

do not treat another problem than is treated in vss. 36-38 (contra 

Lietzmann). It cannot be a question simply of the attitude of un¬ 

married maidens, for this problem has already been discussed in vss. 

8-9, apparently in response to the letter of the Corinthians. In modern 

times the only correct view has increasingly prevailed, that our section 

refers to the custom of the syneisaxis. This practice is not originally 

Gnostic-ascetic, even though according to Iren. I, 6.3 it seems to have 

appeared among the Valentinians, but catholic, as the history of these 

spiritual marriages shows (see the catalog of literature and passages in 

Lietzmann, p. 36). Precisely from Paul’s attitude as it is expressed in 

7:7, 26, 40, et passim is it understandable when a bridal pair, who 

were baptized, refrained from carrying their betrothal forward into 

marriage, since they knew that 6 Konpoq auveoTaXpevog ecrriv (vs. 29) 

and Trapayei to axrjpcc tou Kocrpou toutou (vs. 31), without their neces¬ 

sarily dissolving their connection.169 Out of this then there later 

developed the ascetic practice of syneisaxis. It can properly be doubted 

whether there existed already at the time of our epistle a permanent 

vow and in general a fixed form of such nonsexual marriages.160 

168 Even Paul is not thinking ascetically in principle, although of course he does 
not show any high estimate of marriage. But the combating of desire is indeed 
characteristic of asceticism, and this Paul does not demand. Anyone who does not 
have from God the charisma to remain unmarried should marry without hesitation. 
It is not because of the inferior worth of the corporeal, but because of the ©Aliptc; 
to be expected in the approaching end-time that it is better not to touch a woman 

(vs. 28). 
160 W. G. Kiimmel (Neutestamentliche Studien fur Rudolf Bultmann, BZNW 

21 [1954]: 275-95) treats this problem very instructively, thoroughly, in principle 
correctly, and I believe conclusively. It only remains to be desired that the explana¬ 
tion of Paul’s attitude had been extended beyond I, 7:32-35 to include vss. 29-31: 

6 Kocipdc; cuvEOTaXpevoq £cttiv. 

160 Kiimmel (in Lietzmann’s Commentary on p. 37, 1.4) is correct insofar as he 
doubts the possibility of the development of “so extreme an ascetic custom in a 
Christian community which is only a few years old.” But syneisaxis in fact was not 
introduced as an ascetic practice in the narrower sense, into which it was developed 
only after the appearance of ascetic tendencies in Christianity, but as an “eschato¬ 
logical” practice, and thus is no more to be regarded as ascetic than is Paul’s attitude 
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Now the Gnostics understandably pressed for dissolution of such 

relationships, with which people were placed under an unnecessary 

yoke (vs. 35). On the other side, old members of the congregation 

of the Pauline persuasion or even already with ascetic tendencies of a 

moralizing, certainly not of a mythological, kind will have argued for 

the maintenance of the spiritual vows. Therefore the community 

inquires of Paul -rrepi tuv rrapSevcov, and the apostle again gives the 

advice to leave standing the existing relationships, without having 

scruples in principle if the betrothed people marry (vss. 36-38) or one 

of the betrothed persons marries a third person, as apparently is 

presupposed in vs. 28 (J. Weiss). Thus again in the inquiry of the 

community which is thoroughly loyal to the apostle Paul, Gnostic 

tendencies do not become directly evident, even though the entire 

discussion as such was first provoked by the Gnostics, as vs. 40 shows 

with certainty. 

Finally, there appears to have been in the church’s letter an inquiry 

concerning the remarriage of widows. On this Paul takes a position 

precisely like that on the other problems: In principle they are per¬ 

mitted to marry, but it is better if they can refrain from doing so 

298 (vss. 39-40). This question too, as is immediately evident from vs. 40, 

was ultimately prompted by the Gnostics, who argued for sexual rela¬ 

tions without limitation and for whom a prohibition of remarriage 

naturally was absurd. 

In summary, it may be said of chap. 7 that the entire discussion 

evidently was occasioned by the Gnostics, who wanted to concede no 

restriction of any sort on sexual license. Paul’s statements of course 

allows us to recognize directly only his own views and those of the 

community loyal to him, since except for vs. 40 he is not conducting 

a polemic. It is likely that certain circles in the church had doctored 

Paul’s “have as if not having” with its practical consequences for the 

relationship of the sexes to one another into the law of “not being 

allowed to have.” Of course even here one can hardly speak of real 

asceticism, and it is completely wrong to assume a special ascetic party 

which stands in opposition to Paul, or even to attribute to the one 

Gnostic party the libertine as well as the allegedly ascetic features, as 

301 Liitgert for example does. 

In chap. 5 Paul takes up an especially gross case of -rropvdoc which 

had occurred in Corinth and of which he had heard by an oral report 

from Chloe’s people. Naturally Paul did not think that this was the 

only instance of unchastity in Corinth. Already at the time of Epistle 

toward marriage in general. The rise of such an eschatological custom however is 
300 possible precisely and only in earliest Christianity. 
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A he knows of Tropveia in the community, and even now he gives 

instructions which go beyond the specific individual case (vss. 9-13). 

Thus Paul hears that unchastity is being practiced in the community 

and discusses, by way of example, the case which is probably the 

grossest that has come to his attention, that a man is having sexual 

relations with his stepmother. Obviously it cannot be proved that this 

happened under the appeal to Gnostic eleutheria, but in view of the 

total situation in Corinth this is certainly the most likely assumption. 

The contrary would have to be asserted with good reasons if one were 

to hold it to be correct. The fifth chapter itself does not offer such 

reasons. On the contrary, the fact that a community to which Pauline 

church discipline was not unknown allowed such a case of unchastity 

to occur without disciplinary intervention indeed probably shows 

that the evildoer belonged to that Gnostic ecclesiola in ecclesia from 

which the writers of the church’s letter knew themselves to be dissoci¬ 

ated from the first. Moreover, Paul apparently seeks the TTEpuCTicopEvoi 

(vs. 2) —and these are the Gnostics with their haughty self-conscious¬ 

ness—in just the circles to which the offender belonged. Unfortunately 

it cannot be said with certainty whether the arrogance mentioned in 

vs. 2 refers specifically to the extremely libertine conduct of the un¬ 

chaste person. In any case one should seriously take into consideration 

the possibility that unchastity and arrogance are related as cause and 

effect, a relation whose motive Paul indeed does not recognize or under- 

derstand; for this reason also he cannot go into the connection in more 

detail, but its structure as such still is sketched even in Paul’s thought 

in the transition from 5:1 to 5:2. 

If the father of the offender had already been dead, the description, 

“uopvEict rynq ouSe ev ToTq eGveoiv,” and especially the punishment 

demanded would be too harsh, even though such a union was for¬ 

bidden by Jewish and Roman law. Precisely to the believing, non- 302 

legalistic thinking of Paul the visit to a prostitute may have appeared 

significantly more immoral than a marriage with the perhaps very 

youthful widow of the father. The offender must have had sexual 

relations with the wife of his father who was still alive. That similar 

things took place among the Gnostics is shown for example by Iren. 

I, 6.3: “Again, others openly and without shame take the women 

who please them away from their husbands and make them their 

own wives.’’ With these words Irenaeus describes precisely the occur¬ 

rence which was the occasion for Paul’s statements in I, 5. 303 

4. The Problem of Wearing the Veil 

The passage under discussion is I, 11:2-16. In this section of Epistle 304 

A, Paul is arguing that the women should keep their heads covered 
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during worship. Since the covering of the head in religious ceremonies 

305 was a rigid rule indeed in the Orient and among the Jews but not in 

Greece, Kiimmel (Lietzmann, on p. 53, 1. 17) thinks that here Paul is 

fighting “for the introduction of an oriental-Jewish custom into the 

Corinthian congregation, against which the resistance of the local 

custom is directed.” This is not wholly correct, for vs. 16 clearly says 

that this non-Greek practice was evident and encountered no resistance 

in all Paul’s Greek communities, and therefore certainly ever since he 

306 had founded them. Corinth cannot have been an exception. Instead, 

recently an attempt had been made by contentious persons (vs. 16) in 

Corinth to abolish the previously customary observance, and Paul is 

fighting for its preservation. It is likely from the outset that the 

recently appeared Gnostics are responsible for these efforts also, but 

it can also be demonstrated in detail. 

It must be Paul’s effort pertinently to defend the old custom in the 

face of the newer ones. Then of course one marvels first at the expo¬ 

sition of the distinctions between God, Christ, man, and woman. It 

is true, the statement that man is set over woman seems to prove that 

what holds true for man does not at all have to apply to woman in 

the same way, but it includes no justification at all for the view that 

the woman is to wear the veil. Besides, in vss. 11-12 Paul in effect takes 

back all that he has previously asserted with reference to the inequality 

of the sexes.161 And the stressing of the equality of man and woman 

doubtless corresponds to Paul’s actual judgment (see below). But this 

means that in vss. 3-9 the apostle is not arguing with full freedom, but 

is pressured in a certain direction by the views of the adversaries. 

This view can only have been that with a reference to the equal status 

of the two sexes some were declaring the custom regarding covering the 

head during worship, which was different for men and for women, to 

be irrelevant. Over against this, Paul takes his stand on the inequality 

of the sexes. 

The train of thought in vss. 3-9 now becomes so obscure because 

at the same time Paul makes the impossible effort to prove the necessity 

of woman’s wearing the veil with the same argument, although this 

argument only makes sure the possibility that the woman in contrast 

to the man must wear a headcovering, since she is not equal to the 

man in every way. Therefore it is useless to search for an actual advance 

161 Lietzmann very freely concedes, without being corrected by Kiimmel on this 
point in the new edition of the Commentary: “Here is it incomprehensible to 
us why Paul did not omit vs. 3 together with the forced play on words (namely 
vs. 4)Characteristic also is Godet, Der erste Brief an die Korinther. J. Weiss ([1], 
p. 271) remarks on I, 11:3-4: “I do not make any claim to understanding the text 
as it has been handed down.” 
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in thought in these verses. Paul struggles desperately with the material, 

yet without being able rightly to achieve his intention. Verse 3 sets 

forth the assertion that man and woman are not on the same level. 

In vss. 4-5a, there follows the other assertion, that the man must not 

cover his head, but the woman must cover hers. The second thesis is 

not derived from the first, but does presuppose it. The combination 

of the two assertions underlies the following vss. 55-6: If the woman 

thinks that she, like the man, can leave off the headcovering, then 

she is also to let herself be shorn like a man—whereby she would be 

placed on a level with the prostitute. But if this appears disgraceful 

to her, then would she please also cover her head? Man and woman 

just do not stand on the same level, and therefore the same thing 

does not apply to both. In vs. 7 there follows an abortive argument 

that the man in contrast to the woman may wear his hair unbound. 

In essence vs. 7 says only that the man in general stands above the 

woman—the old thesis which in vss. 8-9 in addition receives its biblical 

justification. That puts an end to this theme. Paul sensed that he would 

not reach his goal in this way. Nevertheless, the very fact, which be¬ 

comes evident, that the opponents forced him to stress the inequality 

of the sexes, and this clearly against his real intention, can help us 

to recognize the views of these opponents. They argue for the “emanci¬ 

pation” of woman, that is, for her complete equality. But this is 

genuinely Gnostic. If the Pneuma is the real self of the person, then the 

person (“man”) is neither male nor female, but a part of the cosmic 

oxopoc Xpiorou which in every respect is equal with others. Differences 

of sex belong only to the sphere of the sarx and therefore cannot serve 

to judge the person. 

Paul unintentionally confirms this when in vss. 3-9 he argues from 

the basis of sexual differences rooted in creation, only then in vss. 

11-12 to affirm that ev Kupicp all differences are taken away. Of course 

Paul has transformed the mythical side-by-side arrangement of the 

kinds of existence into a historical sequential one. The mythical origin 

of the schema that is employed, however, is unmistakable. This be¬ 

comes even clearer in Gal. 3:28, where Paul writes: “ouk evi MouSaToq 

ou6e ''EAAqv, ouk evi SouAoq ouSe eAeuOepoq, ouk evi apacv Kai BrjAu- 

irdvTEq yap upsTq sTq ectte ev Xpiorcp ’Iqaou.” This is, at least in termi¬ 

nology, pure Gnosticism.162 Cf. also the fragment from the gnosticizing 

m21 regarcj Gal. 3:26-28 as a liturgical piece of Gnostic origin which, already 

employed in pre-Pauline Hellenistic communities, was taken over by Paul and by 
him was demythologized by means of the catchword “6ia Trjq -rriaTecoq” (similarly 
Rom. 3:25; iriaTiq tv Xpia-rcp is never found elsewhere in Paul; cf. Schlier, com¬ 
mentary on Galatians, p. 127; this points to the insertion of the "Sia Trjq -rncrTEcoq”). 

Without this phrase the passage offers purest Gnosticism. Paul let himself be led 
by the beginning of the piece to quote it in its entirety in the present context. 
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Gospel of the Egyptians preserved in Clement of Alexandria and in 

II Clem. 12.2: The Lord says that the kingdom will come “when you 

tread underfoot the garment of shame, and when the two are one (see 

pp. 79 ff.), and the exterior is like the interior (i.e. when only the 

soul is present), and the male with the female, so that there is neither 

male nor female” (see Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 168-69) .163 

The preference of Gnostic systems for male-female primal beings is 

related to such anthropology.164 This idea of the unity of the sexes 

in Christ must have been familiar in the Gnostic circles from which 

Paul’s redeemed-redeemer terminology stems and with which in fact 

the Corinthian Gnostics also are closely connected. But then it was 

also a concern to the Gnostics to demonstrate this unity of man and 

woman ev Xpicr-rcp, as it apparently was being done most recently in 

Corinth.165 

The further train of thought is as follows: In vs. 10 at last apparently 

a concrete reason is given for the necessity of wearing the veil. This 

verse is presently to occupy our attention somewhat more closely. In 

vss. 11-12 there follows then the already mentioned statement which 

Verse 26 fits quite well into the train of thought, in which of course the change of 
person shows that from vs. 26 on, Paul is no longer formulating freely. Verses 27-28 
on the other hand break the train of thought; for it is not exactly the same whether 
one is buried by baptism ev Xpia-rcp or, as Paul wishes to prove, is made righteous 
in God’s sight by faith. Furthermore, it is not clear what the stressing of the 
equality of all Christians before Christ is supposed to mean in the total context. 
Paul then of course does not reflect further on this, and vs. 29 is connected with 
vs. 28 only terminologically, while on the other hand it is substantively connected 
with vs. 26. 

The Gnostics must have spoken the formula, whose attractive force in that time 
one can well imagine, after baptism in a liturgical act to the newly baptized. (Does 
Gal. 4:6—cf. Rom. 8:15—somehow continue the formula?) In addition to I, 12:13, 
the same tradition is utilized in Col. 3:10-11 (cf. Rom. 10:12), and indeed in Col. 
quite independently of the passage in Gal. 3:26 ff.; for the “-rravTa koci iv iraaiv 

XpiaTOc” shows a mythological thinking that is independent in comparison with 
Gal. 3:28 and which is not to be attributed to the author of Col. In place of the 
“synthetic” manner of speaking in Gal. 3:28, “You are all one in Christ,” in Col. 
3:11 the same mythological conception is formulated “analytically”: “There are no 
longer any distinctions of the crap?, for Christ, who is in all, is all.” 

163 Among the Valentinians this conception later occurs in narrative form: the 
clothing of the first men with animal skins signified clothing in the flesh and hence 
the beginning of sexual differences (Gen. 3:21). God had created man as a sexless 
being (Clem. Alex., Exc. ex Theod. 55; cf. J. P. Steffes, Das Wesen des Gnostizismus 
[Paderborn, 1922], p. 186). 

164 Cf., e.g., Hipp. V, 7; Iren. I, 14.1; I, 30.3; V, 14; II Clem. 14.1 ff.; H. Schlier, 
Ignatius, pp. 91 ff. 

166 That Paul’s argument for the inequality of the sexes in I, 11:3 ff. is anti- 
Gnostic is also shown by the corresponding statements in I Tim. 2:13-14, which, 
like the entire epistle, are written with an anti-Gnostic orientation. In both pas¬ 
sages there is clearly disclosed a common motif of the polemic against the Gnostic 
"unity movement” which was offered by the Old Testament-Jewish tradition (cf. 
Dibelius on the Pastoral Epistles, in loc.). 
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corresponds to Pauline thinking, that ev Kupicp all distinctions are taken 

away. Since the problem being debated functions exclusively within the 

community, and indeed for Paul that means “ev Kupicp,” the apostle 

therewith in effect nullifies the entire preceding argument. He certain¬ 

ly sensed this, for in what follows he appeals solely to his readers’ 

capacity for sound judgment: “Judge for yourselves; is it becoming for 

the woman to call on God in prayer with her head uncovered?” But 

even nature itself for him teaches nothing more than that cutting the 

hair is disgraceful for a woman; the covering for the head is no longer 

discussed: “And does not nature itself teach you that it is a disgrace for 

a man to wear long hair, but for a woman an honorable thing, since 

it is given to her as a covering?” Then because even thus Paul does not 

achieve his aim, he concludes the fruitless presentation abruptly: 

“ei Se Tiq SokeT cJhAoveikoc; eTvcci, rjprslq toiccuttiv auvf|0£iav ouk ExogEv, 

ouSe al EKKAqcriai toG 0eou” (vs. 16). 

With this apodictic conclusion the apostle in substance concedes that 312 

he too is unable to justify the wearing of the veil. Nevertheless he at¬ 

tempts such a justification and does not break through to the freedom 

of the believers which he himself represents in Rom. 14 and I, 8 and 

which he is willing to have restricted only out of regard for his brother; 

thus in fact he appears to contradict himself. This shows that he 

knows that he is dealing with opponents who do not, like himself, 

represent the eleutheria of the cbq gtj which is bestowed on the person 

who is obedient in the faith, but teach a freedom which as a proving 

of Gnosis itself redeems and therefore is loveless and unhistorical and 

the practicing of which is necessary. 

Not that Paul had already grasped the background of the Corin¬ 

thians’ attitude. He had hardly heard more than that some were 

demanding the abolition of the veil and thus were interpreting it as 

an obligatory religious act. This must however show him that it is 

no longer his gospel, which in principle had to allow freedom in this 

question, that stands behind that demand, but some “other gospel” 

(II, 11:4) . In the face of this situation he can secure obedience to his 

kerygma only by elevating the maintenance of the tradition to a com¬ 

mandment, for only in the presence of such a concrete demand will 

the division of minds be made in this case. With respect to the problem 

of covering the head as such this attitude naturally means an un¬ 

evangelical legalism. But for Paul it is in fact simply a matter of the 

Christian stance of faith, which is lost where the veil may not be worn. 

If one sees Paul’s statements in I, 11:2-16 against this background, one 

will have to agree with them fully in their ultimate intention and 

only deplore the fact that in consequence of his defective knowledge 

of the opponent’s heresy the apostle was unable to make his attack 
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fundamental and therewith clearer, but in the last analysis one cannot 

say that in 11:3-10 Paul “did not achieve the Christian clarity of 

Gal. 3:28’’ (Kiimmel in Lietzmann, p. 55, 1. 15) .166 

313 Now we must examine vs. 10. What reason is given here for the 

wearing of a headcovering and why is it inadequate? “5ia toGto 

otpciAsi r) yuvr| efouaiav eyeiv eth Trjq K£<j>ccAfjq 5ta Touq dyyeAouq.” That 

is, literally, therefore (because woman is beneath man) the woman 

must wear an authority on her head because of the angels. The 

only possible explanation of this verse, which is accepted everywhere 

even by the modern exegetes, was given already by Tertullian: 

“ ‘Propter angelos’ scilicet quos legimns a Deo et caelo excidisse ob 

concupiscentiam feminarum” (Virg. Vel. 7, following Lietzmann, p. 

55). The headcovering then had an apotropaic effect, and thus pos¬ 

sessed the E^oucna to fend off the demonic angel powers.167 It is of 

course wrong to have in mind here above all the erotic lustfulness of 

the dyyeAoi, as is the case in Tertullian and in Lietzmann, in loc., for 

Paul certainly is clearly not thinking of this. As a reason that the man 

does not need to wear the veil, he is able to say only that man stands 

above woman. 8ict toOto something else holds true for the woman, 

not because she is especially threatened by the demons on account of 

her sex. When Paul immediately thereafter asserts the equality of the 

sexes ev Kupicp, the whole motivation of vs. 10 of course becomes un¬ 

tenable of itself. Besides, there is the fact that the person who is ev 

Kupicp, according to Paul’s opinion, also no longer needs to fear the 

demonic powers. Whoever stands under the protection of the xupioq 

no longer needs magical instruments for defense against the evil angels. 

This Gnosis, which Paul plainly represents during the discussion about 

meat sacrificed to idols, he denies here in the interest of an argument 
which of course is fruitless. 

What interests us now above all is the fact that the real meaning of 

the veil as a protection against the demons was familiar to the Gnostics 

also. But then we learn a further and perhaps the most important 

reason which prompted the Gnostics to take a stand against the cus¬ 

tom of the covered head for women during prayer: Anyone who is a 

Pneumatic, who possesses Gnosis, has no more reason to fear the per¬ 

secutions of the powers of darkness. He is in fact already freed from 

106 The judgment is justified with respect to the lack of clarity with which 
Paul represents his concern, but not with respect to the clarity of his theological 
perception. 

167 On this, cf. now Kiimmel in Lietzmann, [1], on p. 54, 1.15. Also to be com¬ 
pared is E. Rohde, who remarks in Psyche (Kroner’s Taschenausgabe, Vol. 61, n. 
150) : “When the mother provides the child that is to be exposed with a crown made 
of olive branches (Eur. Ion. 1433 ff.), this is just as much an apotropaic instrument 

314 as is the Gorgon’s head on the wrap which she also sends along with the child.” 
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them; he has become a ruler. He “stands in the heights above all power 

and needs to fear no one” (Iren. I, 13.6). To such self-awareness the 315 

custom of wearing a veil as e^oucna Sia Toug dyyeXouq must be an ex¬ 

pression of a wholly un-“Christian” anxiety. Paul must have been in 

full agreement with the Gnostics here. He is put in the wrong even by 

his own standards when he goes on record for the maintaining of the 

veil, and therefore he also fails to justify this observance. But because 

the Gnostics are pressing for the practicing of Gnosis since their salva¬ 

tion rests therein, Paul must here demand full renunciation of the 

croucha, since only in the fulfillment of such a demand is the false way 

of salvation closed. Because Paul therewith in our situation only ap¬ 

parently establishes a nonevangelical law, but in truth takes a stand 

for a historical understanding of life over against the mythological one 

of the Gnostics, his demand should be approved in principle, and 

indeed in such a way that this affirmation includes the declaration 

that the person who today would demand the headcovering for women 

on the basis of I, 11:2-16 would thereby be working directly against 

the sense of this passage. 

It probably may be assumed that with the apostle’s statements the 

problem was decided in passing for the community which adhered 

to him, that the women also thereafter wore their headcoverings in 

worship. In the further correspondence this question is not taken up 

again. In fact, when Paul begins the section with a word of praise, 

this probably presupposes that he knows that the community in its 

totality rejects the demands of the Gnostics, so that with his statements 

he intends above all to stiffen their backs against the (fuAoveiKoi. 

5. The Problem of the Silence of Women in the Church 

I, 14:335-36 stands in a unique conflicting connection with I, 11:2 ff. 

While in the latter Paul at once presupposes that the women pray and 

prophesy in the gatherings of the church, here he forbids them any 

such utterance. This contradiction is easy to recognize and is not to 

be disputed with the unfounded assertion that in 11:2 ff. Paul is talking 

about house worship or something similar, or that in 14:335 ff. a special 

kind of utterance of the women, not more precisely described, is 

meant, and that their public praying and prophesying is not forbidden 

(Heinrici, Kiimmel, et al.). Some have resolved the difficulty by ex- 316 

cising vss. 34-35 as a gloss patterned after I Tim. 2:11-12. They appeal 

to the W-Text, which has vss. 34-35 only after vs. 40. But the Western 317 

reading is the obvious emendation of a redactor who felt, not alto¬ 

gether incorrectly, that the note about the appearance in public of 

women breaks the connection of the instructions about prophecy and 

speaking in tongues. Nevertheless it is not to be denied that vs. 335 
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belongs to vs. 34, that vs. 36 therewith looks back on the entire section 

vss. 336-35, and that thus the position of the disputed section in today’s 

text is unassailable. One would have to rule out vss. 33&-36, but then 

of course cannot any longer appeal to the Western tradition.168 

The whole difficulty, however, is easy to solve if one notes that the 

two contradictory parts belong to different writings. In Epistle A Paul 

is objecting to the appearance of women unveiled in the Coiinthian 

worship. That he concedes their speaking in public as such, although 

it was not the custom in Pauline congregations, will be due to the fact 

that Stephanas or at any rate he himself had mistakenly failed to con¬ 

nect this custom with the new libertine tendencies in Corinth, which 

inter alia demanded that the veil be laid aside. Otherwise Paul would 

have had to protest even here. The public cultic activity of women 

was familiar to Hellenism, and Paul shows himself extremely free to 

318 change position on these externalities in themselves. Passages such as 

11:2 ff. and 14:336 ff. are explained in terms of the concrete situation 

which compelled Paul to oppose the innovations of his opponents with 

the demand, concretized in detail, for the preservation of the tradi¬ 

tional practice. Since he obviously did not sense that the active par¬ 

ticipation of women in the cultus was demanded by the Gnostics, it is 

characteristic of his freedom that he tolerates this practice without 

319 contradiction. At the time of Epistle B he is better informed; hence 

he now demands that the Gnostic custom, which allows women to 

engage in public prayer and certainly also in speaking in tongues, be 

320 once again discontinued. On this point it is interesting that he now 

refers briefly to the tradition and sets forth the practice in other com¬ 

munities as normative,169 without attempting again a fruitless theo- 

321 logical motivation for this originally Jewish observance. In judging 

Paul one must keep in mind the special cause which compelled him, 

in the last analysis against his intention, to limit Christian freedom 

in this way, and one then will readily accept, without qualms and 

naturally also without legalism, passages like 14:336 ff. as Pauline. One 

will then also, at the deepest level, feel no contradiction between 11: 

2 ff. and 14:336 ff. It is the same correctly understood Christian freedom 

322 168 Cf. H. Greeven, “Propheten, Lehrer, Vorsteher bei Paulus,” p. 7, esp. n. 19. 

100 One should note that references, almost the same in wording and at any 
rate the same in motivation, to the custom in the Pauline communities in 4:17 
and 7:17 are, like that in 14:33, from Epistle B. This not only argues for the cor¬ 
rectness of our literary-critical analysis and against the theory of J. Weiss, that these 
passages are interpolated (cf. p. 89, n. 13); it also shows that Paul was well aware 
of the peculiar course of his argument in I, 11:2-16, now in the new epistle draws 

the teaching from there, and employs the reference to the ouvf|0Eioc in the ^kk^cticci 

0eoO as an essential argument in the debate. 
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which lets Paul allow the activity of women in the cult there and 
forbid it here. 

In this case the Gnostics naturally justified their eAeuGcpia, just as 

in the issue about the veil, with a reference to the pneumatic equality 

of man and woman. The Pneumatic indeed is no longer a man and 

hence obviously not a sexual being. Man and woman are one in Christ. 

One may imagine oneself for a little in the thought-world of mytho¬ 

logical Gnosticism and will at once sense that for the Gnostic it must 

have been sheer nonsense when the Pneuma dwelling in a female sarx 

was supposed to be silent while the fragment of the primal man im¬ 

prisoned in a man was permitted to speak. However in Corinth in the 

whole affair it may have been primarily a matter of speaking in 

ecstasy. Examples of active participation of women in the cult can be 

cited from later Gnosticism in large numbers. I mention only Priscilla 

and Maximilla from Montanism and the prophetesses of Marcus in 323 

Iren. I, 13.3, and from earlier times the fact, later mythologized, that 

Simon had a constant companion (Helena) who possessed the gift of 

prophecy. Post-canonical Judaism—not so much the Old Testament— 324 

in contrast excluded any cultic service of women. It is worthy of note 325 

that in his communities Paul in principle continued the Jewish tradi¬ 

tion. 326 

To be sure, it cannot be proved that the new abuse, introduced only 

in Corinth (vs. 36), of having women to speak in the assemblies, is of 

Gnostic origin, for the close connection of this problem with that of 

speaking in tongues in the statements of Paul could not be of the 

proving kind. Yet such a proof could be demanded only by the person 

who rejects170 the conclusions of the present work in the broadest scope. 

VI. The Sacraments 

1. General Observations 

The answering of the question as to the attitude of the Corinthian 

schismatics toward the sacraments enables us again to point to the 

basic Gnostic attitude of these heretics and at the same time contributes 

to the better understanding of some passages in the Corinthian epistles. 

First we must clarify the position of the Gnostic on the sacrament in 

principle. 

170 Anyone who does this, however, should note that the parallel statements in 
I Tim. 2:11-12 also can rightly be understood only against the background of the 
anti-Gnostic orientation of the entire epistle; indeed, the peculiar evaluation and 
high regard for childbearing among women in I Tim. 2:15 (cf. 5:14) also begins 
to make sense only as an antithesis to the mythologically grounded Gnostic asceticism 
(I Tim. 4:3). Dibelius has already correctly recognized this in his commentary 

(Pastoralbriefe, 2nd ed., pp. 30-31). 327 
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Fundamental is the fact that to the genuine Gnostic any sacramental 
328 piety is alien. This is very clearly established in Irenaeus’ account con¬ 

cerning the Gnostics’ teachings about redemption in I, 21.4: “But 
others . . . say that it is not necessary to complete the mystery of the 
ineffable and invisible power by means of visible and perishable 
creations, the incomprehensible and incorporeal by means of the 
corporeal and that which can be experienced. The knowledge of the 
unutterable Greatness itself is rather the perfect redemption. After 
defect and suffering had arisen through ignorance, the entire state of 
things that had been produced by ignorance is taken away Sioc yvcocrecoq. 

Hence Gnosis is the redemption of the inner man .... For through 
knowledge the inner man is redeemed, and the knowledge of all things 
satisfies them. And this is the true redemption.” This passage leaves 
nothing to be desired in clarity. When nevertheless in numerous Gnos¬ 
tic sects sacramental usages were practiced, this is occasioned by the 
fact that even pure Gnosticism could not escape the syncretistic ten¬ 
dencies of the age, and especially with the mystery cults, which were 
kindred in essence,171 it practiced a lively exchange. But it is typical 

that the eucharist as a sacrament is almost wholly lacking.172 This is 
due above all to the fact that the conception, in some way still con¬ 
nected with cultic meals of all kinds, and originally stemming from 
the mysteries, that the food eaten is connected with the flesh or blood 
of the cult’s god, made the adoption of such forms of cultic worship 
impossible for Gnosticism. One could not hold in contempt the sacral 
meals of the heathen and at the same time say that his own rituals 
with a corresponding connection with sarkical substance were reli¬ 
giously appropriate.173 Flesh and blood are simply deserving of con- 

171 Later Gnosticism which is particularly well known to us, of course, moreover 
is significantly influenced by the early catholic church and its view of the sacraments 
which has a strong touch of the mysteries about it. 

172 By no means is the custom, widespread in certain Gnostic circles, of the 
cultic eating of bread and salt to be compared with this (esp. in the Clementines; 
cf. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, pp. 303 ff.). It has nothing to do with the Supper. 

173 Very clear is Ign. Smyrn. 7.1, where it is told of the Gnostics: “euxapia-nocc; . . . 
dcTrexovTat Sta to pf| opoAoyEiv Tijv euxapicmav crapKa eTvcu toO CTCJTflpoq ripcov ’ I r|aou 

329 XpiaToO. . . .” 
If a cultic observance of the supper was known, under the influence of the Great 

Church, also in Gnostic circles, people were compelled, with the disregard for the 
flesh of Jesus, somehow to interpret the action symbolically. This did happen. 
Hence I am certain that the peculiar exposition of the act of the Lord’s Supper in 
I, 10:16-17 goes back to Gnostic tradition. It is certain that “adipcc tou XpiaToO” 
in this context cannot mean, on the lips of Paul, the church (thus, correctly, K. 
Stiirmer in EvTheol, 1947, p. 51, in spite of Kiimmel in Lietzmann, in loc.) ; the 
parallel to “a?pa” in vs. 16 will not allow this. Otherwise the parallel between 
Supper and mystery meal, on which Paul’s entire argument in I, 10:14-22 is built, 
would in fact be lost. But it should be just as much beyond doubt that in vss. 

16b and 17 Paul is taking over a fixed formula which he attaches to his saying about 
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the cup and after which—making use of traditional Jewish formulas (J. Jeremias, 
Eucharistic Words of Jesus [1955], pp. 21 ff.)—he constructs this saying. Verse 17 
seems to me to show the Aramaic background of this piece especially clearly. Verse 
17 also offers an explanation of the “crcopa toG XpicttoG” which leaves no doubt 
that originally the church was meant to be understood thereby, an interpretation 
which indeed does not fit at all into the present context. What is the source of this 
formula? Not the “breaking of bread” of the primitive community (Acts 2:42), 
but a Gnostic construction of this observance, in which the divided bread was in¬ 
terpreted to mean the division of the crcopa XpicttoG, and the unity of the bread to 
mean the unity of the individual members of the Pneurna. As to terminology and 
conception of the piece itself, the best proof of this is offered by the words of 
the eucharistic prayer in Did. 9 (cf. J. Jeremias, p. 35, n. 5), which certainly stem 
from gnosticizing tradition and in which what is formulated analytically in the 
saying about the bread in I, 10:16-17 is said synthetically: “gSctttep rjv toGto to 

KX&CTpo SlECTKOpTnCT|T£VOV dTraVW TCOV OpECOV KOCI CTUVaxOeV EYEVETO EV, OUTCO CTUVaxOriTCO 

crou r| EKKXr)CTioc dcrro tcov ttepotcov Trjc; yfj<; eic; Tpv ofiv PaorXEiav (Did. 9.4; on the 
subject, cf. Epiph. Haer. XXVI, 13, and XXVI, 3; see p. 56) . We have become 
sufficiently acquainted wTith such variation in the language of the myth of the 
redeemed redeemer (cf. pp. 62 ff.; p. 239, n. 162), so that no more proof is required 
that for the myth, I, 10:165 says the same thing as Did. 9.4 (cf. 10.5). That neither 
Paul nor the author of the Didache knew of the mythological original sense of these 
passages appears to me, to be sure, self-evident. But by the determination of the 
“Sitz im Leben” of these pieces we can recognize that even in genuine Gnostic 
circles the practice of the Supper or of the breaking of bread could be maintained 
as a cultic observance, but only with definite, purely symbolic meaning, without 
any reference to the crap? of Christ. (J. Jeremias, p. 85, with others, misses the 
words of institution in the prayers of the Didache. But this is precisely their 
characteristic mark, that these are replaced by the Gnostic interpretation of the 
act. It is impossible to explain this absence in terms of arcane discipline.) 

E. Kasemann, (EvTheol, 1947/48, pp. 264 ff.; cf. J. Jeremias, p. 131), who does 
sense the tension between I, 10:16a and 165-17, curiously holds vs. 16 to be com¬ 
munity tradition, and vs. 17 to be Pauline interpretation. But it is utterly incredible 
that with the “traditional” piece, which moreover is genuinely Pauline, Paul exactly 
fits the context in 10:14-22 which he has conceived, but of all things, loses the con¬ 
nection with his “own” idea (which nevertheless is clearly anchored in the tradi¬ 
tion—p>id. 9.4). The saying about the bread in 10:165-17 also is identified in the 
context as tradition in contrast to the saying about the cup, because it is established 
that in certain circles of earliest Christianity, indeed in the early Jerusalem com¬ 
munity among other places (cf. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, p. 307), only the eating 
of bread ("breaking of bread”) possessed cultic significance (disputed by Jeremias, 
pp. 82 ff., in a dubious interpretation), while nowhere was the Supper celebrated 
only with wine, as we should expect if in our passage Paul is using his own saying 
about the bread to fill out a saying about the cup that has been handed down to 

him. 
Of course the Supper in dual form did not always remain unknown to all the 

Gnostic circles. This is shown by the aforementioned eucharistic prayers of the 
Didache, which interestingly stem from J e w i s h-Christian-Gnostic tradition; for 
it may be regarded as certain that in them we have to do with revised Jewish table 
prayers (cf. R. Bultmann, [2], pp. 40-41; M. Dibelius in ZNW 37 [1938]: 32-41; 
article “Abendmahl,” in RGG). Not only does their saying about the bread con¬ 
tain a Gnostic meaning, but in the saying about the cup also the cultic action is 
bound up with the genuine Gnostic myth. Underlying the saying Trepi toG ttotopiou, 

“We thank thee, our Father, for the holy vine of thy servant David, whom thou 
hast allowed us to recognize through thy servant Jesus,” is not some Old Testament 
tradition but the widespread conception of the cosmic tree of life, which frequently 
appears as a vine (cf. among the Mandaeans, then also in one of the sources of 
John [John 15:1 ff.]; cf. Sir. 24.22 ff.; cf. E. Schweizer, EGO E1MI, pp. 39 ff.) and 
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demnation, and because the anathema applies to the Christ kata sarka, 

any cultic action which depends upon this sarx is an impossibility.174 

It is a different matter with baptism and with anointing. Both prac¬ 

tices of the catholic church were not unknown in later Gnosticism 

(Iren. I, 21). Of course in pure Gnosticism their meaning could only 

be that the redemption that had already occurred in Gnosis was sym¬ 

bolized in such ceremonies; it could not consist in their effecting the 

redemption. Where the person first receives the Pneuma through initia¬ 

tion we find ourselves in the sphere of influence of the mystery cults 

which in origin were sharply distinguished from Gnosticism. When the 

genuine Gnostics in the section from Irenaeus quoted above reject 

baptism and anointing, of which Irenaeus had spoken earlier, because 

the secret of the invisible power cannot be perfected by anything that 

is visible, this shows that in the sphere of pure Gnosticism sacraments 

can only be symbols of an event which occurs independently of them. 

Thus the anointing is done with balsam oil “because this ointment is 

a type of the fragrance that is above all” (Iren. I, 21.3). The symbolic 

meaning of baptism lay in the fact that with the baptismal act the 

liberation of man from the prison cell of the body was symbolized by 

the drowning of the “ (old) Adam.” Since in certain Gnostic circles 

Christ’s death on the cross was understood also as the liberation of the 

heavenly Pneuma from the fleshly substance which was slain on the 

cross,175 this provides the explanation of the line of argument in Rom. 

6:3-4: “Or do you not know that all we who are baptized into Jesus 

Christ are baptized into his death? Now we have been buried with him 

by baptism into death, so that, just as Christ was raised from the dead 

by the glory of the Father, we also should walk in newness of life.” 

in Gnosticism is a figure for the cosmic primal man-redeemer (E. Kasemann, [2], 
pp. 69 ff.; Schlier, [2], pp. 48 ft.; on this, cf. Ps. 80:9-20, which was allegorically 
interpreted in this sense [because of the vine of David!]; see H. Lietzmann, Mass 
and Lord’s Supper, p. 190). Since the wine was connected with the vine thus under¬ 
stood, one could employ the cup as well as the bread in the Gnostic cult (cf. Schlier, 
[2], p. 55, n.). As to meaning, of course this Gnostic cultic meal had as little in 
common with the Hellenistic meal as with the primitive community’s meal custom, 
even though the fact of a Gnostic supper with the broadly drawn interpretation 
of the cup quite generally points to the decisive influence of the Hellenistic 
community. 

174 The abominable supper of the Borborians portrayed by Epiphanius (Haer. 
XXVI) can confirm this, since here instead of bread the male semen is used, and 
instead of wine, menstrual blood, and this because these secretions are regarded as 
the locus of the Pneuma, which in this way is to be preserved from being diffused 
in the world. For the same reason these Gnostics, who regard the begetting of 
children as a grievous sin, eat the embryo which they have taken from the mother’s 
womb (Haer. XXVI, 5) . One may compare here also the well-known magical cere¬ 
monies of the Gnostic Marcus in Iren. I, 13.2, who apparently practiced hocus- 
pocus with the Supper. 

175 Cf. Col. 2:11-12; 2:20-3:4; Hipp. VII, 33.2; X, 21.3 = Iren. I, 26.1. 
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Of course Paul transposes the whole conception visibly into the his¬ 
torical realm, but unblurred remains the originally Gnostic idea that 
baptism is a symbol for the fact that the individual will experience 
the same happy destiny which Christ has experienced as the dorapxfi 
twv peAAovrcov: the ascent of the uvEupoc ev Trj ootekSuctei tou crcopaToq 

Tpq crapKoq (Col. 2:11; note the context in which this passage appears 330 
in Colossians) . With such a purely symbolic interpretation certain 
sacral actions could find admission even into the pure Gnostic cult. 331 
They were not able to acquire special significance here. They always 
remained manifestations on the periphery of the religious life of the 
genuine Gnostic.176 In particulars the attitude toward such sacraments 
was varied; only the rejection of cultic meals is general and, as we 
said, highly characteristic of the Gnostic understanding of existence.177 
Interesting in this connection is the absence of the sacraments in John. 
Of course he is acquainted with baptism (3:22; I John 2:20, 27; 5:6-7), 
without ascribing to it any meaning. The Supper is never mentioned 
and is first inserted by the editor in 6:515-58 and 19:345 (on this, see 
now R. Bultmann, Theology, II: 54, 58-59). Without prejudice to the 333 
fact that John is no Gnostic koct’ E^oxqv, there is revealed, in this more 
than indifferent178 attitude of the writer of the Fourth Gospel toward 

176 Exceptions confirm the rule (cf. Bousset, Hauptprobleme, chap. VII). Thus 332 
the high regard for baptism in the Mandaean texts is to a large extent historically 
and geographically conditioned. The baptist movement in the Orient is age-old, 
and baptist sects at the Jordan are certainly older than Mandaeism and Gnosticism 
in general. That Gnosticism readily found admittance in eschatologically motivated 
or at least seriously religious baptismal fellowships is just as evident as the fact 
that it had to maintain so far as possible the central practice of this baptismal 
fellowship (cf. O. Cullmann in Neutestamentliche Studien fur R. Bultmann [1954], 
pp. 44-45). Hence one may no longer expect to find a coherent system in such 
syncretistic phenomena. The chaos of the Mandaean texts offers a perfect example 
of such syncretism of Gnostic observance. 

Those initiations which are supposed to enable the soul during its ascent to 
deceive the demons and to overcome the numerous fortifications of the demonic 
world do not belong here. In a later time they are widespread (Pistis Sophia). Just 
so, as time goes on, magical-mysterious piety is syncretistically superimposed upon 
pure Gnosticism, a procedure which is inseparably bound up with the deterioration 
of the genuinely Gnostic self-consciousness. Sin was again sensed, the already con¬ 
quered demons threatened more powerfully than ever, and in place of the grand 
liberty of the one who knows there appeared the anxious concern about salvation 
and with it often a flood of the most varied mysteries designed to give aid. 

177 If one compares with this the praxis of the mystery cults in which meals 
Kara crapKa to a large extent stood at the center of the cultic observances, it becomes 
clear that mystery religions and Gnosticism at the outset were fundamentally 
separate. Only the later development gives us a certain right to describe the 

mystery religions also as Gnostic. 
178 Cf. John 17:19; perhaps in the ‘‘u-rrep ocutgov £y« ayidijco ipauTov” there is a 

reference to the words of institution of the Supper, revealing the intention which 
led the author of the Fourth Gospel in a special way in his appropriating the high- 
priestly prayer: to create a substitute for the establishing of the Lord’s Supper 

(cf. R. Bultmann, commentary on John, in loc.). 
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the sacraments, the Gnosticism which stands in the background of his 

terminology and theology.179 

2. The Supper 

Here we must discuss the section I, 11:17-34. Here also Paul 

touches on problems which had been made known to him from the 

oral accounts of Stephanas and his companions. Again, as in 11:2-16, 

it involves happenings in the congregational gatherings. It is typical 

that Stephanas, in contrast to his other reports, in this respect was rela¬ 

tively well informed. For if he had become acquainted with the un¬ 

edifying situation in Corinth only on his journey through, he could 

of course have informed himself best about the external conditions in 

the gatherings, in other words, through his own observation (cf. p. 101). 

There are two things which Paul now censures in detail. First (ttpcotov) 

the axiopaToc in the community which become evident in the meetings 

(vss. 18-19). Paul apparently had not been able to learn more precisely 

from Stephanas what was involved in these conflicts. It will have been 

a matter of more or less vehement disputes between the Christ people 

who had come in, i.e., the Gnostics, and the apostle people, who de¬ 

fended the ecclesiastical tradition. 

The upci-rov (vs. 18) is not formally taken up again by a ScuTepov 

and also is not replaced by the ouv in vs. 20, which rather points back 

to the auvepxopevcov upcov of vs. 18 (J. Weiss). In substance of course 

the SeuTepov Trp6(3Ar|pa to which the ttpcotov points is broached in vss. 

20 ff. with the discussion of the disorder in the celebration of the 

eucharist, which could never have been called crxiopocTcc or aipeaetq 

(cf. I, 1:10) .18° We have to ask: (1) What was the ordinary course of 

the observance of the Supper as it was introduced by Paul and now 

is again demanded, and (2) of what kind are the abuses which have 

recently spread in Corinth during the observance? 

On (1) : people met—probably on Sunday and certainly separate 

334 from the “preaching service” 181—in order to partake of the common 

In this connection the observation is interesting that there is a close affinity be¬ 
tween John 17 and the eucharistic prayers of the Didache discussed above, pp. 
246 ff. (cf. E. Lohmeyer, ThRs, 1937, p. 304). 

J. Jeremias (p. 125) rejects the assertion that the Gospel of John “rejected 
the Eucharist or regarded it as superfluous,” with the argument: “Where in the 
history of the apostolic age do we find the slightest support for so weighty a thesis?” 
The answer is: “in all Christian Gnosticism!” 

180 Otherwise Rom. 3:2, where the “trpcoTov” does not have any point of refer¬ 
ence, even in substance. 

181 Oscar Cullmann's thesis (Early Christian Worship) that in the primitive 
church there was no community worship without the observance of the Supper is 
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KupicxKov SeTuvov. They began only when the entire congregation was 

assembled (vs. 33). After a prayer of thanksgiving the bread was 

broken and divided (vs. 24). When that had been eaten (vs. 25a), in 

the same way, i.e., after a corresponding prayer, the cup with the wine 

was passed around (vs. 25). With this meal and probably also during 

this meal the death of the Lord was to be proclaimed (vs. 26). 

It is not to be assumed that Paul should have observed the kupicckov 

Sehtvov otherwise than as he “received from the Lord.” Of course that 

is the opinion of most exegetes, who see the Supper of the Pauline 

communities more or less as an “Agape.” But there is nothing here to 

indicate that a meal to satisfy hunger belonged to the observance. On 

the contrary! Paul expressly orders: “If anyone is hungry, then let him 

eat at home, so that you may not come into judgment” (vs. 34a) ,182 

Thus he tolerates no profanation of the sacred act which would blur 

the fact that what is involved is the enjoyment of the bread and wine 

of the Lord. People are to eat and drink at home. “Do you not have 

houses for eating and drinking?” (vs. 22) . Thus it is utterly unjustified 

to draw close connections between the Pauline observance of the 

Supper and the later agapae, the origin of which is obscure (J. Weiss, 

Lietzmann, Bachmann, Heinrici, and many others). But the Hellenistic 

cultic meal of Paul is also fundamentally separated from the primitive 

community’s breaking of bread. Only bread and wine were taken, and 

that in liturgical form and under the presupposition that the partici¬ 

pants had already satisfied their hunger at home. Of course this does not 

mean that one only received a bread crumb of the weight of our com¬ 

munion wafer, but already with Paul the kupicckov SeTttvov no more 

served as an ordinary meal than does our observance of the Supper 

today.183 

untenable. Try as one will, one cannot even claim that Cullmann attempts a serious 
exegetical grounding for his theory. I, 11 and I, 14 and their relationship to each 
other are not even discussed; the epistle of Pliny is thrust aside. Correctly seen is 
the fact that according to the evidence of our sources, there was never an observance 
of the Supper without the proclamation of the Word. Still one may not simply turn 
this rule around, as Cullmann does. 

is2 “Not to refrain from coming at all, but to come without a ravenous appetite,” 
is Bachmann's (in loc.) gloss on the verse. But this is strained. 

183 Against this assertion one cannot adduce the ‘‘nerd to SEiTTvrjo-cu” (vs. 25; cf. 
Luke 22:20) as a presupposition for the Pauline praxis of a general meal for 
satisfying hunger in which more than the bread that was broken at the beginning 
was eaten, between the two cultic meals. Paul always speaks only of the partaking 
of bread and wine, and nowhere does he have in mind a meal for general enjoy¬ 
ment, which he expressly relegates to the homes, or for a favor. Further, according 
to vs. 26, only the partaking of bread and wine has cultic significance. But there can 
be no doubt that in vs. 26 Paul is looking back on the entire action just portrayed, 
in which therefore no act of eating apart from the cult can have taken place. Once 
this is recognized, we do not need to concern ourselves with the problem of what 
the ‘‘n£Td to SeiTrvrjaai” is supposed to be saying in the bit of tradition. As a 

335 
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On (2) : recently however the observance of the eucharist appeared 

to Paul to be developing into such profane meals. Some Corinthians 

were coming into the place of meeting and beginning, even before the 

cultic SeTttvov was opened (vs. 33), to partake of a meal that they had 

brought, and were continuing to do this even during the common 

(j>ayeTv (vs. 21a). That it was always customary to take along food and 

then to eat it in common cannot be inferred from Paul s words.184 

Quite the contrary. Paul is not censuring them because the individual 

eats by himself, but because a profane meal is taken at all in place of 

the KupiaKov SeTttvov: “ctuvepxoiievoov ouv upcov etti to cxuto, ouk ecttiv 

KupiocKOV SeTttvov cpccysTv- EKCXorog yocp to iSiov SeTttvov TrpoXap{3ccv£i ev 

tco <j>ayeTv” (vss. 20-21). The disorderly church members apparently 

came with the intention from the outset of eating an ordinary SeTttvov 

out of provisions which they themselves had brought instead of observ¬ 

ing the common cultic Supper. The expression “TSiov SeTttvov” thus 

stands in contrast to “kupicxkov SeTttvov” (vs. 20) as the significant 

cultic meal, not in contrast to some “common meal” which, without 

altering its nature, was divided into nothing but individual meals.185 

Wholly without support is the assertion, frequently found in explana¬ 

tion of 11:20-34, that because of some bad experiences Paul now is de¬ 

manding the separation of cultic meal and the meal for satisfying 

hunger, which evidently had previously been combined. It is inconceiv¬ 

able that Paul is peremptorily altering a practice which he himself had 

introduced and which was customary in all his communities, by making 

it appear that the alteration is the return to the TrapdSocnq of the 

Lord which had been given to him. If a meal for satisfying hunger out 

of common stores had previously been customary, Paul would have 

had to press for the restoration of the common meal for satisfying 

hunger in place of the individual meals if he wanted to reestablish 

the old arrangement. Yet this is his intention when he points to the 

already well-known and practiced tradition. Instead of this he sends 

the meals for the satisfying of hunger back to the homes, and his aim 

in doing this certainly was not for convenience to give a mask to the 

comparison with Matt, and Mark shows, it is a later indication of the situation (cf. 
336 Lietzmann, in loc.), and could perhaps refer to the passover situation (cf. J. Jeremias, 

p. 87). If Paul was conscious of this, it signified no difficulty for the praxis of his 
observance, since in fact he intended not to imitate a passover feast but to observe 
a cultic meal which was limited to bread and wine. Of course, if he debated with 
this passage of his tradition fragment at all, he must rather have thought of the 
eating of the broken bread, which in outward form and amount of the bread eaten 
will at least have had more of the character of a genuine meal than in our 
observances of the Supper. 

184 We do not know who arranged for the communal bread and wine. 

186 Of course the cultic meal was a communal meal, but what Paul is reproving 
is the disruption of the cultic, not of the communal. 
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lack of spirituality which lies in the lovelessness of gluttony, nor was 

it because he had received a new and different paradosis from the 

Lord, but because that was where those meals had always belonged. 

What a strange apostolic instruction it would have been if Paul newly 

allowed the rich, who previously shared with the poor from their 

abundance, first to eat and satisfy their hunger at home alone, only 

thereafter to observe with the hungry the common cultic meal, which 

now leaves these still hungry! 

The consequence of the TSiov SeTttvov is that dq gcv tteivcj:, oq 5e g£0u£i 

(vs. 216). The two expressions probably are not to be understood 

literally. It is no more to be assumed that during the gathering some 

actually became drunk than that in the Christian community of that 

time which was certainly marked by sacrifice and love there were 

people who could not even get enough to eat. Paul only wishes drasti¬ 

cally to indicate the consequences of such conduct and means that 

the one eats none at all while another is gluttonous. Then he con- 337 

tinues: “gq yap oiiciaq ouk exete Eiq to ectSieiv Kai ttiveiv”; that is, must 

you eat your meals in the meeting place because you have no houses? 

Naturally the answer is “no.” But then (vs. 22b) for Paul the only 

alternative explanation of the strange conduct is that brethren who did 

not bring anything are to be shamed by the cxtocktoi, who thereby 

despise the ekkApotoc toO 0eoO. The Touq gq cyovTaq may also be trans¬ 

lated “those who possess nothing.” Then Paul would have surmised 

specifically that the rich by this action intended to shame the poor, by 

enjoying a feudal banquet in the presence of the poorer community 

which resigns itself to bread and wine. But this is a long way from 

meaning that previously the rich had shared with the poor or that 

Paul at all countenanced the ordinary meals. He rather is himself seek¬ 

ing for an explanation of the disquieting conditions in Corinth and 

is asking whether, since it certainly is not for a lack of space at home 

that some were eating in the meeting place in the evening, the dis¬ 

orderly ones intended to despise and to shame the community and the 

brethren for their poverty. But even this, if it should prove true, is 338 

not what is reprehensible, but the ordinary eating of a meal in itself. 

Anyone who nevertheless under such presuppositions partakes of the 

cultic meal eats it unworthily, since he does not appreciate the special 

character of this meal and puts it on a level with profane meals (: gfj 

StocKpivcov TO crcopcc [vss. 27-30]). Thus for this reason one ought to 

satisfy his hunger at home, and then begin and carry through the 

celebration of the eucharist in company in the traditional liturgical 

form (vss. 33-34). 

It appears to me that this state of things is clear. Paul is not object¬ 

ing to the fact that individual Corinthians are giving up the previous 
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custom of “eating out of a single bowl” and instead of this are eating 

the meal they have brought for themselves alone. His objection is 

rather that certain people deliberately intend to reduce the formerly 

339 purely sacral meal into a profane repast. The former explanation not 

only has no support in the text, as we have seen, but also is impossible 

because such self-centered people would have filled themselves at home 

and would rather have brought less for the fellowship. Anyone who 

thinks in such self-seeking terms would not display his attitude ad 

oculos. In addition, it seems to me not very credible that in the young 

churches, which reckoned daily on Christ’s parousia, a loveless atti¬ 

tude of this kind could have attained such a widespread acceptance. 

Thus vs. 22b certainly no more than vs. 22a gives an explanation of 

the conduct of the octocktoi, which for Paul at the time of Epistle A was 

340 just as inexplicable as it would be for us if we possessed only Epistle A. 

However, the whole situation now at once becomes fully comprehen¬ 

sible when we recognize that the conduct which was so abhorrent to 

Paul was a deliberate demonstration of the Gnostics who are well 

known from the later epistles and who thereby were opposing the 

sacrament of the body and blood of Christ. This is already indicated 

by the general observation that the beginning of this abuse must 

coincide in time approximately with the advent of the Gnostics and by 

the fact that the other two reprehensible practices within the congrega¬ 

tional gatherings, the women’s praying unveiled and the disputes in 

I, 1:18 ff., both were caused by Gnostics. And the actual behavior of the 

unworthy ones is just what we would have to expect from the Pneu¬ 

matics. For them a cultic meal at the center of which stands the cruci¬ 

fied, sarkical Jesus is inconceivable.186 If they nevertheless participate 

in the Supper, this is done from the outset not in order to observe the 

KupiotKov SeTttvov but to eat a profane meal. It cannot be said with cer¬ 

tainty whether this was meant to be only a negative demonstration, or 

whether from the Gnostic side people connected a positive meaning 

with it. The former, however, is by far the more likely, especially since 

the conduct of the Gnostics showed no sort of tendency toward the 

agape, the love-feast.187 Then the unholy behavior of the Pneumatics 

180 Schniewind (see p. 130, n. 21) points to this context. 

Cf. also U. Wilckens in EvTheol 18 (1958) : 365. In principle correctly, even 
though very generally, W. Lutgert (Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth, 
pp. 131 ff.) points, for explanation of the abuses at the Supper in Corinth, to the 
“contempt for the sacrament that appears with any spiritualism’’; the Corinthian 
heretics do not believe “that the Supper establishes real communion with Christ.’’ 

187 It may be considered whether the Gnostics of Jewish origin with their 
practice referred directly to the sacral meals of the Jewish house congregations. If 
this were the case, of couise it still would not mean that a religious meaning was 
also ascribed to this tradition. 

Even the Gnostics whom Ignatius is combating because they reject the church’s 
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would reveal their exaggerated self-consciousness, and with his charge 

that they despised the EKKXqcna toO 9eou and the brother who did not 

live in the same eleutheria, Paul may have put his finger exactly on 

what the Gnostics intended.188 Their attitude toward the Lord’s Supper 

then was not different in principle from that toward the sacrifices to 

the idols.189 For them neither meal had any cultic meaning, since the 

“accursed” Jesus was just as much a “Nothing” as were the gods of the 

heathen. However, they welcomed these meals as an opportunity to 

fill the KoiXioc with Ppcopcrra as a demonstration—6 0eoq kou TocuTqv koci 

tocOtcx KccTcxpyficrEi. Upon the community and the individual brother 

who did not yet possess the Gnosis which led to such doings they 

looked down in scorn. 

Thus the unedifying happenings at the Supper are best explained 

from an action of those who were striving, out of their knowledge of 

the absurdity of the Lord’s Supper, to sabotage the cultic observance 

and to transform it into an assembly with a profane feast. 

A noteworthy parallel to such conduct is afforded in Jude 12: “outch 

eictiv oi iv Tcxiq ayaiTaiq upcov crmXaSEq auveucoyoupevoi d<t>o[3coq.” The 

situation corresponds fully to that of Corinth: the Gnostics—that such 

are being combated in Jude indeed requires no proof—are taking part 

in the agapae of the community. Unfortunately it cannot be said 

Supper on account of its connection with the cap? of Christ (see pp. 246 ff.) like¬ 
wise have their own communal meal, for in Smyrn. 8-9, Ignatius takes a stand 
against those who celebrate the eucharist or agape without the bishop as the guaran¬ 
tor of correct doctrine, though of course we do not hear anything of the character 

of this celebration. 

Finally, it should be remembered here that even in the gnosticizing Jewish sects 
with which we have become acquainted through the recent discoveries from the 
Dead Sea, non-sacramental fellowship meals are common. On this, one may com¬ 
pare K. G. Kuhn in EvThcol, 1950/51, pp. 508-27, who attempts, with basic justi¬ 
fication, to show connections between all these customs of meals and banquets. 
Of course dependence certainly cannot be proved; cf. J. Jeremias, pp. 31 ff. 

188 G. Bornkamm’s remark that “not a syllable is said about Gnostics and their 
alleged attempts at sabotage” ([2], p. 348) is indeed correct, but this still is no ob¬ 
jection to my interpretation. For unfortunately Paul does not give us any indica¬ 
tion at all of the reasons for the disorders in the Supper at Corinth. Every inter¬ 
pretation is thrust back in the same way on conclusions a posteriori. But still the 
connection of 11:18-19 with 11:20 ff. leaves no doubt at all that it was the divisions 
in the community which in the last analysis caused the unedifying conduct of some 
at the observance of the Supper. Even Bomkamm himself, a little before the 
passage cited (p. 345, et passim), traces the disorder at the Corinthian observances 

back to the “Gnostic experience of the Pneuma" of the Corinthians! 

180 B. Reicke’s explanation (Diakonie, Festfreude und Zelos, pp. 252-93) men¬ 
tioned earlier already pointed in this direction, since he correctly recognized the 
Corinthian heretics as Gnostics. Of course Reicke’s explanation is inconsistent, since 
he illogically describes these Gnostics as both libertines and judaizing fanatics for 
purity: as libertines they revel generally, and as Judaizers they revel among them¬ 
selves. Reicke also proceeds from the unfounded identification of the Corinthian 

meal as an agape. 
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whether these agapae were cultic meals, love-feasts, or both. Still the 

cultic element may at least have played a role in them, since the mere 

eating together at the agapae in fact was not an accusation which be¬ 

longed at the head of the catalog of vices in vss. 12-13, and the acpoPcoq 

may mean a lack of reverence in the presence of God to whom the meal 

is dedicated, and hence may stand in parallel to the longer statements 

of Paul in I, 11:27 ff. 

It may be assumed that after the arrival of Epistle A the community 

no longer tolerated such tendencies. At any rate the problem is not 

taken up again in the later correspondence. 

3. Baptism 

Two sections of the Corinthian letters can be connected with this 

problem, namely I, 1:13-17 and 15:29. The former however is certainly 

to be eliminated. The passage can be explained most simply if Paul 

here is not referring to certain views of baptism held by the Corin¬ 

thians but is arguing hypothetically, in order to demonstrate to the 

Corinthians the absurdity of appealing to men. The mystery concep¬ 

tion that the baptized person enters into a close and perhaps even sub¬ 

stantial connection with the God in whose name he was baptized, so 

that he then could say “eyco E?pi toO 0eou” (then the God’s name) was 

widespread in Paul’s time (cf. Reitzenstein, [2], pp. 219-20). Baptism in 

the name of “Christ” in fact has the same meaning in its mythical 

significance. On the basis of this presupposition Paul proves that it is 

an absurdity to appeal to a man as is done in the first three watch¬ 

words in vs. 12: Were you baptized in Paul’s name, so that you could 

now call yourselves by his name as your cult’s god? (vs. 13c). Thank 

God, Paul says, that I did not baptize many. So then at least no one 

can get the idea of asserting falsely that he was baptized in my name, 

that is, that I myself have baptized him in my own name (thus Paul 

presupposes that others certainly had not baptized in his name and 

at the most he could have done this out of arrogance). The argument 

naturally is ironic; Paul knows precisely that no one in Corinth is 

claiming to have been baptized in his name. But for exactly this reason 

the absurdity of the slogans, “eyco eipii riauAou,” and so on, which make 

sense only if some actually had been baptized in the names of men, 

must become very clear to the Corinthians. 

It is impossible that people in Corinth placed special value upon 

baptism being administered by the personal teacher (J. Weiss, in loc.; 

cf. Reitzenstein, [1], pp. 40-41) and felt themselves to be bound in a 

special way to the baptizer, to whom they therefore also appeal with 

eyco eipi .... For there were of course practically no people there who 
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had been baptized by Paul, nor surely by Peter, personally. They 

would have had to call themselves after Paul’s helpers and the members 

of their own church who had baptized, and this apparently did not 

happen. Paul’s statements are rather on the contrary based on the 

knowledge that people in Corinth could not possibly think of any close 

fellowship between baptizer and baptized mediated through baptism, 

and that therefore they would be bound to see on their own the 
absurdity of the apostle slogans. 341 

I, 15:29 however is of significance for us: “But what shall they do 

who are baptized for the dead?” Thus there were Corinthians who had 

themselves baptized for those who had died. It is absurd to dispute 

this, as Bachmann and Schlatter, for instance, have attempted to do 

in a more than dubious fashion.190 The passage does not say how and 

why this baptism was performed. We must also doubt whether Paul 

was familiar with the form and meaning of this custom. 

We have said earlier (p. 155) that in all probability the same 

people practiced the custom of proxy baptism who denied the avdcrra- 

cnq vcKpcov.191 Verse 295 suggests this: “d oAcoq VEKpoi ouk EydpovTai, 

t( Kai Poarn^ovTcu uuep auTcov”; Since only some (Tivsq, 15:12) asserted 

that there is no resurrection of the dead, and there are also only certain 

people (oi paTm^opevoi, vs. 29) who have themselves baptized as 

proxies, Paul’s line of argument in vs. 29 has meaning only if the two 

groups were identical. Thus there were Gnostics among whom vicar¬ 

ious baptism was in vogue. This is confirmed by the fact that the 

custom is proven in Gnostic circles and only in them, while the church 

objected to it. Lietzmann (Kommentar, in loc.) quotes an account of 

John Chrysostom concerning the Marcionites: “For if one of the cate¬ 

chumens among them dies, they conceal a living person beneath the 

bier of the departed one, approach the corpse, talk with the dead 

person, and ask him whether he intended to receive baptism. There¬ 

upon the person who is concealed, speaking from beneath for the 

other who does not answer, says that he did indeed intend to be bap¬ 

tized, and then they baptize him for the departed one.” This corre- 342 

sponds to a report by Epiphanius about the Cerinthians (Haer. XVIII, 

6.4) : “kou ti •TTapcxSocrecoq Ttpaypa rjASev siq ppaq, cbq tivcov pev nap’ 

au-roTq upocpSocvovTcov TeAeuTtjaai aveu Pa-irriapaToq, aAAouq 5e dvr’ outcov 

dq ovopa ekeivcov Pcarn^EcrBai, unip too prj ev tiq dvaoTaasi dvacrravTaq 

auTOuq Sixty; Souvai Tipcopiaq pdimcrpa pf| EiAqcpoTaq, yiv£cr0oa 6e uttoxei- 

piouq Trjq toG koctpottoioG ££°ucnaq. Kai toutou eveko r| TrapaSocnq f| 

sAGoGaa dq rjpaq cprycri tov auTOV ayiov dnooroAov Eipr|KEvai 'ei oAcoq 

190 A splendid assembling of the various expositions is already found in Godet’s 343 
commentary. 

191 See Stunner, [2], pp. 173 ff. 
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vExpoi ouk dyeipovTai, ti Kai (3onTTi£ovTCXi unep auxcov.’ ” To be compared 

also is Philastrius, Haer. 49, who gives a corresponding report of the 

Montanists. Finally, we cite a passage from the sixth canon of the third 

Council of Carthage (379) : “Item placuit, ut corporibus defunctorum 

eucharistia non detur . . . deinde cavendum est, ne mortuos etiam bap- 

344 tizari posse fratrum infirmitas credat” (following Lietzmann). That on 

the church’s side people were not in agreement with such a practice 

is also shown by Tertullian, Marcion V, 10, and de resurr. 48.192 

The passages cited unconditionally assure the meaning of the pas¬ 

sage I, 15:29. That they all are derived from this verse, which was 

misunderstood in the sense of a baptism for the dead, is an assertion 

of which we can take note only in disbelief (thus Bachmann-Stauffer, 

345 p. 452, n. 1). 

The practice of baptism by proxy cannot have arisen in Gnosticism 

itself, but was probably taken over along with baptism in general from 

the mystery cults (see documentation and literature in Lietzmann, 

in loc.). However, it is hardly accidental that precisely the baptism by 

proxy for deceased persons was common among Gnostics. We have 

already said that genuinely Gnostic baptism cannot have a realistic 

meaning, since Gnosis as such is redemption. But precisely for this 

reason the Gnostic’s concern for the relatives who departed without 

Gnosis must be greater than among the Christians, who ultimately 

could wait patiently for the grace of God even for the deceased who 

were unbaptized. From this perspective it is understandable that some 

were anxious to substitute the magical act of baptism for the dead for 

the Gnosis which the dead were lacking. For Gnosticism, then, baptism 

for the dead in principle takes on a greater significance than the bap¬ 

tism of living Gnostics, which in fact could have only a symbolic mean¬ 

ing. It accords well with this that no account of the Gnostic baptismal 

praxis has been handed down to us in the Corinthian epistles other 

than the report of proxy baptism. That may of course be accidental, 

but at any rate it is characteristic. 

We do not know how the Gnostics conceived of the effects of the 

(3aTTTiCT|i6q uirep vEKpcov in detail. In any case they must have thought 

of a magical effect through which the deceased, in spite of a lack of 

Gnosis, still experienced the liberation from the power of the demonic 

346 forces and was led homeward to the Pleroma. It may rightly be doubted 

that this conception had among the Gnostics the concrete content of 

meaning of the mystery theology down to the last detail. The Jewish 

oblationes pro dejunctis however cannot even be adduced as a parallel 

347 192 Cf. A. Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte, pp. 381, 417. 
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of the baptismum pro defunctis (contra Stauffer, Theology, p. 299, 
n. 544), much less as its source. 

The effect of the baptism for the dead was magical in nature. There¬ 

fore we may also cite as a direct parallel the custom, attested by Pistis 

Sophia, that the living perform the mysteries for the dead, which pro¬ 

tect the latter from the persecutions of the demons.193 Only here it is 

no longer simply a matter of baptism, but of a whole series of various 

mystery rites as they were common in later Coptic Gnosticism, and 

which of course were also of the highest significance for those still liv¬ 

ing for whom the power of pure Gnosis no longer sufficed. 

However, if in the baptism by proxy we are dealing with a specifi¬ 

cally Gnostic usage which was observed in Corinth only in very recent 

times, we cannot assume that Paul knew any more about it than he 

tells us in I, 15:29. In I, 11:30, a section of the same Epistle A, we hear 

of an uncommon number of deaths in the community. Precisely the 

relatives of these departed ones will have had a willing ear for the 

Gnostic teachings, since it was in fact taught them “apex Tcp ccrroOvricrKeiv 

Taq tyuxaq tcov veicpcov avaAap|3dv£CT9ai dq tov oupavov” (Justin, Dial. 

80; cf. Iren. V, 31.2), and therefore several baptisms for the dead may 

have occurred. Stephanas hears of this and tells Paul, to whom this 

notice is valuable, since he thinks that therewith he can lead those 

who deny the resurrection from their own presuppositions ad absur- 

dum. Thus Paul himself has in general no position with reference to 

baptism by proxy, which he here encounters for the first time, so the 

exegete does not need to rack his brain, while its significance for the 

Gnostics who practiced it is clear at least in principle. 

With this we can conclude the treatment of the Corinthian schis¬ 

matics’ view of the sacraments. It has confirmed precisely what the 

basic observation led us to expect for a still relatively pure Gnosticism: 

The position on the Supper is outspokenly negative, while there ap¬ 

pears not to be a characteristic general teaching on baptism. An excep¬ 

tion to this is provided by the special form of baptism by proxy, which 

however is historically demonstrable as specifically Gnostic practice 

as well as explainable from intrinsic, internal reasons. 

VII. Eschatology 

Under this subject, we must explore above all the section II, 5:1-10; 

for the rest, we shall only refer to what we have said from time to 

time previously on the subject of “Gnostic eschatology.” 

First we shall consider vss. 1-5. From time immemorial they have 

been among the passages of Epistle C which have occupied the exegetes 

193 Pistis Sophia, ed. Schmidt, pp. 153-54, 211-12. 
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in a special way. People have attempted to read out of these verses 

everything imaginable, above all for the Pauline expectation of the 

future. Paul is here no longer counting on the Parousia; he regarded 

the death of the believer to be the normal thing; he is thinking only 

of the Parousia. Again: Paul had the conception that the departed 

one received the heavenly body immediately after dying; he must first 

endure a state of nakedness; he is clothed at the Parousia. Further: 

the old garment will first be taken off before the new is put on; the 

new will be put on over the old and will swallow it up; after putting 

off the old robe man still has a pneumatic garment over which the 

new will be placed—and so on. Of course with all this abundance of 

conflicting views, which could easily be expanded, there is general 

agreement on one thing:194 in II, 5 the picture of the future has been 

altered from that of I Thess. and I Cor.,195 and we even know the 

reason for it: the experiences in Asia (II, 1:8 ff.) have evoked the 

349 alteration (Windisch)! But Rom. 13:12! Very slight difficulties are 

caused for the exegetes in general by the fact that on this view Paul 

must also have changed his whole anthropology and now all at once 

knows of a Pneuma-soul which can exist as the real man even without 

the soma. These difficulties are removed then by a reference to the 

passage II, 12:2, which however may not at all be invoked for the 

presentation of the Pauline anthropology (see pp. 214 ff.), and to Phil. 

350 1:23, which, employing a widely used formula of pagan origin (see A. 

Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East, p. 303, n. 1), nevertheless 

cannot possibly carry the burden of proof which is allotted to it. In 

any case one entertains no doubt that Paul has just begun to think in 
Hellenistic fashion. 

Now of course we have to admit frankly that our section confronts 

us with utterly insurmountable difficulties if we wish to use it im¬ 

mediately as a source for determining the Pauline anthropology and 

eschatology. In that case almost anything can actually be read from it, 

as the various exegeses prove. But these exegeses all proceed from false 

presuppositions, since they do not take note of the polemical aim of 

our passage. This aim is so conspicuous that it is simply incompre¬ 

hensible how in the commentaries of Lietzmann and Windisch, to say 

nothing at all of the earlier ones, it could fail to be mentioned even as 

a possibility. According to Windisch, in loc., what is involved here is a 

“meditation about passing over into the beyond.” It was Rudolf Bult- 

mann, so far as I can see, who first in recent times in principle pro¬ 

posed the correct way to the exposition of II, 5:1-10 (Exegetische Proh- 
351 leme .. .). 

194 In this, cf. the commentaries. P. Hoffmann, Die Toten in Christus, pp. 4 ff. 
352 190 More recently, e.g., Althaus in TLZ, 1950, p. 254. 
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Paul’s manner of argument in these verses can in fact be understood 

at all only if he is not setting forth ad hoc to the community the most 

elementary foundations of his preaching, which could never have 

been unknown to the community, but is defending it against contrary 

views which have recently been brought into play. The subject about 

which Paul is concerned at first, namely the assertion of a celestial 

corporeality in the consummation, is treated with an unmistakable 

reference to a divergent opinion. In addition, there is the fact that 

Epistle C as a whole is polemically oriented. The only striking thing 

is that to a large extent and especially clearly in our section this 

polemic is conducted with a certain moderation in expression. The 

reasons for this reservedness, which naturally makes the understanding 

of our passage more difficult, have already been set forth (see pp. 98-99). 

Under this presupposition, however, it is only with the greatest cau¬ 

tion that the exegete can infer from the existing text expressions which 

go behind what is directly set forth. The nature of the Pauline argu¬ 

ment is necessarily determined to a large extent by the opponents 

against whose attack Paul must defend himself. And beyond that, it is 

only natural when in terminology and conception Paul follows his 

opposition so far as this is possible, in order better to be heard in his 

real concern. In so doing he is only following an obvious law of such 

discussions. If this is observed, there is not the slightest reason for the 

assumption that in this passage Paul was setting forth an altered ex¬ 

pectation of the future on the basis of a Hellenistic-Gnostic anthro¬ 

pology. On the contrary, even here he does not even exhibit a correct 

understanding of Greek dualism and of the eschatological problems 

connected with it. The following exegesis is to make this clear. 

Paul begins with “oi'Sapev yap.” The yap connects the forthcoming 

statements with the end of chap. 4. This connection is justified in terms 

of material. The passage 4:16-18 had opened up the view on t& aicovia. 

This watchword is taken up again in 5:1 with oi«iav aicbviov. With this 

the theme of 5:1 ff. is plainly indicated. Paul is now concerned with 

-ra aicovia, with eternal matters. 

His situation with respect to this theme is by no means an enviable 

one. In Epistle A this problem had already been thoroughly discussed 

and, as it appeared, unequivocally answered. Since the false teachers 

in Corinth denied the resurrection, for them, according to the apostle’s 

opinion, everything ended with death, while he only needed to remind 

the church of what they had already received from him (I, 15:1). 

Significantly now there emerges in the treatment of toc aicovia in II, 5: 

1 ff. neither the question about the resurrection in general nor even the 

charge that the opponents denied every human hope for the future. 

Paul must in the meantime have comprehended that his adversaries 
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354 denied the resurrection and affirmed an “eternal life.” He cannot con¬ 

ceive of this, since for him the annihilation of the human body is the 

annihilation of the man, and thus human existence after death is 

possible only through the resurrection of the dead, i.e., through the 

re-creation of the man as c-copcc TrveuiiccTiKov. This self-evident equation, 

aliveness = corporeality, however, Paul cannot prove, since he cannot 

even imagine a disembodied life. For him the equation is a tautology. 

But just as little is he able substantively to refute his opponents, since 

against them indeed he would have been able only to repeat the 

obviously defective argument of I, 15. 

One can easily understand then that with oTSocpcv at first he simply 

is offering, as a fact which in his opinion is beyond doubt for any 

Christian, the assertion oti eav r| i-rriyEioq ppcov oiicia tou o-Krjvouq kcctcc- 

AuBr), oiKo5o|if]v ek GeoG exopev, oikiocv axsipOTTohyrov cdcoviov ev ToTq 

oupavoTq. 

Our verse says nothing about when Paul is expecting the dissolution 

of the earthly “tent dwelling.” This question does not interest the 

apostle at all, even in what follows, where he obviously has the 

Parousia constantly in mind, as a comparison of vs. 4 with I, 15:52 

355 suggests. 

The figure of the tent as the dwelling place of the “I” is widespread 

especially since Plato, and is typically dualistic. When Paul adopts it, 

this of course does not mean that he too regards the tent, i.e. the earthly 

body, as the outer covering of the real Self. The figure is far less ade¬ 

quate for his conception than for the original dualistic one, but he 

can adopt it at once, since as a Jew he also can abstract the “I” from 

the “Dasein” as such. But this “I” is then actually a bare abstraction 

and can no more be equated with the dualistic “Self” than can the 

shadow-souls of men in Sheol. The terminology of “house” or “tent,” 

which does not appear elsewhere in Paul, may, as in II, 4:7, have been 

taken over directly from the opponents, but in any case it corresponds 

to their intention. They assert that we have no oiKoSopfj ek 0eou when 

the earthly covering is laid aside. This is the view of the Gnostic 

dualism which is held in Corinth, and the figurative language which 

Paul uses is thoroughly suited to it.196 

In vs. 2 Paul justifies the assertion that an oiKoSopri aicovioq awaits 

us: for in this (tent) we indeed sigh, since we longingly anticipate 

being clothed with our heavenly abode.197 A strange justification! In 

190 Cf. e.g., Hipp. VI, 34: "According to them this material man is like an inn 
or a place of residence . . . .” Cf. also H. Jonas, [1], p. 102; Corpus Hermeticum 13.12; 
13.15. Of course in view of its pessimism toward the world, Gnosticism prefers the 

357 figure of the “dungeon” or "prison.” 

197 On owriTripiov as dwelling place of the Self, cf., e.g., Hipp. VI, 9.4-5. (136.18- 
19); VII, 29.22 (214.13). 
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vs. 1 Paul cannot have intended to say that in eternity we would live 

not without but with a resurrection body; for vs. 2 offers no justifica- 356 

tion for such a point of view within an intra-dualistic (!) dispute. But 

vs. 2 also does not prove that we shall receive a new bodily form, i.e., 

continue to live, at all. Paul has learned in the interim that even in the 

opinion of his opponents death is not the end of everything, so that for 

this reason alone a basic controversy on that point, as in I, 15, would 

be out of place. Apparently the argument has to do only with the 

special quality of the new body. The habitation that is prepared for 

us is no longer e-rriyeioq, no more an easily shattered o-Krjvoq, but 

axeip°'n'0hl'r0<;> alcovioq, and ev -roTq oupavoTq; for in our earthly body in- 358 

deed we sigh and longingly wish for the heavenly habitation. It thus 

must be worth our yearning. “Since man is not created for a habitation 

which so confines him, there must be another one for him which is 

adequate to his nature—that is the logic of the argument,” writes 

Windisch (pp. 160-61) and therewith in essence captures Paul’s train 

of thought. 359 

Thus already in vs. 1 the stress is not so much on the assertion that 

oiKoSopf] ek 0eoG eyopev, but on the features of this habitation, as indeed 

is already shown by the emphatically postpositive “oii<iav dxcip°Tro'rlTOV 
aicoviov ev TO?q oupavoTq,” on which the weight of the sentence rests, and 

by its contrast to e-rriyeioq and o-Krjvoq. This observation is instructive. 

In his argument Paul apparently is aware that his opponents (although 

they inexplicably nevertheless believe in a life after death), with a 

reference to the weakness and perishability of the corporeal, reject the 

celestial corporeality198 and hence wish to remain “naked”—an alto¬ 

gether accurate awareness on his part. Paul meets this Gnostic justifica¬ 

tion of a disembodied state worth striving for by pointing to the 

higher, unearthly and divine quality of the heavenly habitation for 

which we rightly yearn. 

Verse 3 follows upon this in a very unusual way: “eT ye Kai evSuaa- 

pevoi ou yupvoi eupe0r)a6|ae0a” (at least if we,199 after we have been 

clothed, are not found naked). The clause contains an almost intoler¬ 

able tautology. Hence the emendation of the Western collateral tradi¬ 

tion which serves to relieve this problem (eKSuaapevoi instead of 

evSuadpevoi) is easily understandable. It is inconceivable that the 

W-text of all the texts should have preserved the original reading 

here.200 To prefer it (J. Weiss, [2], II: 535; R. Bultmann, Exegetische 

108 This reference, which Paul has understood also elsewhere, appears on the 

lips of the Corinthians at every turn (see pp. 160-61; 176). 

190 To translate eT ye kou with “da ja” (— “since indeed”; thus Lietzmann, et at.) 
is linguistically impermissible (cf. Kummel in Lietzmann, on p. 120, 1.25). 

200 Surprisingly many emendational W-readings are found in II, 5:1-10. 
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Probleme) therefore means in effect to conjecture with the W-redactor. 

In addition, indeed the dv5uad|icvoi of vs. 3 obviously takes up again 

the ETrcvSucraCTSai of vs. 2. Finally, this smoothing of the text in vs. 3 

immediately presents a new difficulty, "for how can a person who has 

been unclothed yet be preserved from nakedness?” (Windisch, p. 162). 

Thus it must be read as ivSuadgevoi. The attempt to avoid the tautol¬ 

ogy by understanding evSuadgevoi as in apposition to ou yupvol: "at 

least if we are (at all) clothed, are not found naked,” is grammatically 

hardly to be held, and moreover it does not give any real satisfaction 

(see Windisch, p. 162). 

On the other hand the verse becomes completely comprehensible in 

terms of the polemical situation. Since the Corinthian adversaries do 

not deny an existence beyond death, Paul must assume that they yearn 

to be clothed with a new corporeality just as he does.201 Hence the 

(ett) Ev8uaaa0ai, which as such he therefore in fact does not even seek 

to prove, had to hold true for them also. But at the same time he 

must also have heard that the same people in Corinth described the 

360 condition of the perfected as bodilessness, as yupvoTriq. For Paul such 

a double assertion is inconsistent. The “naked” person is the dead 

person.202 Paul can sense only as paradoxical the assertion that as a 

person living in eternity (EvSucrocpEvoc;) one is naked. How can the 

living person be dead, and the existing person be nothing! 

Paul expresses just this lack of understanding in vs. 3: We long for 

the heavenly existence (vs. 2) —at least if we as clothed are not found 

naked, i.e. as living are not found dead; for then our yearning does 

have meaning, for as one who has been clothed one obviously is not 

found naked! Thus, Paul thinks, people in Corinth surely must see 

that one cannot at the same time hold to an eternal life and a bodiless 

state in that life. The inner contradiction of the Corinthian assertions 
alone should show that Paul is right! 

Paul is obviously arguing more cautiously than in I, 15. But he is 

arguing from the same misunderstanding or lack of understanding 

of his opponents’ position. There, in view of the denial of the resurrec¬ 

tion, he appeals to the baptism for the dead which is irreconcilable 

with that denial; here, in view of the affirmation of a life after death, 

he appeals to the nakedness which rules out this life—in both cases in 

order to carry his opponents’ assertion ad absurdum. In both cases he 

displays an utter lack of understanding for the dualism of his op- 

201 For Paul this need not be a radical contradiction of the denial of the resur¬ 
rection which he knows, in the moment when he has in mind only the Parousia, 
as is certainly the case in II, 5:1 ff. 

202 “By nakedness is ... to be understood neither a disembodied state nor an 
existence without a spirit, but the absence of being . . .” (Sturmer, Auferstehunv 
und Erwdhlung, p. 180). 
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ponents, whose “I” is not bound to a body and therewith to the 

resurrection in order to be able to exist. Therefore his argument cannot 
have been convincing in either case. 

Paul only apparently abandons this digression, which was probably 

meant as much to be irony as argument, when in vs. 4 he repeats the 

argument of vs. 2: koci yap ol ovTeq £v t<J> aKrjvei oTeva^opev (3apoupevoi, 

Ecf>’ cS ou SeAopev £K6uaaa0ai aAA’ E-rrEvSuaaofiat, Tva KaTaiTO0ri to 0vr)Tov 

otto Trig ^cofyq; i.e. once again. The longing under the burden of this 

perishable tabernacle shows that a house of life awaits us (vs. 2). But 

Paul adds: for indeed we are not sighing because we wish to be un¬ 

clothed,203 i.e. killed, but because we await the clothing with the body 

of eternal life. Thus in vs. 4 in fact Paul takes up both vs. 2 and vs. 3. 

EKSuaacr0ai takes the place of yupvoq: our yearning sighing shows the 

inconsistency of holding that the nakedness is a goal of our hope worth 

striving for, for we are not yearning for death! And as living ones, 

which we mean to be, we are not dead, as clothed ones we are not 

naked (vs. 3) 1 Thus vs. 4 is not merely externally but also in thought 

a repetition of vss. 2-3. 

Interesting and instructive after all is the figurative expression 

ETT£v5ucraCT0ai in vs. 2 and vs. 4, which in the present context says sub- 

tiantially the same thing as the dAdaaeiv in I, 15:51-52: there is not a 

moment of nakedness, i.e. of nonexistence, between the earthly and the 

heavenly life. The new garment is put on over the old one, which is 

destroyed thereby. Death is swallowed up by life. The image, which 

was chosen in the interest of harmony with the figurative language of 

the entire section, is strange to us, but precisely for this reason most 

highly instructive for the added interest which Paul has in the assertion 

which is inescapable for him, that there is no such thing as a mere 

EK5ucraCT0ai. Mere “unclothing” would in fact mean the end of human 

existence. 

At the same time, however, the ^7rev5uaaa0ai also points to the 

Gnostic thesis, over against which Paul sets this expression as anti¬ 

thesis: the goal of the Gnostic is the ekSueiv of any and every body and 

therewith the yupvoTriq of the Pneuma-Self, which precisely and only 

in such freedom from any corporeal existence has attained the escha- 

ton. 
Whom now is Paul actually hitting with his argument in II, 5:1-4? 

2 0 3 fjere aiso 0f course we have to do with Gnostic conceptuality which may like¬ 

wise have been used in Corinth. Cf., e.g., the passage from Oxyrh. Pap. 655 which 
is misunderstood by J. Jeremias (Unknown Sayings of Jesus, pp. 16-17) . ... He 
himself will give you your garment. His disciples say unto him, When wilt thou be 
manifest to us, when shall we see thee? He saith, When ye shall be stripped and 

not be ashamed . . . .” 361 
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The Gnostics? No, because for them the putting off of the body by 

no means signifies death. He is hitting only the “Paulinists, i.e., those 

who think as he does and who therefore naturally do not even need 

such instruction. Paul is in a somewhat helpless situation. He must 

prove that there is no existence at all without a soma, and that there¬ 

fore there must be a heavenly habitation for those who believe in a 

life after death. But that there can be no such thing as a soma-less 

existence is for him a fact the opposite of which he cannot imagine, 

which he thus also is not even able to prove and which, if he does 

not wish at the outset to invite the charge of defective Gnosis, he may 

not even express directly because he knows that his opponents—in¬ 

comprehensibly—are disputing precisely this. The fact that in spite of 

this almost desperate situation Paul adopts a position on this question 

at all shows that in Corinth the problem was a focal point of discus¬ 

sion, probably not least on the basis of I Cor. 15. 

Verse 5 concludes the train of thought: “6 6s KaTepyacrd|j£voq f|paq 

dq auTO touto 0soq, 6 6ouq r)pTv tov appa|3cova tou TTveupaToq.” The verse 

is hardly polemically formulated. Paul rather intends by it to escape 

from the fruitless polemic and at last to point to the grace of God 

which alone is important. In spite of this the verse allows us clearly 

to recognize the fundamental contrast which separates Paul from the 

Gnostics. For them the Pneuma itself is life, for which reason they 

also long for liberation from any soma which restrains the Pneuma. 

For Paul the Pneuma is God’s initial gift to the person who has laid 

hold in faith upon the life promised to him, a pledge that God will 

actually give him eternal life if he “walks in the Spirit” (Gal. 5:25). 

Thus the Pneuma is not the £cof| itself, nor is the £corj already the pos¬ 

session of man. The life is rather a free gift of God which still awaits 

man, even though he already possesses it in faith, and which will be 

manifested in his existence as oxopa TrveupaTiKov. 

I have deliberately examined this section in somewhat more detail 

since in it we can clearly see how much the understanding of the 

Corinthian epistles in details depends on the possession of a proper 

picture of Paul’s opponents and of the dispute as a whole. For the rest, 

however, we are here again in the first place concerned with completing 
this picture. 

It is at once clear that Paul adopts a position against such people 

who not only like himself yearn for liberation from the aupa tou 

©avcrrou toutou, but wish to remain naked after the laying aside of the 

CTcbpa xo'iKov. This view presupposes the Gnostic dualism which we 

have ascertained among the Corinthian schismatics: the real Self has 

an existence independent of corporeality. Now it is noteworthy that 

within Gnosticism itself the opinions diverge as to whether the soul 



267 The Heretical Theology in Corinth 

having ascended to heaven would again receive a garment. Even a 

superficial survey of the appearance of the various views shows that 

the later the time, the more common is the thesis of the celestial gar¬ 

ment in Gnosticism, and it is widespread above all in the vicinity of 

Judaism and the mystery cults. I mention only the gnosticizing late- 

Jewish eschatology,204 Mandaeans205 and Manichaeans, and even the 362 

mysteries,206 where the originally Persian and the Jewish conception 

of the resurrection in a new corporeality of man who without a body 

is nonexistent has its influence everywhere (cf. Bousset, [1], p. 303). 363 

The conception of a heavenly garment is foreign to pure mythological 

Gnosticism. The soul, or the Pneuma-spark, is a part of the great crapa 

of the primal man and on the return into the Pleroma takes again 

its original place in this cosmic organism. The more this simple mytho¬ 

logical basis disappears, so much the more can the view of the gar- 364 

ment awaiting one in heaven find acceptance. If Gnosticism in Corinth, 

in spite of its undeniable closeness to Judaism, explicitly held to the 

idea that the Self goes to heaven naked and there finds no new cloth- 365 

ing, this indicates that in that Gnosticism the myth was still in force 

in relatively pure and unbroken form—a fact that is fully confirmed 

by what has been developed in the course of the present work. To 

such Gnostics any habitation appeared as fetters which hinder the 

return into the Pneuma-unity of the primal man. The new body, as it 

obviously was being taught in the Pauline communities, must have 

meant to them, if they built this view into their anthropological 

scheme, a new prison of the soul. Yet the whole interest of the Corin¬ 

thian schismatics reached its peak in that their Pneuma-sparks apa 

tcJ> aTTO0vr|CTKeiv hastened unclothed into the Pleroma, without being 

recast into a new prison by the demons along the way. 

We cannot say how this heavenly pilgrimage is thought to have been 

accomplished for them in detail. Anz (Ursprung des Gnostizismus), 

in a fruitful one-sidedness, holds the ascent of the soul through seven 

heavens to be the central doctrine of Gnosticism. But the Babylonian 

number seven of the planetary spheres is not the only form, and, as 

Bousset has already shown (Die Himmelsreise . . . , pp. 43 ff.), is not 

even the oldest form of the Gnostic cosmological speculation. Paul 

204 Greek Enoch 22.8-9; Eth. Enoch 51.1; 62.15-16; Asc. Jes. 9.9; Apoc. Abr. 13.15. 

205 Lidzbarski, Johannesbuch, p. 121 (cf. p. 194.1, et passim); Sauriel speaks: 
“ ‘Go forth, thou soul. Why dost thou still watch over the body?’ Then it said to 
him, ‘You wish to take me out of the body, Sauriel; first show me my garment 
(and clothe me with it) , then take me forth and lead me thither.’ ” As a sign of 
the disparate materials which were handed down by the Mandaean texts, one may 
compare Lidzbarski, Ginza, p. 517, 1.22: “Naked I was brought into the world, and 

empty I was taken out of it.” 
206 Cf. Reitzenstein, Hellenistische Mysterienreligionen, 1st ed., pp. 32 ff. 
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himself is familiar with the older (three or four) number, as II, 12:1 ff. 

shows (cf. Windisch, pp. 371 ff-). To the Judaism of his time, in addi- 

366 tion to the number seven, the number ten also was well known. Later 

Gnosticism knows up to 360 heavenly spheres. But we may not assume 

an extensive interest in mere aeon speculation among the much more 

existentially interested Gnostics in Corinth, especially since they lived 

in the lively awareness that the power of the demons of all spheres 

is already broken. Nevertheless whatever of this might have come to 

Paul’s ears he would not have felt to be heretical. His demonology is 

Gnostic in its basic features (cf. I, 2:7 ff-), even though it stands on 

the periphery of his theology. In view of the triumphant conscious¬ 

ness of the apostle’s Corinthian adversaries who in their ecstatic ex¬ 

periences have already accomplished the journey ektoc; toO crcopaToq 

to the heavenly home without difficulty, one may by no means assume 

that the description of the ascent and the imparting of the secret words, 

means, and ways, which served to outwit and overcome the watchmen 

at the gates of the individual spheres, possessed any essential signifi¬ 

cance for them. Such theories are widespread in the speculative Gnos¬ 

ticism of the later times, often to the point of absurdity, for example 

in the Pistis Sophia, but are alien to the early period. For this early 

period the knowledge about the origin of the Self, the mythological 

fact of the Xpicrroq ev qpTv, is simply the mystery whose knowledge 

already guarantees the consummation and liberates one from all fear 

of the lower powers of which he who sees before him unending perils of 

the ascent never rids himself. And whatever may nevertheless have 

been taught in Corinth by way of special mysteries of the ascent will 

have been in the secret discipline. Hence it is in no case to be de¬ 

manded that Paul must have taken a position against a specifically 

Gnostic doctrine of the heavenly journey of the soul, if an explicitly 

mythological kind of Gnosticism was being held in Corinth.207 

If in 5:1-15 Paul set himself against the views of his opponents which 

367 in the narrower sense are eschatological, vss. 6-8 aim at combating their 

arrogant self-consciousness, while vss. 9-10 have in mind the Gnostic 

libertinism. 

In vss. 6-8 the sentence structure is not in order. Verse 6 is an anaco- 

2°7 This is to be maintained, e.g., against K. Stunner (Auferstehung und. 

Erwdhlung, pp. 45-46), who does not wish to identify Paul’s opponents in Corinth 
and instead of this, like Liitgert speaks of “exuberant displays of a pneumatic 
enthusiasm which is reminiscent of the cult of Dionysos.’’ For “what constitutes the 
essence of Gnostic Gnosis is not that it bears a pneumatic-charismatic stamp, but 
that it . . . imparts magical knowledge and powers for the conquest of the spirits 
and the mastery of the demons.” One must not make the later Colossian Gnos¬ 
ticism—which is difficult to characterize anyway—-into a yardstick for Christian 
Gnosticism in general! 
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luthon. Through the parenthesis in vs. 7 which explains vs. 6, in 

dictating Paul lost the overall view of the entire construction, and in 

vs. 8 he adds an independent clause. Already for this reason the train 

of thought is obscured. In addition, there is the fact that in vs. 6 the 

confidence expressed in GappoOvTeq ouv ttocvtote is apparently weakened 

by the distressing statement that we today still dwell far from the Lord. 

Windisch, in loc., thinks that Paul must have written concessively: we 

are of good courage although we know .... Finally, even the use of 

CTcopa in vss. 6 and 8 not only strictly contradicts the view expressed in 

I, 15:44 ff., according to which the crcbpa ijjuxikov is swallowed up by a 

CTcopa irveupocTiKov, but also the immediately preceding assertion that 

man will never be without an oiKTyrfjpiov. For there need be no question 

that the oi«oSopf| ek GeoO in 5:1 fully corresponds to the crcopa ttveupcc- 

tikov in I, 15:44. But in vss. 6 ff. Paul is not speaking of the move into 

another oiKia, a new crcopa, but in genuinely Gnostic fashion of the 

leaving of the acopa, in order to be with the Lord. 

We shall master these manifold difficulties only if we once again 

strictly observe the polemical aim of the entire section. We have recog¬ 

nized that the Gnostics held themselves to be already perfected, had 

in fact already been loosed from the acopa, as the ecstatic experiences 

proved, thus dwelt in the vision, lived ev Kupicp, and did not confidently 

“search after” but “had already obtained.” Paul now addresses himself 

to this self-satisfied state. GappouvTEg ouv ttocvtote looks back on the fact 

that the Pneuma is given to us as a pledge that we shall after all live 

hereafter and hence also may expect an oiKtynpiov e£ oupavou. Thus on 

the one hand we live in such confidence. It is possible that the GappeTv, 

which here means a hopeful certainty (cf. II, 7:16), is already chosen 

in conscious antithesis to the (iaaiAEUEiv (I, 4:8) of the Gnostics. But 

on the other hand we know “oti EvSripouvTEg ev t$ acopaTi sicSripoGpev 

auo tou xupiou.” As in 5:1, by an eiSotec; Paul introduces a fact which 

is disputed by the Gnostics. They live only apparently in the body 

and in fact already in the Lord,208 i.e. in the cosmic acopa XpicrroG. 

They already walk by sight, against which Paul expressly affirms: “5ia 

TrfaTEoq TTEpiTraToOpcv, ou 6ia ETSouq.” Even the fact that Paul here uses 

xrfaTiq in the sense, otherwise alien to him, of provisionality as over 

against perfect vision shows that he is engaged in a polemic, and for 

that reason he cannot freely select his terminology. It is possible that he 

208 The terras “evSripeTv” and “^kShpeIv,” which appear in the New Testament 
only in this passage, may have been taken over by Paul from the language of the 
Corinthian Gnostics. They are dualistic, at any rate, and in conjunction with 
“Kupiot;” they also presuppose the Gnostic myth. Of course this is somewhat blurred 
in Paul, when instead of the Gnostic “4k tou Kupiou” he writes “duo tou Kuplou" 

vs. 6), and instead of “ev t<J> Kupicp,” ‘‘irpo? tov xupiov” (vs. 8). 

368 
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had heard of Gnostic attacks in Corinth against irioTiq on behalf of 

yvcoatq and cTSoq. Further, in the assertion, unheard of for Paul s his¬ 

torical way of thinking, that as Christians we live, not ev Xpicrrcp but 

far from the Lord, it becomes evident that he is combating a myth 

which takes the ev Xpiorcp literally and compels Paul now also to think 

369 in mythical terms. 

“Since we now on the one hand have the confidence that even after 

death a future awaits us, and because on the other hand we know that 

so long as we are in the soma we live far from the Lord—for we walk 

by faith and not by sight—our striving is directed toward our leaving 

the body and walking with the Lord,”—Paul must originally have 

had the sentence in mind in something like this form if he did not, 

as is quite possible, have in mind the idea of vs. 9 as the main clause: 

Because we live in such confidence and such consciousness, “we con¬ 

cern ourselves with being well-pleasing to God even now.” It is true 

that the construction is broken by vs. 7. Hence in vs. 8 Paul once more 

picks up vs. 6. Thus the polemical stress in vs. 8 lies on the “Gappoupcv 

Se Kai euSokoGjjev paAAov,” not on the statement as to the content of 

the wish. That we live o?ily in confidence and still wish but do not 

already possess, in other words, the still-believing in contrast to the 

already-seeing is the declaration intended by Paul in vss. 6-8. His cloth¬ 

ing it in such a positive form is typical of the entire indirect polemic 

of Epistle C. Because for Paul the firm hope in the future is expressed 

in the GappeTv, he naturally cannot concessively subordinate the ex¬ 

pression connected with eiSoTcq to the GappoGvTEq, as Windisch insists. 

The two participial constructions in vs. 6 are in Paul’s intention 

unitary, not only in form but also in content, and they attest, over 

against the exclusive “already now” of the Gnostics, the hopeful “not 

yet” of the believer. 

There still remains the task of explaining the un-Pauline use of 

acbpa. Other than here, it occurs in Paul’s writings also in II, 12:2-3. 

In both passages Paul not only comes “very close” (R. Bultmann, [2], 

I: 201) to Hellenistic-Gnostic dualism, but he speaks in purely Gnostic 

fashion; the question is only whether Paul here shows himself to be 

influenced in his thinking by the dualistic depreciation of the body 

in comparison with an actual Self. I believe this question should be 

answered in the negative from the very first. In my opinion it is un¬ 

thinkable that Paul had two contrary anthropologies and could change 

370 them at will. Still in vss. 1-5 he in fact took the position that without 

a acopa a man no longer exists, and therefore he vigorously defended 

the belief in the fact of a new bodily existence in the consummation. 

When immediately thereafter in vss. 6-8 he speaks of the ocbpa as some- 



The Heretical Theology in Corinth 271 

thing simply to be given up and abandoned, he must mean the atopa 
iJjuxikov or Trjc; crapKoq, touto to crapa. But why, just as in II, 12:2-3, 
does he not say this, as he does in I, 15; II, 5:1-5, and often elsewhere? 
The reason must be the same as in this other passage, which displays 
the purely Gnostic usage: to the Gnostics Paul becomes a Gnostic, in 
order to win the Gnostics. He knows that they are interested in being 
freed from the body, that their striving is “EKSriprjaai ek toO acopaToq 
Kai EvSriprjaai -rrpoq tov Kupiov.” It is against this thesis, the realization 
of which would for him mean the end of a man, that he addresses 
himself in vss. 1-5. Now, in vss. 6-8, he is concerned only with refuting 
the assertion of his opponents that they are already walking ev Xpicrrcp. 
This arrogance and the libertinism arising out of it, in other words 
the basic existential attitude, appears to have been for him after all 
the most offensive element in the Corinthian theology. Again and 
again he addresses himself to it, whether in a direct polemic, or under 
the watchword “aaGsvEia,” or, as in this passage, with a reference to 
the “not yet.” And in order to be heard correctly on this decisive issue, 
he first of all grants in vss. 6-8 that our striving is simply aimed at 
release from the body. For that which he wants to say now, the prob¬ 
lem of vss. 1-5 is in fact irrelevant. By taking the standpoint of the 
Gnostics he avoids having the opponents reject him at the very outset 
because his presuppositions are false. So long as we live in the body 
we are absent from the Lord, we are not yet perfected; we must, as vss. 
9-10, concluding the train of thought, declare, remain conscious of the 
judgment bar of God which is yet to come. So long as we live in toGto 

to acopa, Paul naturally thinks and would actually have to say, but 
he deliberately omits it, since he would then in fact presuppose a atopa 
irveupaTiKov which his opponents deny and which would hinder them 
from hearing his crucial concern. Regardless of whether a new soma 
awaits us or not, Paul wants to say, we are not yet made perfect, and 
to the Gnostics, whom he constantly has in view, this is as it must be 
said: “So long as we are still in the body we are absent from the Lord, 
we still yearn for him or for being in him.” One must with good reason 
doubt that even this so “Gnostic” argument could have been success¬ 
ful. For the heretics already were disputing the fact that the “tarrying 
still in the body” was a matter of any kind of significance. They were 
not only in the Pauline sense ev Xpicrrcp, but also in the real-mythical 
sense and had already as good as left the soma. It was for just this 
reason that they placed such great value upon their ecstatic experi¬ 
ences. Their arrogant self-consciousness was for them, no thing less than 
justified and a suitable, fitting expression of their present perfected 
and bodiless existence. This assertion must have come to Paul’s ears 

later, as the parentheses in II, 12:2-3 show. Whether it was already 
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known to him at the time of Epistle C is unlikely because of vss. 6-8, 

especially since in the entire epistle only the scorning (4:7 ff.), not 

the overcoming of bodily existence by his opponents, concerns him.209 

Whatever may be the case on that question, in our verses we ac¬ 

quire a confirmation of the unbelieving consciousness of perfection of 

the Gnostics in Corinth and moreover an indication that they acknowl¬ 

edge only one soma, from which they desired to be set free, in order 

then in the nakedness of their pneumatic existence ultimately to 

occupy in the Pleroma of Christ the place promised to them. For 

determining the Pauline anthropology, in particular for the Pauline 

conception of the soma, the wording of our passage may in no case be 

adduced. To the Gnostic Paul becomes a Gnostic. Their—and indeed 

only their—anthropology is therefore to be seen directly in vss. 6-8, 

which like the parenthetical remarks in II, 12:2-3 are in their outlook 

neither genuinely Pauline nor ungenuinely Pauline, but genuinely 

un-Pauline. 

Verses 9-10 conclude the train of thought which in three sections 

offers a polemic that is masterfully conducted. The grammatical diffi¬ 

culties in vs. 10 need not concern us, since the meaning of the verse is 

clear. Windisch (p. 168) thinks: “Here Paul suddenly checks the 

train of thought by inserting in the midst of it the watchword euapecr- 

toi auTcp eTvat, a surprising but genuinely Pauline expression.” But a 

look at the polemical orientation of the whole section shows that 

the new theme logically grows out of the preceding argument. Out of 

the Gnostics’ consciousness of perfection and their awareness of being 

already tv xupicp, and thus out of the Gnostic eleutheria there arose, 

as we have seen, the indifference toward the actions of the sarx. It is 

only logical when Paul, after he has parried the Gnostics’ exaggerated 

self-esteem, also takes a position against their libertinism. This occurs 

again in the indirect way which is characteristic of our passage. 

In vs. 9 the “eTte IvSripoOvTEq eTte exSrmoOvTEc;” causes some difficulty. 

Is crcopa or xupioq to be supplied here? The certainty with which the 

majority of exegetes decide for crcopoc is hardly justified. The series of 

participles (Kiimmel in Lietzmann, on p. 121, 1. 50) surely cannot 

settle anything here. In essence one can only plead that it would be 

beside the point to argue thus: Because we want to come to the Lord, 

we strive to be well-pleasing to him, whether we are with him or not. 

But if we add to the participles crcopa as a definition of place, we are 

confronted with the necessity of assuming that even after the metamor¬ 

phosis man must still strive to be well-pleasing to the Lord in order 

so# Possibly the Gnostics’ rejoinder to 5:6 ff. shines through in 10:3 and 12:2-3. 
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to be able to come to him, and that is an idea for which there simply 

is no place in Pauline apocalyptic. It will not do simply to translate 

the participles “in this way or in that’’ (Windisch, in loc.), since their 

special, clearly defined meaning was at once clear to the readers from 

the preceding verses. Finally, it must also be stated that for Paul him¬ 

self an “e’ite—eTte” was not at all under debate. In fact, he had just 

declared unequivocally (vss. 6-8) that we are still in the body and 

absent from the Lord. 

Once again, not merely the theme selected by Paul as such but also 

the formulation in detail becomes comprehensible only when we ob¬ 

serve the cautious polemic which is expressed therein. The transition 

from vs. 8 to vs. 9 formally corresponds entirely to that from vs. 5 

to vs. 6: The thesis set forth in the preceding is ignored, so that the 

thought propounded in the following can be heard directly. We are 

still in the body and absent from the Lord, Paul asserts in vs. 8, and he 

continues: Regardless of whether we find ourselves in the body—in 

the Lord—or out of the body—of the Lord—we must in any case 

concern ourselves with being well-pleasing to him. For Paul the truth 

of this new thesis stands firm, quite apart from whether one agrees 

with what was asserted in vss. 6 ff., for in any case the fJfjpa tou Xpiorou 

still awaits us. Once again Paul becomes a Gnostic to the Gnostics, in 

order to win the Gnostics. He will hardly have been successful with 

it, for the Gnostics, who really were already ev Xpicrrcp, naturally were 

no longer interested in the judgment at all (cf. Iren. I, 13.6). But Paul 

was so far from understanding the situation because he did not recog¬ 

nize the basic attitude of his opponents in its structure at all. 

But what is to be supplied to the participles to complete their 

meaning? For purposes of our investigation the question is, in the last 

analysis, irrelevant. In any case the un-Pauline concession expressed in 

the eTte—eTte makes it evident that Paul’s opponents were conscious 

of the already attained perfection of their existence. If acopa should 

be added, the passage would mean: Because we wish to come to the 

Lord we strive to be well-pleasing to him, regardless of whether we 

walk here on earth in the body, as we assert, or without the body, as 

you Gnostics apparently think. Therewith the parenthesis in vs. 9 

would offer an exact parallel in substance to the two parentheses in 

II, 12:2-3. But it has already been determined that it is unlikely that 

already in II, 5 Paul was aware of the ektoc; tou o-co|icrroq (II, 10:2 ff.; 

12:2-3) of the Corinthian opponents. In vs. 6 Paul presupposes as 

undisputed that we are still ev crcopcxTi, and from this he draws the 

apparently disputed conclusion that we are still absent from the Lord. 

371 
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He must then also, from a rational point of view, concede in the 

parenthesis in vs. 9 this ev tcJ) Kupicp—coto tou Kuptou which is under 

discussion, but not the presupposition, in his judgment universally 

valid, of the ev acbpcrn eTvcci. Moreover, the 6ia toG acoponroq in vs. 10 

is hardly possible if Paul had earlier admitted that one might possibly 

already live EKToq toG ocopaTO^. The absolute use of cupcx in vs. 10 

shows that here Paul is thinking especially of the Gnostics. They are 

responsible for what they do 6id toG crcopccToq, since according to Paul’s 

opinion they indeed obviously still live in it, regardless of whether 

they fancy themselves already to be ev Kupicp or not. 

The above-mentioned difficulty, that with the supplying of Kupioq 

to the participles in vs. 9 the 616 would be out of place since the argu¬ 

ment then is lacking in strict logical force, is naturally to be acknowl¬ 

edged. But the same illogic is shown in a certain manner in the entire 

section 5:1-10, in which Paul several times concedes what has previ¬ 

ously been denied at the moment in which he expresses a new con¬ 

cern. And in vs. 9 Paul clearly is passing over to a new theme. In the 

process in this case the pedagogical illogic contains a probably inten¬ 

tional fine irony: Since we indubitably are only on the way to the 

Lord (vs. 8), we strive to be well-pleasing to him, whether it is true 

that we are with the Lord (as you Gnostics indeed curiously assert) 

or that we are still absent from him. The brevity and lack of clarity 

of the “eTte EvSripoGvTEq eTte EKSripoGvTEq” may hence have been chosen 

by Paul deliberately or unintentionally, in order to conceal the lack 

372 of strict logic in the train of thought which was difficult for him at best. 

Of interest now is the fact that Paul closes his polemic against the 

Corinthian theology, which indeed begins in 4:7 with the rejection of 

the scorn for the weak body, with a paraenetic appeal. The sorrowful 

epistle in fact also ends in this way. Therewith, however, even in this 

case Paul is not simply following a familiar method. Rather this 

phenomenon is grounded in the concrete situation on which he is ex¬ 

pressing himself. Paul takes offense of the deepest sort at the libertinism 

of the Gnostics as the obverse side of their perfectionism, just as he 

does at the perfectionism itself. The ultimate aim which he set for 

himself was that of leading the community back to the sobriety of 

its believing existence and to the related ethical awareness of responsi¬ 

bility. That he does not argue more decisively here for that aim prob¬ 

ably is not so much because the preconditions for it are lacking—in 

contrast to the sorrowful epistle, in Epistle C he sees the community 

as a whole still on his side—as rather because even in the handling 

of this question he places some restraints upon himself in order to 

avoid the difficulties which could result from his vague knowledge 
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of the exact situation in Corinth and which he would escape in the 

forthcoming personal visit.210 

VIII. The Functions of the Community211 

1. General Remarks 212 

The Gnostic communities in principle possessed only one function: 

to awaken the Pneuma-selves slumbering in men and to gather them to 

the unity of the primal man. 

The most important representative of this function was in the early 

period of Gnosticism the missionary, the apostle, who carried Gnosis 

into all the world and everywhere sounded the call to the sleeping 

Pneuma thus: “eyeipe, 6 kcx0£u6cov, kcu ccvdcrrcx ex tcov vEKpcov” (Eph. 

5:14). At the time of the birth of Christ and thereafter no religious 

movement besides the Christian movement organized and executed such 

an extended and deliberate missionary work as the Gnostic enterprise. 

Simon travels in the western part of the empire, while Mani travels in 

the east and sends missionaries into all the world, so that in a short 

time his teaching is widely disseminated. Irenaeus meets the apostles 

of the Marcosians in Asia Minor as well as in the Rhone valley (Iren. 

I, 13.5,7), and the prophets of Celsus can be found everywhere in 

Phoenicia and Palestine (Origen, Cels. 7.8-9). Many of those who have 

rank and name among the heads of Gnostic schools appear in Rome, 

where Marcion also organizes his successful world mission. Gnosticism 

is not disseminated by means of occasional missions as are for example 

Judaism and the mystery cults, but through apostles who are sent forth. 

Far removed from all magical cults these messengers are zealous for 

their message which brings to light that which was hidden. No wonder! 

The individual Gnostic is redeemed only when all are redeemed. The 

individual man has not yet reached the goal of perfection so long as 

the one man is not perfect, the primal man whose parts the individual 

selves of men are. Every Pneuma must say to the other: “. . . so long as 

you are not called my own, I am not what I was” (Acta Joh. 100). 

Hence the missionary “office” is the real function of the Gnostic 

210 A comparison of 5:9-10 with 12:19-13:10 moreover clearly shows the basic 
difference in the situations out of which Epistle C and the sorrowful epistle arose. 

211 This section replaces pp. 243-47 of the first edition. In the meantime I have 
published separately in Das kirchliche Apostelamt (ET, The Office of Apostle in 
the Early Church [1969]) the investigation of the ecclesiastical and the Gnostic 
office of apostle which I had in mind at the time of that first edition. The follow¬ 
ing section presupposes this investigation. 

212 I was not able to examine the Heidelberg dissertation of Heinz Kraft, Gnos- 
tisches Gemeinschaftsleben (1950), since neither the university library nor the 

theological faculty in Heidelberg has a copy of it. 
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community. So far as this function is attended to by emissaries who 

are sent forth into the world, it is a matter of an explicitly apostolic 

function, and diTOCTToAoq was also the title of the Gnostic missionaries 

who in Paul’s time were hurrying into the world in order to dissemi¬ 

nate Gnosis. I have discussed this in the aforementioned study of The 

Office of Apostle. Hence I content myself here with a reference to pp. 

159-92 of that study. 
The more Gnosticism was spread abroad, and the more dense the 

network of its communities in city and countryside became, the more 

did the apostolic function become subordinate to the local tasks. Now 

it was necessary in any given place to separate the Pneumatics from 

the Sarkics, to gather together the former, to make them certain of 

their redemption, and to guard the Pneurna against further dispersion 

in the world. This task was achieved above all in the ecstatic represen¬ 

tation of the Pneuma-self and the ecstatic liberation, prompted in 

other men also thereby, of the Pneuma-spark from the fetters of the 

body. The terminus technicus for this procedure is Trpo<pr|TEU£iv, and 

the bearer of this function is the Trpo(f>r|Tr|q. 

One may compare, for example, how Iren. I, 13.3 pictures the stir¬ 

ring of a woman to be a “prophetess” by the Gnostic Marcus: “ ‘dvoi^ov 

to crropa crou Kai upocpfiTEuaov’. Trjq 6e dTroKpivopevriq 'ou •npo£c|)r|T£uo'a 

TTCOTTOTE KOCI OUK oTSct TTpOCpriTEUElV,’ ETTIKAriCTEiq TlVaq TTOIOUgEVOq ek Seute- 

pou Eiq KcrrdTrAr|£iv Tr]q aTT0CTC0p£vr]q <j>r)criv auTr}. 'avoi^ov to crropa aou 

(kou) AccAriaov 6 ti Stittote, Kai Trpo(]>r|T£ua£iq.J r| 8e x0CUVC°Q£>o'0C Kai 

K£TTpco0ETcra utto tcov Trpo£tpr)|i£vcov, 8ia0Ep(ia0£Taa Trjv qjuxnv utto Trjq 

irpocrSoKiaq toO peAAeiv auTqv TTpocpriTEUEiv Tr]q KapSlaq ttAeov tou SsovToq 

TraAAoucrrjq, aTTOToApa AoAeTv Ar|pto6ri Kai Ta tuxovto, navra KEvcoq Kai toA- 

pr^puq, aTE utto kevou TE0£ppappEvr| -rrvEupaToq . . . Kai a-rro toutou Aoittov 

TTpotprjTiSa EauTrjv uTroAap(3av£i Kai euxccpictteT MapKcp Tcp ettiSiSovti Tfjq 

iSiaq xapiToq auTri” (text following W. Volker, Quellen zur Geschichte 

der christlichen Gnosis [1932], p. 137). “Thus we can see what iTpoq>r|- 

teueiv and prophet actually signify: it stands for ev ttveupoti AaAsTv and 

is expressed in fanatical, ecstatic phenomena” (G. P. Wetter, Der Sohn 

Gottes, p. 74. Naturally the apostle did not perform his function differ¬ 

ently from the prophet; the apostle is only a wandering or sent 
prophet). 

The closest parallel to the portrayal by Irenaeus of Marcosian proph¬ 

ecy is presented by the Gnostic prophets whom Celsus had seen in 

Phoenicia and Palestine. Origen (Cels. 7.3-15, esp. 7.8-9) debates with 

the presentation and interpretation of this prophetism given by Celsus. 

Thus we learn that these missionaries not only are called prophets but 

also appear as “redeemers” and represent themselves to be “0£oq r\ 0eou 

iraTq r] uveupa 0eTov.” Their discourse ends with “dyvcooTa Kai -ndpoi- 
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orpa Kai -rrav-rq aSrjAa,” whose meaning “no one who is in his right 

mind” can comprehend, while “foolish persons and conjurors” can 

interpret this discourse as they like. That ecstatic glossolalia is being 

portrayed here is unmistakable. 

On the title of prophet in Gnosticism one may compare further Rev. 

2:20, the prophetess Jezebel; Lidzbarski, Ginza 43.28-45.2; 25.26-30, 

where there is a polemic against the many apostles and prophets who 

appear as redeemers and in favor of the one emissary;213 Eus. CH IV, 

7.7, the prophets Barkabbas, Barkoph, et al. among the Basilideans; 

IV, 22.6, the Gnostics brought forward “ipeuSoxpioroi, tpEuSo7Tpoq>f)Toa, 

ijjeuSanoaToXoi” (cf. Justin, Dial. 82.2; Ps.-Clem. Horn. XI, 35); V, 

13.2; Tert., Haer. 30, Philumene, the prophetess of Apelles; Hermas, 

Mand. XI; Clem. Alex., Strom. VI, 6.33.2; Epiph., Haer. XL, 7, etc. 

Even Mani is called a prophet; cf. G. P. Wetter, pp. 16, 21. Cf. also 

Heracleon in Origen, Comm, in Joh. 2:14 — Preuschen, p. 70.3 ff. More 

in D. Liihrmann, Das Offenbarungsverstdndnis . . . , pp. 36-37. 

The significance of ecstatic prophetism in Gnosticism led the church 

early to a critical attitude toward its own prophetic office. Already Paul 

distinguishes between the actually ecstatic speaking in tongues and 

the Trpoc|>r|T£uEiv in understandable discourse (see below). Soon attempts 

were made to find more suitable standards in order to be able to 

separate false prophecy from true: Did. 11 ff.; Justin, Dial. 82; Hermas, 

Mand. XI, et passim. With the introduction of the anti-Gnostic apos¬ 

tolic norms the ecclesiastical prophetism wholly disappears in the 

second century;214 the Pseudo-Clementines set in opposition to the 

many prophets the one prophet Christ; the new prophecy of Montan- 

ism is most sharply opposed, and so on. Thus the prophetic “office” 

was surrendered to the Gnostics. 

In the time of Irenaeus a Pneumatic like Marcus still showed the 

undiminished strength of such Gnostic prophetism. In the assemblies 

of the Marcosians it is determined by lot whose task it is on a given 

occasion to Trpo^riTeueiv (Iren. I, 13.4). Thus everyone was eligible for 

the task. But the prophet stood above all ordinary men, “whether 

Paul or Peter or some other of the apostles. They (scil. the Marcosians) 

knew more than anyone else and had alone imbibed of the greatness 

of the Gnosis of the unutterable Dynamis and stood in the heights 

above all Dynamis” (Iren. I, 13.6). 

Of course even in Gnosticism, as time went on, the function of the 

prophet was complemented or replaced by the office of the teacher. 

Over the long run a high ecstatic-pneumatic pitch cannot be main¬ 

tained or evoked at will. Hence it soon became necessary to keep the 

213 The Office of Apostle, pp. 185 ff. 
214 E. Fascher, Prophetes (1927), pp. 216 ff. 
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words of the prophets in the memory and to repeat them. The teacher 

was required especially where people confessed a heavenly redeemer 

who once in the primordial age or—like Christ—in the more recent 

past had brought Gnosis, so that it might be preserved for all time. 

While the church relied on the apostolic tradition especially in the 

anti-Gnostic, i.e. the anti-fanatical, deployment. Gnosticism was com¬ 

pelled by the slackening of pneumatic enthusiasm to accept the idea 

of tradition.215 The difference from the church was marked by the fact 

that insofar as it could not base its teachings on a living prophetic 

office and so far as the apostolic literature could not be reinterpreted. 

Gnosticism had to appeal to secret traditions.216 Such traditions formed 

the foundation of the later Gnostic doctrinal structures and often 

abstruse systems. The whole of the literary remains of Gnosticism 

stems from Gnostic circles with a diminished enthusiasm; the authors 

were SiSdoKoAoi. The Gnostic apostles and prophets were hardly pro¬ 

ductive literarily, a fact which is for the most part overlooked in the 

evaluation of Gnosticism (see p. 79). This acknowledgment will 

guard against placing too heavy an emphasis on the functions of the 

teacher in the early period of Gnosticism and in the strongly enthusi¬ 

astic Gnostic circles in general. The teacher first came into action 

where the prophet failed. 

Thus the functions of the Gnostic community were looked after by 

apostles and prophets, followed after some interval by the teacher. 

This triad of apostles-prophets-teachers, with or without the third 

member, is familiar to us from the Gnostic literature and from the 

church’s literature which borders on Gnosticism: Clem. Alex., Eel. ex 

proph. 23; Lidzbarski, Ginza, pp. 25.26-30; 43.28-44.2, 21-25; Ps.-Clem. 

Rec. IV, 35; Horn. 11.35; Mart. Pol. 16.2; Herm. Sim. IX, 15.4; 16.5; 

25.2; Vis. Ill, 5.1;217 Eus. CH IV, 15.39; 22.6; Did. 11.3; 13.1-2; 15.1, 

et passim; Rev. 2:2, 20; 18:20; Eph. 2:20; 3:5; 4:11; I Cor. 12:28-29; 

Origen, Comm, in Joh. 2:14. After what has been said, it appears to 

me to be certain that this group of offices was native to Gnosticism.218 

Such an origin explains also the often-noted “charismatic” character of 

the apostles and prophets in the circle of the other officers of the primi¬ 

tive church such as presbyters and bishops, deacons and evangelists. 

Now if we turn our attention from these general remarks to the 

situation in Corinth, in view of the decidedly pneumatic-ecstatic ap¬ 

pearance of the false teachers there, we must reckon with the possi- 

216 Cf. R. Bultmann in TDNT I: 695. 

216 H. v. Campenhausen, Ecclesiastical Office and Spiritual Authority pp. 157 ff.- 
The Office of Apostle, p. 284. 

217 Cf. I Tim. 2:7; II Tim. 1:11, and on this. The Office of Apostle, pp. 51 ff. 
218 The Office of Apostle, pp. 226-27. 
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bility that in them we encounter apostles and prophets, but not teach¬ 

ers. This expectation is confirmed. Paul is not combating Gnostic 

teachers, much less a Gnostic doctrinal system. He is arguing with 

Gnostic Pneumatics who do not teach but intend to persuade by their 

appearing. The scorning of the body, the libertinism, the disorder at 

the Lord’s Supper, the conduct of the women in worship, the ecstatic 

evidence of the Pneuma-self, the “arrogance,” and so on: all this is not 

so much taught as demonstrated. Even the rejection of the Jesus in the 

body and of his cross occurs during ecstasy: I, 12:3. 

The Corinthian ecstatics, however, pass themselves off as apostles 

and prophets who know themselves as such to be far superior to the 

church’s teachers.219 

2. The Apostles 

The false teachers in Corinth dispute Paul's apostolate. It is true 

that nothing of this is yet detectable at the time of Epistle A. This is 

understandable, for it is only with this epistle after all that Paul makes 

use of his authority as founder and teacher of the community over 

against the Corinthian false teachers. Thus in I, 15:9 Paul can still 

quite naturally call himself the least of all the apostles, who is not 

worthy to be called an apostle. 

But already in Epistle B it becomes clear how the Gnostics in Corinth 

react to the Pauline claim to be able to exert apostolic authority in 

the community. Paul decisively resists the contesting of his apostolic 

dignity: “Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus, our Lord? Are 

you not my work in the Lord? If I am not an apostle to others, still I 

am one to you; for you are the seal of my apostleship in the Lord. This 

is my defense against those who accuse me” (I, 9:1-3; see below, p. 383). 

The remnant of Epistle C consists almost entirely of a defense of the 

Pauline apostolic rights, even though the term “apostle” does not occur 

in the part of the epistle that is preserved. On the change, detectable 

here, in the form of the argument between Paul and his opponents 

from an objective to a personal discussion, see pp. 182-83 and 290. 

That it is the apostle who is speaking in Epistle C is discernible at 

once in the first verse extant: through the apostles God sheds abroad 

the fragrance of the knowledge of himself (II, 2:14-16). In vs. 165 

Paul asks who possesses the kavoTriq for such an office, and in what 

follows down to 3:18 he answers: he himself, to whom the ministry of 

the new covenant was delivered by God. For this reason, the apostle 

continues in 4:1-6, he rightly takes up such a ministry undeterred by 

210 On the suppression of the ecclesiastical teachers by the Gnostic pneumatics, 

cf. Gal. 6:6 — Vol. 2, pp. 21-22; I Thess. 5:12-13 =Vol. 2, pn. 121-22. 
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the hateful accusations of his opponents, and, even though he bears the 

treasure of the apostolic ministry in earthen vessels (4:7-15), he does 

not grow weary in his ministry (4:16-18). The prospect of conquering 

the hardships of his ministry in eternal glory then gives occasion in 

5:1-10 for handling anew the question of eschatology which since 

Epistle A was already important in the argument with the Corinthian 

adversaries (see pp. 259 If.). But from 5:11 on, Paul again is already 

concerned with the defense of his office, and this theme is not left again 

in 5:11-6:10; then finally in 6:11-13 -f- 7:2-4 it turns into the heartfelt 

and fervent plea that the Corinthians in the future recognize him as 

their apostle. 

In Epistle D, the sorrowful epistle, the same theme is continued in 

sharpened form. In II, 10:1-18, apologetic and polemic evoked by it 

alternate. Always the issue is the apostolic authority of Paul, which is 

being contested. This is shown by key words like TcnTEivoq (10:1), kotoc 

crapKa (10:2), XpicrroO eTvai (10:7), r| irapoucna doftevriq (10:10), 6 

Aoyoq E^ouOevqpevoq (10:10), self-commendation (10:12 ff.), and so 

on. To all this Paul counters: “I think that I am not behind the super¬ 

apostles in any respect” (11:5). With this he begins the forced com¬ 

parison between himself and the super-apostles. He too has preached 

without pay (11:7-15); he has labored and suffered more than they 

(11:16-33); like them he has onracriai and cnTOKOcAuipEiq to exhibit (12: 

1-10). Thus he does not fall behind the super-apostles; he has not 

withheld from the Corinthians the signs of the apostle (12:11-12). 

Once more he must defend himself, this time against the charge of 

being a sorcerer instead of an apostle, one who makes a business of 

God’s word (12:13-19). Only then can he, in a continuing polemic 

and apologetic, announce his, the apostle’s, third visit to Corinth (12: 

20 to the end of the epistle). Cf. supplementary note 208. 

It is clear that in Corinth people do not contest the point that the 

proper ecclesiastical authority is that of the apostle. On the contrary! 

They expressly assert this in order at the same time to deny that Paul 

is an apostle. Only against this background do Paul’s statements be¬ 
come understandable. 

But where in Corinth is this proper apostolic authority shown? In 

the false teachers themselves! For these do not appeal to some human 

authorities who are the proper apostles. They are rather themselves 

apostles. Paul angrily and mockingly calls them u-rrepAiav chtootoAoi 

(11.5, 12.11), and sharply describes them as HJEuScorocrToAoi, EpyaToa 

80A101, pETaCTxnMaTt^opEvoi dq caroaToAouq XpicrroG (11:13), but there¬ 

with he adopts precisely the self-designation of the Corinthian false 
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teachers.220 He must therefore compare himself with them when he 

on his own part exhibits the othjeTcx toO &ttoctt6Aou (12:12) .221 

Whose apostles are the Corinthian adversaries? In II, 11:13 Paul 

calls them apostles of Christ. If he had been able in any way to make 

the charge against them that they were apostles of men, he, himself 

an apostle of Christ, surely would not have refrained from doing so. 

So little do they come on a human authority, however, that as Gal. 1-2 

shows, they rather on the contrary accuse Paul of being an apostle of 
men.222 

That these Christ apostles are Gnostic apostles is shown by their 

demand for the crripeTa tou darocrroAou. In response to this demand Paul 

points to his crruieToc, Tepcrra, and Suvdpciq, an obvious formula, as is 

shown for example by Rom. 15:19; I Thess. 1:5; II Thess. 2:9; Heb. 

2:4 (cf. I Cor. 2:4 and even Deut. 7:19; Jer. 39:21 LXX): ev Suvccpci 373 

aripdcov koci TcpdcTcov, ev Suvapei TtveupaToq. Suvapig TrveupocTOc;: that is 

apparently the sign of the apostle as it is disclosed in ecstasies, speak¬ 

ing in tongues, and the variety (ttoikiAocic;, Heb. 2:4) of similar miracu¬ 

lous phenomena in the apostle himself—this is the original meaning of 

the entire formula. 

Since for Paul the success of preaching is the sign of the apostle (II, 

10:13, et passim; cf. supra, pp. 187 ff., and The Office of Apostle, pp. 

33 ff.), even in Rom. 15:17 ff. and in I Thess. 1:5 (cf. Vol. 2, pp. 101- 

2), and precisely there, where he uses the same formula, he could 

hardly have connected a concrete conception with its origin. We never 

hear from Paul himself that he has performed miracles after the 

fashion of the account of the apostles in Acts (e.g. Acts 3:1 ff.; 5:1 ff.; 

9:32 ff.; 13:6 ff.; 14:8 ff.; 20:9 ff.; cf. Matt. 10:8), and even in II, 12:12 

he certainly is thinking of the miraculous effect of the word.223 But 

what his opponents demanded were ecstatic proofs of the Pneuma- 

Christ who lived in Paul.224 Although Paul probably does not connect 374 

this demand with the formula orjiaeTa tou ccttootoAou—perhaps by 

design—nevertheless in his “foolish boasting’’ he complies with it. II, 

12:1 ff. with the reference to the oTnaorai and cnroKocAuipciq experi- 

220 Thus also D. Georgi, [1], pp. 39-40. 
221 This E. Kasemann ([1]) disputes in an otherwise instructive essay. According 

to him, the Corinthian heretics are an official delegation of the Jerusalem com¬ 
munity, and the original Jerusalem apostles are meant by the utrepXiav d-noo-roAoi 
or the ipeuSaiTocrToAot. That this understanding of II, 10-13 is untenable has been 
so splendidly demonstrated by R. Bultmann ([1], pp. 20 ff.) that here I only refer to 
this refutation: cf. further above, p. 120; pp. 209 ff.; and The Office of Apostle, 
pp. 177-78. To be added to Bultmann’s arguments is the fact that there were never 
original apostles in Jerusalem who were legal authorities; cf. The Office of Apostle, 

pp. 82 ff. 
222 See Vol. 2, pp. 13 ff. 
223 See Vol. 2, pp. 101 ff.; The Office of Apostle, pp. 36-37, 213-14; cf. also Rev. 2:2. 
224 Paul presupposes this meaning of angsTa in I, 14:22. 
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enced by Paul is, gnostically understood, the proof of the Supccpi^ trveu- 

pcrrog which lived within Paul and hence is a decisive sign of the 

apostle, as also the ecstatic form of discourse rejected by Paul in I, 14 

(see pp. 171 If.) and in II, 5:11 ff. (see pp. 187 ff.) is for the Gnostics 

a proof of the Christ who is speaking in Paul (II, 13:3; see pp. 193 ff.), 

so that in this way Paul would have been able to acknowledge the 

Gnostics as Christ apostles. 

I have discussed the form and nature of this Gnostic apostolate in 

detail in The Office of Apostle (see esp. pp. 159 ff., 204 ff.; 211 ff.) and 

here can content myself with the remarks above. They will suffice for 

the assertion that Gnostic apostles were appearing in Corinth.226 

3. The Prophets 

Apostles and prophets have the same function in Gnosticism. The 

difference between them, which therefore is not always conceptually 

maintained, is only that the prophets who were sent out on the mission 

could bear the title darocrroAoq. Thus in the Gnostic congregational 

assemblies the apostles also appear as prophets and, when after a suc¬ 

cessful mission they pass on to another place, they leave behind in the 

community their prophets. It is, however, understandable that in the 

discussion of ecstatic experiences in the community gatherings at 

225 1 need not here take up in detail D. Georgi’s ([1], pp. 40 ft.) discussion with 
my derivation of the apostolate from Gnosticism. In our present context it is of 
interest only that there were Gnostic apostles. This cannot be denied and is not 
disputed by Georgi. 

His discussion mentioned above is based in large measure upon misunderstand¬ 
ings. For example, he accuses me of having failed to note W. Bauer’s thesis that 
orthodoxy and heresy are clearly to be defined only in later times. Now this thesis 
forms one of the presuppositions of my derivation of the apostolate from Gnos¬ 
ticism! Of course if Georgi means that in Paul’s time ecclesiastical and Gnostic 
Christianity are not yet to be separated, he cannot appeal to Bauer in support of 
this assertion. For though Bauer states that orthodoxy and heresy as such were 
not separated from the very first, still he never put forth the foolish assertion that 
Gnostic, Hellenistic, and Jewish Christianity as well as Jewish and Christian Gnos¬ 
ticism in their recognizable distinctions did not exist side by side. 

A misunderstanding also underlies the objection which Georgi takes over from 
G. Klein (Die Zwolf Apostel, p. 63, n. 277), to the effect that a special apostolic 
claim is inconceivable in Gnosticism if apostolic and pneumatic self-consciousness 
coincide. But I have never asserted that “apostle” in Gnosticism is more than a 
description of function or that the self-consciousness of the apostle is different from 
that of the Pneumatic. The attack against Paul’s apostolic claim which is launched 
from Corinth intends therefore clearly to unmask Paul as a non-Pneumatic. 

I regard as decidedly inapt the assertion of Georgi that the understanding of the 
apostle in Paul is still unexplained. This assertion, which is comprehensible only as 
a confession of perplexity, is already refuted by a reference to the triad—apostles, 
prophets, and teachers—which already was taken over by Paul, or by the fact that 
for Paul the apostolic circle is capable of precise delineation (even to the assertion 
that after himself no one has been called to be an apostle). 
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Corinth it is not the apostolate but prophetisra that is under considera¬ 

tion. It is true that even for I, 12-14 the superscription does not read 

Trepi tcov Trpoc{>f|Tcov but -rrepi tcov TrveupcrriKcov. However, upo(f>f|Tr|g and 

TtvcupccTiKog are interchangeable concepts, as I, 14:37 shows. The Trpo- 

<f>r|T£u£iv is a function of the Pneumatics, for which in principle every 

Pneumatic must be qualified. Thus, as we have already seen, in the 

community gatherings of the Marcosians, lots are cast among all the 

Pneumatics to determine who is to attend to the task of Trpocfnyreueiv 
at a given time. 

In I, 12-14 especially we learn of Paul’s attitude toward the spiritual 

gifts of the Trv£U|iocTiKoi. Paul is convinced that all spiritual gifts are 

wrought by the same Spirit and therefore are equally worthwhile 

(chap. 12). In the gifts of the Spirit in the narrower sense he distin¬ 

guishes between yAcocrcrouq AocAeTv as incomprehensible discourse and 

Trpo(j)r|T£u£iv as understandable discourse ev ttveupccti. Since the edifica¬ 

tion of the community is the standard of measurement for the prac¬ 

ticing of the gifts of the Spirit in the community’s gathering, he wants 

to have the speaking in tongues banned from the meetings unless an 

interpreter is present (chap. 14). Love surpasses all these spiritual 

gifts, as chap. 13 conclusively (see p. 95, n. 23) says. 

We shall not repeat here what we gathered on pp. 171 ff. from chaps. 

12-14 about the situation in Corinth. Here, however, some things 

should be added. 

Chapter 14 does not offer the portrayal of a normal service of wor¬ 

ship in the Pauline communities. Paul is speaking only of the actually 

ecstatic forms of the life of worship. Even Trpocf>r|T£U£iv is in fact such 

a form of ecstatic piety. The Spirit comes upon the prophet suddenly 

(14:30), so that the danger exists that several will engage in npo<}>r|- 

T£U£iv at once (14:31). New “revelations” are imparted to the prophets, 

as 14:29-30 shows. The Trpo$r|T£U£iv is distinguished from the yAwaaaiq 

AccAeIv only by the fact that the latter is incomprehensible to the ordi¬ 

nary hearer. Paul does not discuss the whole question because it was 

of interest for the communities he had founded in general but because 

it had recently become of interest to the Corinthians: “ettei £r|AcoTCu 

ectte TTV£updTcov” (14:12). Paul himself in his epistles hardly ever 

appeals to a prophetic inspiration, and even in the meetings of the 

community something else stands in first place: “otccv auv£pxnCT9e> 

£KacrToq tpaApov eyei, 6i6axnv e'xei, ccttokocAuiIjiv226 exei, yXcoCTcrav exei, 

£ppr|V£iav £xei” (I, 14:26). Two or at the most three ecstatics are to 

come forward in the meetings with speaking in tongues or prophesying 

2ss Here as in I, 14:30 dTTOKo:Xui|)iq stands for -rrpocpiyTEia; for the “prophet” re¬ 

ceives “revelations.” 
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(14:27 ff.). Paul is quenching the Spirit! In fact, all the instruction 

in I, 12-14 shows that the Corinthians previously had not learned from 

Paul at all about the. phenomenon of the -n-veupaTiica: koct’ e^oxnv- They 

only now learn that he too can speak ev caroKaXuipEt and yAcoacrq (I, 

14:18-19; II, 12:2 ff.) . Paul had taught TTavTcexou ev TTaaq EKKXqau? (I, 

4:17; cf. 7:17; Rom. 16:17; Gal. 6:6). The communities were indeed 

still full of vrjiTioi and crapicivoi, as Paul states in I, 2:6-3:2. Certainly 

he would have preferred that instead of their becoming ^qAcoTai ttveu- 

pcmov (I, 14:12) they had remained viyrrtoi and had been satisfied with 

the teaching which they had received. 

It is clear that the whole problem of “prophecy” had been first of 

all brought to Corinth by the Gnostic Pneumatics. Paul is still too 

much bound to the ecstatic praxis to be able to renounce it generally, 

as the church later did. 227 So he does the best he can: he declares all 

gifts of the Spirit to be equally important, in order thus to neutralize 

the preference for the ecstatic phenomena; he places love higher on the 

scale than speaking in tongues and prophesying and in chap. 14 de¬ 

liberately distinguishes between private and edifying utterances of 

ecstatic piety. Only the latter have their place in worship. 

This distinction is in its present form typically Pauline. Gnosticism 

has no acquaintance with it thus. The portrayals of the Marcosians’ 

worship by Irenaeus and of that of the prophets of Celsus by Origen 

(see pp. 276-77) show that among these prophets there is no distinc¬ 

tion made between understandable and incomprehensible ecstatic 

speech; here even the speaking in tongues is called TtpcxpqTEUEiv.228 Paul, 

who deliberately distinguishes between yAcocrcrcnc; AaAeTv and irpo^q- 

teueiv, therefore also has no separate word for the person who speaks 

in tongues. Beside the Trpo<f>f|Tr|c; stands the yAwaaq Tiq AaAeT (14:27). 

Hence the problem of the ttveupoctikoc Korr’ e^oxqv is likewise only pro¬ 

visionally solved by the Pauline distinction; for the prophet who said 

the “avaSspa ’IqaoGq” (I, 13:3) indeed had also spoken understand¬ 
ably! 

Moreover, in Corinth, following what has been said, among the 

Pneumatics the whole complex of the ecstatic TrveupaTiKa for which the 

£r|AcoTai -nvEupaTcov strive and which Paul sorts into yAcoaaaiq AaAeTv and 

eppr|VEia and TTpotprp-eueiv could bear the designation of Ttpo^nTEueiv. 

The Pneumatics were simply prophets. This is shown conclusively by 

I, 14:37-38: ei Tiq SokeT Trpcx{>fjTr]q elvai q TrveupaTiKoq, emyivcoctketco 

227 Cf. I Thess. 5:19 ff. — Vol. 2, pp. 124 ff. 

228 “This was obviously the idea that most Christians had of prophecy. Paul 
gave the word a radically new significance and contrasted it with glossolalia” (G. 
Bomkamm in NTS 4 [1958]: 98). Of course it is not certain whether Paul was the 
first to make this distinction. 
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a ypa$co upTv oti Kupiou ecrriv evToAr). ei 8e Tiq ayvoeT, ayvoErrai.” The 

reference to the Gnosis of the purported Pneumatics and prophets in 

Corinth is unmistakable in these verses. But this also means that the 376 

Pneumatics in Corinth represented themselves to be prophets when 

they went into action in the community’s gatherings for purposes of 

worship. 377 



CONCLUSION 

I. A Review 

First of all we may state that the conclusions of our Introduction B 

in the investigation of the heretical theology in Corinth have been 

confirmed throughout. 

The literary-critical analysis has been repeatedly confirmed in the 

exposition. The insight into the special character of Epistle A, which 

with its predominantly paraenetic contents leaves out any insight of 

Paul into the backgrounds of the unsatisfactory conditions in Corinth 

and hence is very significantly different from Epistle B, which presup¬ 

poses Epistle A and the community’s answer to it, renders good service 

not only in the exegesis of I, 15 but above all in the investigation of 

the Gnostic eleutheria. The awareness that in II, 2:14-6:13 -j- 7:2-4 we 

probably have to do with the torso of one of Paul’s writings coming 

before the sorrowful epistle has been constantly strengthened. And the 

special situation of the joyful epistle and of II, 9 which is closely con¬ 

nected with it has been conclusively proved by the fact that the cor¬ 

responding sections could never be adduced for the presentation of the 

heretical Corinthian theology. The joyful epistle is thus instructive as 

to the connections between Paul and the community which is obedient 

to him: the Gnostic heresy is no more thought of with a single word. 

Perhaps the “ouk tv aocpicjc o-apKiKrj” (II, 1:12) is a reminiscence of 

previous debates, and the “cbq iravTa tv aAr|9d<y £XaXf|croc|i£v u|iTv” (II, 

7:14) may have been written out of the consciousness of Paul’s re¬ 

habilitation, which has become obvious, against his opponents’ charges, 

if it does not look back to II, 1:13, which is more likely. II, 8:18 ff. is 

presumably a reaction to the charges against Paul in the matter of the 

collection, as vss. 20-21 above all indicate. But the fact is inescapable 

that Paul intentionally avoids carrying the previous theological dis¬ 
cussion any further. 

If we disregard the joyful epistle and the letter of recommendation 

(E) which is connected with it, then with one exception we not only 

have been able but have also been obliged to explain all the larger 

sections of the Corinthian epistles in terms of the situation which 

developed because of the penetration of the Gnostics into the Corin¬ 

thian community. Therewith has been confirmed the other thesis 

stated at the outset, which said that it stands to reason that all the in- 

286 
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dividual questions handled in the epistles must be investigated with 

a view to whether they had not developed out of the problematic which 

certainly lies at the basis of a great number of themes. The one excep¬ 

tion is provided by I, 6:1-11, the disputes before heathen courts. i\ 

rally here too Gnostics or Gnostic motifs could have played a part. 

But nothing can any longer be discerned as to the background of this 

point of controversy.1 If, as is not ruled out, the crocpoq in vs. 5 is meant 

in a polemical-ironic sense, it could, just like the genuinely Gnostic 

sins of -TTopvdoc and dScoAoAccTpia which in vs. 9b are placed at the 

head of the catalog of vices, indicate that even here Paul has not lost 

sight at least of his real opposition.2 

The midrash in II, 3:7-18 forms a special problem. It stands within 

the statements with which Paul is defending his apostolic rights in 

Epistle C. Out of the apologetic assertion that Paul has received the 

empowering for the ministry of the new covenant from God (3:4-6) 

there develops the presentation of the glory of this ministry in 3:7-18. 

On the interpretation of this section, which is not polemical in details,3 

see pp. 315 ff. 

S. Schulz, “Die Decke des Moses” (ZNW 49 [1958]: 1-30), has attempted 

to produce proof that in this section Paul adopts and polemically revises a 

midrash of his Jewish Christian opponents in Corinth. In this model Moses’ 

unique vision of God is supposed to have been expounded as a type of the 

vision of God of all Christians. Schulz’s argument has not convinced me. Of 

course it is beyond question that the technique of the midrash in II, 3:7-18 is 

traditional. It is uncertain whether this midrash had Jewish or Christian 

models.4 In my judgment Paul’s text does not allow us to recognize such 

models and so far as I know there are no parallels. Thus II, 3:7-18 could 

represent an original Pauline midrash. Even less can I recognize that Paul 

has made only a gloss on a model that lay before him, so that this model can 

still be reconstructed. And that this model should have been played into his 

hands from the hands of his Jewish Christian opponents is a thesis which 

simply is unfounded. 

D. Georgi ([1], pp. 246 ff.) also thinks that the solution cannot suffice which 

understands the whole text as a midrash-like insertion. Therewith it is not 

explained “how Paul could at all come to speak of the tables of the law and 

1 On the theological exposition of this passage one may consult E. Dinkier, 

“Zum Problem der Ethik bei Paulus,” ZThK 49 (1952) : 167 ff. 

2 Cf. ibid., p. 180, where Dinkier reckons with the possibility that the employ¬ 
ment of the heathen judicial system is a deliberate demonstration by people in 
Corinth for whom civil law had nothing to do with their religion. It is in fact pos¬ 

sible to understand in such a way the situation which stands back of I, 6:1-11 in 
terms of the demand of Gnostic libertinism to connect the fleshly with the fleshly 

and the spiritual with the spiritual. 

3 Otherwise, e.g., J. Jervell, Imago Dei, p. 177. 

4 “We encounter no passage in the old rabbinical literature in which there would 
be a reference to the ‘veil of Moses’ in Exod. 34:33 ff.” (Billerbeck, III: 516). 
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of the figure of Moses” (p. 247). The reason for it, according to Georgi, can 

only be that the opponents were occupying themselves with the figure of 

Moses. But that is a mere assertion! The question as to why Paul concerns 

himself here with the figure of Moses is however to be answered simply: be¬ 

cause it afforded him the appropriate material for his midrash. To be sure it 

is obvious that 3:1-6 and 4:1 ff. are polemical in particulars,' but for just that 

reason the nonpolemical character in particulars of 3:7-18 is set in bold relief. 

The presentation of the significance of the motif of tradition and of allegory 

in Hellenistic and late Jewish propaganda, which Georgi discusses explicitly 

and instructively (pp. 83 ff.), still does not take the place of proof that II, 

3:7-18 is “exceedingly polemical” since Paul is commenting in this section on 

a scriptural proof of his opponents. That such a “disconnected argument” 

(pp. 248-49) as that in II, 3:7-18 can be explained only with such a thesis 

does not tally in itself and besides, in the statement about the disconnected¬ 

ness, proceeds from modern presuppositions which in the investigation of an 

allegorical midrash should as much as possible be left aside, since this midrash 

wants to be understood in terms of the logic which is peculiar to its exegetical 

form and also can be understood thus without strain (see below, pp. 315 ff.) .' 

I cannot even regard Georgi’s exposition of the midrash as a hypothesis, 

which is how he wishes to have it regarded. 

Cf. now also G. Friedrich in O. Michel, Abraham unser Vater, pp. 184-85. 

Above all the third result of our introductory investigation has been 

strikingly confirmed, namely the thesis that there was only one battle- 

front in Corinth and that Paul also takes a stand only against this one 

heresy, an assertion which almost compellingly resulted already from 

6 See in D. Georgi, [1], pp. 246 ff., 285 ff. To be sure, Paul’s text appears to me 
to be overinterpreted with the detailed reconstruction of the opponents’ theologou- 
mena undertaken by Georgi, and thus often obscured rather than illumined. Since 
the peculiar nature of the opposition can be deduced only from Paul’s polemic, 
one is always in danger of employing the hermeneutical circle, unavoidable here, 
in such a way as to construe problems in the text which are not present to begin 
with, in order then to solve these with the help of his own thesis. This is everywhere 
said in self-criticism, yet it appears to me that Georgi himself has fallen victim 
frequently to this danger, particularly in the interpretation of II, 3-4. 

® Of course the midrash in II, 3:7-18 has already in the past been explained as 
polemical in details. A history of the exegesis of this passage would show that at 
any given time, the opponents inferred from the other parts of the epistle were 
also found in 3:7-18. Those of the Tubingen school, e.g., saw Judaizers being op¬ 
posed here, A. Schlatter ([1], pp. 30 ff.) saw his Palestinian enthusiasts, and so on. 
This shows the fundamentally debatable character of a detailed polemical explana¬ 
tion of this passage, which then is rightly rejected by most of the commentaries. 
One may compare with this such a sober and correct judgment as that of H. 
Windisch (p. 112) : “Certainly there is a connection between 3:1-6 and 7-18 (cf. 
vs. 3 and vs. 6). But what is fixed there only in axiomatic brevity and indeed in 
specific application to the Corinthian community and its apostolic founders is here 
discussed in broad terms in the form of a midrash, free from all specific application 
.... The passage looks like a literary insertion; the material is conceived indepen¬ 
dent of the epistolary situation, and since the apology is taken up again in 4:1 ff., the 
pericope could easily be removed without any harm being suffered by the context 
of the epistle." 
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the preliminary investigation. One may attack the conclusions of the 

present investigation on details, doubt the tenability of the exegetical 

basis on occasion, and find the picture of the schmismatics in Corinth 

mistakenly drawn as to detailed features: the fact that without any 

necessity of doing violence to the text it was possible to draw a unified 

picture of the Corinthian heresy,7 into which every passage which can 

at all be adduced for this topic fits without difficulty, undoubtedly 

speaks for the clarity of this picture as well as for its fundamental 

correctness. 

While heretofore for the most part the Corinthian epistles have been ex¬ 

plained under the presupposition of a double battlefront in such a way that 

the polemic in all the epistles is fairly equally aimed against the various 

fronts, D. Georgi [1] has recently taken the position that the opponents in 

II, i.e. in II, 2:14-7:4-)- 10-13 (Epistles C and D) are different from those 

in I, and G. Bornkamm [1] recommends this solution of his pupil as “the 

most illuminating explanation of the question” (p. 15) .8 Bornkamm adds 

the critical remark: “With rare passion W. Schmithals argues for the identity 

of battlefront in all the letters of Paul” (p. 16). Now in any case it is no 

more strange for the battlefront to be the same than for it always to be 

changing. Here—and on this I am in agreement with Bornkamm—it must 

be settled on “exegetical grounds” (p. 17). I think that I have done this. 

Passion would be out of place here. 

What I say with passion is that this question is correctly approached 

methodologically only when one investigates the whole body of epistolary 

literature coming into question or in the investigation of parts keeps in view 

the whole (see pp. 345 ff.; Vol. 2, pp. 175 ff.). Otherwise there is the danger of 

construing different fronts where only one is present. Precisely the dissertation 

of D. Georgi offers the best proof of this. 

G. Bornkamm summarizes Georgi’s characterization of the false teachers 

in II as follows: “Here the new invasion of Paul’s opponents into Corinth is 

taken seriously and with a challenge to one of the previously customary labels 

their picture is drawn entirely according to the pattern of the heathen 

miracle workers who were widespread in late antiquity, the most famous ex¬ 

amples of which are Apollonius of Tyana (Philostratus), Alexander of 

Abonuteichos, and Peregrinus Proteus (Lucian). The type represented by 

them is confessedly a highly characteristic phenomenon in the field of competi¬ 

tion of the most widely varied religions in the age of syncretism. They are 

wandering prophets, sorcerers, healers, give themselves out to be emissaries 

of a deity, who ballyhoo their Suvocpiq and by means of revelations and 

miracles make a show of it. Important for us is the fact that the primitive 

7 Cf. also F. Biichsel, Der Geist im Neuen Testament, p. 390; L. Goppelt, Chris- 
tentum und Judentum, . . . pp. 129-30; G. Eichholz in Basileia: Walter Freytag zum 
60. Geburtstag (1959), pp. 56 ff.; E. Dinkier in RGG (1960, 3rd ed.), IV, col. 18; 

W. Marxsen, pp. 75-76. 
8 Cf. also Feine-Belim-Kummel, Introduction to the New Testament, pp. 210-11. 
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Christian mission in the Hellenistic area apparently made every effort to resist 

these rivals; even Paul, as I Thess. 2:1-12 shows, had to demarcate himself 

energetically from them. But it is no less important that this type also pre¬ 

vailed and was copied in popular Christianity in considerable measure. 

Everything argues for the view that Paul’s opponents in II Cor. with their 

understanding of Christ, their behavior, their preaching, and in the style 

of their propaganda are to be reckoned as belonging to this type” (pp. 15-16). 

In essence, I am able to agree with this throughout, including the refer¬ 

ence to I Thess. 2:1-12 (see Vol. 2, pp. 98 ff.). In fact everything does argue 

for the view that the false apostles in Corinth are to be reckoned as belong¬ 

ing to this type of traveling Pneumatics. I hope that the present investigation 

as well as my book on The Office of Apostle will have led to this conclusion. 

Only I do not understand how dierewith another front than in I Cor. is 

indicated, and how a person can think that he is able with such a presenta¬ 

tion to refute the unitary description of the Corinthian heresy presented here. 

Gdoq dvfjp is a collective concept. The Gnostic apostles as we have described 

them are splendidly characterized by G. Bornkamm with this concept and 

its exposition. That in I Cor. primarily the teaching of Paul and his op¬ 

ponents, and in II Cor. the personal authority of the two are discussed is 

easily understandable and well argued (see pp. 182-83, 279-80). To separate 

the fronts because of this shift within the advancing discussion means to make 

the impossible attempt to pull apart the message and the messenger.9 This is 

all the less permissible since the dispute about the apostolic office including 

the question of the right to support already begins vigorously in I, 9:1 ff.— 

in Epistle A of course it still had no place; see pp. 279 ff.—and the descrip¬ 

tion of the “wandering prophets . . . who ballyhoo their Suvocpiq and by means 

of revelations and miracles make a show of it” rests no less on I, 12-14 than 

on II, 10-13. Conversely, almost all the “doctrinal questions” from I Cor. 

recur in II Cor., as our investigation has shown. In addition, not only is the 

title of apostle for extra-ecclesiastical Hellenistic 0eToi dcvSpsq attested only 

among Gnostic apostles, but there are no primitive Christian missionaries 

other than the Gnostic ones who are proven to have appeared as 0eToi 

cxvSpeq. Because E). Georgi does not note this, the heretical missionary move- 

8 The fact that only in II Cor. do we learn anything more definite about the 
person of the opponents cannot be adduced as proof of newly arrived opponents 
in II Cor., because the Gnostics whom Georgi recognizes for the debate of I Cor. 
must ultimately also have invaded the community from without, even though Paul 
does not explicitly mention this fact in I Cor. For Georgi will hardly want to assert 
that the Corinthian Gnosticism developed out of Paul’s preaching within the com¬ 
munity in Corinth itself, although this sometimes seems his intention fcf 111 nn 
13-14, 220, 303). t • L J. PP- 

And where were the adversaries of I Cor. during the correspondence of II Cor.? 
That in II Cor., because of the new opponents, Paul makes overtures to the old 
adversaries and feels compelled “to show how close to him are the Corinthian 
Gnostics” (Georgi, [2], p. 95), who nevertheless reject the crucified Jesus and deny 

220 r3e0S“rreCti°n’ certainly is not an idea that is to be taken seriously (cf. [1], pp. 14, 

D. Georgi ([1], pp. 210 ff.) indeed points to the way in which Luke in his 
book of Acts and in Luke 10:17 ff. portrays the missionary activity of the apostles; 
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ment in Corinth which he has reconstructed, in spite of—or precisely because 

—his excellent religio-historical excursus, hangs entirely in midair and the 

labor applied to this excursus remains in the last analysis wasted * 11 (cf. also 

p. 282). An organized Christian missionary movement, stemming from 

Palestine, of I-Iellenistic Pneumatics and 0eToi avSpeq, whose fundamental 

distinguishing mark was their ecstatic mode of appearance, who conduct an 

antinomian Gentile mission and yet are not Gnostics, who bear the technical 

designation of “apostles,” who regard Jesus not as exalted Kyrios but as 0eToq 

avrjp—Georgi has not been able to prove the existence of such a movement 
for earlier or for later. 

If he had taken into account the entirety at least of the Corinthian epistles, 

indeed if he had at least subsequently drawn the radius which he proposed 

([1], p. 29; cf. below, p. 346), his description of the false apostles in Corinth, 

which is correct on essential points, would not have been able to lead him 

to the postulation of a second front there, especially since he himself does 

not emerge without the thesis that in many respects the opponents in I Cor. 

and II Cor. meet and that in both cases we have to do with missionaries with 

a decided ecstatic-pneumatic self-consciousness12 (cf. [1], pp. 229 ff., 243 ff., 

292 ff.). 

For what Georgi otherwise adduces by way of actual or alleged differences 

between I Cor. and II Cor., he himself apparently regards as not very im¬ 

portant. Hence it also says nothing for the separation of the opposition into 

two fronts: 

II, 11:4 is said to contradict I, 12:3 ([1], p. 285; [2], p. 95); on this, see 

p. 352. 

Only in II Cor. do we learn that the opponents are Jews ([1], p. 220; [2], 

p. 95); of course, for it is only in II Cor. that the dispute shifts at all into 

but still this portrayal only shows how at the beginning of the second century, in 
the Hellenistic environment of the Lucan Christian community—presumably in 
Asia Minor—some conceived of the activity of the apostles. The Pauline writings 
and the other Christian literature of the first century, on the other hand, do not 
allow the thesis that in primitive Christianity outside the Gnostic movement there 
were missionaries who appeared as GeToi dvSpcq. Therefore it is not accidental that 
the only "Christian” GeToi dvSpcq who appear in the interesting description of the 
Hellenistic missionaries given by Georgi ([1], pp. 83-205) are of Gnostic observance 

([1],PP. 117 If.). 
11 The long section in Georgi’s work on "Mission in neutestamentlicher Zeit” 

(Mission in New Testament Times; [1], pp. 83-218) very diligently assembles a 
comprehensive body of material which embraces Jewish apologetic, Josephus and 
Philo, Hellenism and Gnosticism, the Stoic diatribe and primitive Christianity, 
beggars before the synagogues, Jewish interpreters of dreams and merchants, Simon 
Magus and Elchasai, and much else besides. Nevertheless one stands rather helpless 
in the presence of this material which is assembled to form almost half of the work 
and unfortunately is entirely unsatisfactorily differentiated. For it has long been 
undisputed that, like Paul himself, his opponents also are to be placed somewhere 

in the sphere of these missionary efforts. 
12 Of course to infer such a self-consciousness also from the question of the right 

to support (D. Georgi, [1], pp. 234 ff.) appears to me to be mistaken. Rather, the 
Corinthian opponents in I and II Cor. themselves so little demanded support by 
the community that they could even make the gathering of a collection for Jeru¬ 

salem into a charge against Paul; cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 219 ff. 
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the personal sphere, for which reason it also says nothing that only in II Cor. 

are the letters of recommendation mentioned,13 only in II Cor. does Paul 

attack the alien apostles personally, and only in II Cor. is there a discussion 

of the pneumatic mighty acts as proof of missionary authority (ibid.). 

It is alleged that in II Cor. there is lacking any debate with libertinism 

([1], p. 220) ; on this, see pp. 223, 383. 

The opponents’ Christology in II Cor. is not Gnostic ([1], pp. 14, 282 ff.), 

since it in fact proclaims the exalted one, but also brings forward in the 

Corinthian community the historical Jesus not as the crucified one but as 

BeToq dvfip.14 I do not see how one can reach this conclusion from II, 5:16 

(on this, see pp. 302 ff.); II, 13:3 ff.; II, 11:4 (on this, see pp. 132 ff.), and 

II, 4:5 ff. (£cof| ’Iricrou is supposed to have been a heretical catchword in 

Corinth!). Hence on pp. 282 ff. Georgi works with concepts like “apparently,” 

“evidently,” “probably,” “it is to be presumed,” and so forth. II, 5:16 would 

most readily lend itself to use for his thesis, yet even this passage at best says 

381 only that some positive understanding of the historical Jesus among the 

Corinthian opponents is to be assumed; but see pp. 302 ff. Georgi’s hypothesis 

already hangs in midair because a 0etoq-dvf|P Christology still is not proven, 

383 not only in II Cor. but in the Pauline era at all.15 

In view of all this it is not surprising, even though strange, that at the 

close of his original dissertation Georgi stated: “Hence these wandering 

preachers (scil. in II Cor.) must not unconditionally themselves have been 

Gnostics.” This sentence is no longer found in this form in the printed 

edition. Yet Georgi now speaks matter-of-factly in the same way of the 

384 “commonalities” of the old and the new adversaries, who combine forces 

against Paul ([1], pp. 303-4) ! That appears to me to be a fatal result for an 

investigation which intended to prove for II Cor. precisely other adversaries 

13 The section on the letters of recommendation ([1], pp. 241 ff.) makes little 
sense in the study as it now stands. In the original dissertation it was a different 
matter. There Georgi regarded it as inexplicable “why Gnostic Pneumatics should 
have placed value upon letters of recommendation.” For him this serves as an im¬ 
portant argument against the Gnostic character of the opponents in II Cor. He 

382 has properly omitted this line of argument. Now he holds ([1], p. 244) these letters 
of recommendation even to be “something like chronicles of the pneumatic feats 
of the opposing preachers.” 

I would not allow myself such a judgment about the contents of the letters of 
recommendation, about which in fact we know nothing. Nevertheless I am fully 
in agreement with Georgi in this respect: “Self-commendation and commendation 
through letters of recommendation must not be mutually exclusive; they rather 
lie in the same line” ([1], p. 90). See further p. 115 above. 

14 Conversely, W. Bieder (“Paulus und seine Gegner in Korinth,” pp. 324-25) 
recently asserts that for Paul’s opponents in Corinth Jesus is “simply the crucified 
one, not the Lord.” 

15 If there was an early Christian movement in which Jesus was esteemed “as 
an outstanding Pneumatic” (D. Georgi, [1], p. 286), it was Gnosticism, in which 
Jesus was occasionally represented as an exemplary Gnostic (see p. 48, n. 109) . It is 
not permissible to refer to the Synoptic tradition in this connection. It is true that 
here features of the Hellenistic GeToq ocvfjp conception are transferred to Jesus in 
large measure, but it is the exalted Kyrios of Hellenistic circles who is supposed 
to be represented herewith. 
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than for I Cor., though of course under this presupposition an unavoidable 

conclusion; for the question as to the whereabouts of the opponents from I 

Cor. naturally cannot be left unanswered if they no longer appear in II Cor. 

(cf. p. 290, n. 9) . Actually they “no longer” appear because a change of fronts 
did not take place at all. 

G. Friedrich (in O. Michel, Abraham unser Vater, pp. 181 ff.) describes 

the opponents in II Cor. in extensive agreement with D. Georgi. To be sure, 

he holds them to be the people of Stephen who according to Acts 6-8 were 
expelled from Jerusalem. 

II. Summary 

Has it been successfully proven that the heretical theology in 

Corinth was a genuine Gnosticism? We have said in the Introduction 

A, I, what is after all to be called Gnosticism in the proper sense. 

Under A, II, we became acquainted with a genuinely Gnostic system. 

It involved a system of Jewish Christ Gnosticism. Our special atten¬ 

tion was called to the equation occurring in this system of primal man 

= Christ and to the purely anthropological significance of the Christ 

figure which was based on that equation. But at the same time we 

noted—even though only incidentally—other features of this Christ 

Gnosticism: the significance of Gnosis itself; the anthropological dual¬ 

ism, with which were connected on the one hand libertinism and on 

the other hand the doctrine of the ascent of the soul; the absence of 

a redeemer myth; the emphatic self-consciousness of the Christ Gnos¬ 

tics; their conspicuous consciousness of mission, and so on. The Jewish 

character of this Gnosticism was expressed not only by the terminology 

and by the use of the Old Testament, but above all by the decided 

weakening of the cosmic dualism. 

We encounter all these features again in the heretical theology in 

Corinth, so that the assertion appears justified that in it we have to 

do with representatives of a Jewish Gnosticism, as it lies before us in 

various shadings, for example in the “Great Proclamation” and in 

traditions of the Naassene Preaching and as it was represented by 

people such as Simon, Menander, Dositheus, Cerinthus, and others. 

In this manner the fact that between Paul and his opponents in 

Corinth a cosmic dualism was not discussed finds its illuminating ex¬ 

planation. Even the Simonian system of the “Great Proclamation,” 

for example, has no specifically dualistic cosmology, although man is 

further seen dualistically. This is in a certain way inconsistent, but 

precisely such inconsistency shows that Gnostic systems without a pro¬ 

nounced cosmic dualism nevertheless are to be classed as genuinely 
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Gnostic, insofar as the Gnostic anthropology continues to be main¬ 

tained in them.16 

On the Jewish character of the Corinthian Gnosticism some con¬ 

cluding remarks must be made in view of the present state of research. 

That the false teachers in Corinth were Jews was already to be in¬ 

ferred from many passages in the Corinthian epistles. They not only 

were of Jewish nationality but also placed special value upon their 

ancestry (cf. p. 208). Therefore the Old Testament obviously stood 

in high regard with them (see pp. 77-78). It is possible that they could 

practice the custom of circumcision, perhaps with a symbolic signifi¬ 

cance (p. 209). Even if one does not venture to adduce Phil. 3 (see 

Vol. 2, pp. 60 ff.) or even the Galatian epistle (see Vol. 2, pp. 9 ff.) 

as substantial parallels, there can be no doubt that the Corinthian 

false teachers consciously appeared as Jews. Thus from the teaching as 

well as from the teachers the Jewish character of the Corinthian Gnos¬ 

ticism becomes evident (incidentally one more reason for holding to 

the unity of the battlefront in the epistles). Naturally this does not 

mean that here a connection is found into which Judaism has entered 

with Gnosticism, as the majority of researchers assert who do not 

venture to decide between F. C. Baur and D. Schenkel (cf. H. Win- 

disch, p. 26). A “judaizing Gnosticism” or a “Gnostic Judaismus” is an 

absurdity and never existed.17 F. Godet somehow imagines that the 

“super-apostles” were members of the “Jewish priestly caste and of 

Pharisaism” who wanted to force the Mosaic law on Gentile Christians 

also. But then “no doubt they added, once they were on Greek soil, 

elements of a theosophical kind to the gospel of the apostle, in order 

thereby to make their doctrine more acceptable to the speculative 

taste of the educated (! I 1:26 If.) Christians of Greece.” In the end 

Godet finds it possible to agree with the words of Kniewel, “who has 

described the Christ party as ‘the Gnostics before Gnosticism’ ” (Der 

erste Brief an die Korinther, p. 39) . But only one of the two is pos¬ 

sible: Judaism or Gnosticism. Pure Gnosticism rules out the way of 

the law as a way of salvation in any form. When Godet conceives of 

Cerinthus as the type of the Corinthian heretics, this does an injustice 

18 See the first edition of the present work, pp. 241-42. 

17 To this extent—but no further—H. J. Schoeps and others are correct in their 
protest against speaking of a ‘‘Jewish Gnosticism”; cf., e.g., Schoeps in TLZ 81 (1956), 

86 cols. 420-21. 

Of course there could just as well be a Jewish or Jewish-Christian Gnosticism, 
and thus a Gnosticism in the setting of Judaism or of Jewish Christianity with 
certain influences from the setting which did not alter the Gnostic substance, as 
well as a gnosticizing Judaism or Jewish Christianity, in other words, a Judaism 
or Jewish Christianity with certain external borrowings from Gnosticism—there 
could have been these, I say, just as well as there could be a Christian Gnosticism 
and a gnosticizing Christianity. 
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to his conception of Cerinthus’ false doctrines, for the latter certainly 

was no Judaizer. To be sure he is correct in substance in this reference, 

for Cerinthus lets us clearly recognize the association of genuine Gnos¬ 

ticism and a certain observance of the Old Testament tradition as we 

encounter that association in Corinth, since he (according to the rep¬ 

resentation of Epiphanius above all) was indeed a Jewish but none¬ 

theless a genuine Gnostic (cf. Vol. 2, pp. 25-26). Very sensitive, even 

though historically hardly justified, is the observation which stands 

behind the assertion of Epiphanius, Haer. XXVIII, 4, that I Cor. was 

written against Cerinthus. The agreements of the Corinthian Gnos¬ 

ticism with Cerinthus go astoundingly far. Even the territory which 

they covered apparently coincides, so that here relatively close con¬ 

nections will have existed, an observation which is repeated with re¬ 

spect to the Galatian epistle (see Vol. 2, pp. 25-26). 

Thus, as much as the existence of a Gnostic Judaism is to be dis¬ 

puted, just as much can the existence of a Jewish Gnosticism be 

asserted.18 In our work we have followed one branch of this Jewish 

Gnosticism and in the Introduction A have already called attention 

to how strongly late Judaism was influenced from the side of the 

Gnostic terminology and conceptual world. On the other hand in 

fact the role which the Old Testament plays in Gnosticism in general 

is an indication of the significant influence of the specifically Jewish 

Gnosticism. To be identified more or less—but especially more—as 

Jewish-Gnostic are groups like the Elchasaites, Hemerobaptists, Mas- 

bothaeans;19 sects such as the Sethians, Cainites, and the Baruch Gnos¬ 

ticism; men like Simon, Elchasai, Cerinthus, Dositheus, and others. Not 

infrequently Jewish Gnostics are meant by the Minim in the oldest 

parts of the Talmud.20 

The emergence of Jewish Gnosticism is by no means utterly mys¬ 

terious. It is evident from the Introduction A, I, that I regard Mesopo¬ 

tamia as the homeland of genuine Gnosticism, which developed there 

as a movement with pronounced peculiarities of the understanding of 

the world and the self, in the early period of the Diadochi with the 

meeting of the Greek and the oriental spirit under a heavy use of the 

18 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, [1], pp. 104 ff.: P. Steffes, pp. 35 ff., 57 ff.; K. Schubert, 
pp. 94 ff.; M. Friedlander, [1]; [3], passim; H. Graetz, Gnostizismus und Judentum 
(1846) ; U. Wilckens, [1], p. 67; E. Lohse, Mdrtyrer und Gottesknecht (1955), pp. 
165-66; G. Quispel, [2], pp. 475 ff.; J. Jervell, pp. 123-24; Feine-Behm-Kiimmel, pp. 
154 ff.; E. S. Drawer, pp. XV, 101; M. Simon, Die jildischen Sekten zur Zeit Christi 

(1964), esp. pp. 92 ff. 
19 See K. Rudolph, [1], pp. 222 ff.; Hegesippus, e.g., knows of a whole series of 

sects, for a part of which of course only the name is known to us (in Eus. CH IV, 

22). 
20 M. Friedlander, [1], pp. 169 ff.; H. J. Schoeps, [2], p. 50; G. Quispel, [2], pp. 

475 ff.; K. J. Kuhn, in Judentum, Urchristentum, Kirche, BZNW 26; 39 ff. 
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various myths of the Orient.21 But Mesopotamia is also, since the 

Exile, the second home of Judaism. There, by assimilation to Jewish 

traditions. Gnosticism gained entrance even within the Jewish popula¬ 

tion and, as Jewish Gnosticism, migrated to the Mediterranean along 

the indicated paths of the Jewish influence which was lively every¬ 

where in the Orient.22 In Palestine, the stronghold of Jewish ortho¬ 

doxy, it could not be held in its original form and had to be assimi¬ 

lated to the conservative theology. If all the sources were preserved 

for us, certainly a wide scale could be exhibited, ranging from pure 

Gnosticism of Jewish observance as it was developed in Mesopotamia, 

by way of the manifold varieties of Jewish Gnosticism and of gnos- 

ticizing Judaism, to late Jewish orthodoxy, which cannot deny certain 

influences of this Gnosticism in anthropology and eschatology.23 Un¬ 

fortunately these sources are in large measure lacking. Still preserved 

for us is that which later Judaism held to be tolerable. The actually 

heretical items which would be most interesting to us have, insofar as 

there was any literary production at all (see above, p. 79), disappeared 

along with the heretics themselves. But Jewish Gnosticism fell victim to 

the combined efforts of Jewish and Christian heresy fighters. If only a 

little is preserved for us of the texts of pure Jewish Gnosticism, this 

is due also to the fact that Jewish Gnosticism early was absorbed into 

Christian and other forms of Gnosticism. Jewish traces still confront 

us everywhere in the later Gnostic sources.24 

Jewish Gnosticism existed alongside the proper, “orthodox” Judaism 

which at the time of the beginnings of Christianity of course was not 

yet narrowed into rabbinism but embraced Pharisees and Sadducees, 

apocalypticists25 and Essenes and other groups, and alongside Jewish 

21 Cf. H. Jonas, [3], p. 3. 
22 On the distribution of Jews in Babylonia, see K. Rudolph, [1], p. 52 (Litera¬ 

ture) ; K. G. Kuhn, “Die Sektenschrift und die iranische Religion,” ZThK 49 (1952) : 
310; R. McL. Wilson, [2], pp. 1 ff.; P. Dalbert, pp. 12 ft.; T. Hopfner, Die Judenfrage 
bei Griechen und Romern, Abhandlungen der deutschen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften in Prag, 8 (1943) : 6. 

A certain preparation of Judaism for Gnosticism is to be found in what W. Kamlah 
(Christentum und Selbstbehauptujig [Frankfurt, 1940]) calls the “overcoming of 
the Israelite-Jewish historicality,” i.e., the abandonment of the national-sociological 
self-assertion and its religious foundations ( cf. ibid., pp. 21-51, 124 ff.). Nevertheless 
the strong gnosticizing of Judaism was possible only in the communities of the 
Diaspora, part of which had been in existence since the exile, from which then 
certain Gnostic elements penetrated to the very center of orthodox Judaism (see 
pp. 71 ff.). 

23 Cf. W. Bousset, [3], pp. 14 ff., 57; H. J. Schoeps, [3], p. 76, n. 1. 
24 On the Mandaeans one may compare, e.g., K. Rudolph, [1], pp. 80 ff.; [2], 

pp. 382 ff. There is hardly a single branch of Gnostic tradition that does not have 
Jewish elements. Cf. p. 78, n. 200. 

26 On the independence of the late Jewish apocalyptic theology, see D. Rossler 
Gesetz und Geschichte, WMANT 3 (1960). 
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Hellenism which to be sure has become better known to us only in 

Philo, its outstanding representative. Its distribution and special char¬ 

acter however are beyond any doubt.26 

Thus late Judaism was a phenomenon which in no respect was 

second to early Christianity in complexity. On both sides are found 

three different religious forms circulating under the same name, natu¬ 

rally with different shadings and influences, but in the distinctive 

components still clearly different: orthodoxy, which was represented 

in Christianity at first by the Palestinian Jewish Christians; Gnos¬ 

ticism; and Hellenism, which found its most famous expression in early 

Christianity in Paul. One may ask whether there was in Judaism a 

phenomenon after all which combined all the disparate elements. It 

was not nationality; not circumcision, which for example was dis¬ 

continued27 by Hellenistic Jews;28 not even the Old Testament canon 

as a whole; perhaps the Pentateuch, but even this only possibly. And 

in Christianity it was only the name of Christ which still could hold 

together the extremes, not even his person, since certain Gnostics 

could, in favor of the Pneuma-Christ, curse the man Jesus, who alone 

possessed significance for the extremely Jewish Christian circles. 

This fact lets us better understand the beginnings of Christianity. 

The various expressions of Christianity cannot possibly have sprouted 

from a single root. Certainly, the confession of Christ—not of Jesus!— 

held together all the forms in which early Christianity was mani¬ 

fested.29 But the diversity in the outward forms does not lie grounded 

in this confession—in which it rather was still pronounced—but in the 

fact that Judaism, from whose presuppositions alone early Christianity 

may be explained, exhibited the same diversity of forms. 

The transition from the manifold forms of Jewish orthodoxy and 

of Jewish Hellenism to the variety of ecclesiastical Christianity can be 

shown with sufficient clarity in the extant sources. 

But for the development of Christian Gnosticism the same thing30 

holds true in principle which is to be said about the origin and the 

beginnings of the Christianity which later became orthodox.31 In that 

26 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, [1], pp. 417 ft.; P. Dalbert, Die Theologie . . . , passim, 

e.g., pp. 25-26. 
27 Cf. I, 7:18 and H. Lietzmann, in loc.; I Macc. 1:15; Josephus, Ant. XII, 5.1; 

J. Leipoldt, Die urchristliche Taufe im Lichte der Religionsgeschichte (1928), pp. 
4-5; E. Lerle, Proselytenwerbung und Urchristentum (1960), pp. 48 ft.; T. Hopfner, 

Die Judenfrage bei Griechen und Romern (1943), p. 54. 
28 Cf. W. Foerster, Neutestamentliche Zeitgeschiclite, II (1956) : 233. 
so of course there were also communities which confessed Jesus without confess¬ 

ing him as the Christ (see Vol. 3, p. 34, n.71; p. 116). But in such a case do we 

have to do with Christian communities? 
s° cf. E. Kasemann, New Testament Questions of Today, pp. 19-20. 
31 The earliest church fathers were correct in deriving Christian Gnosticism 
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connection it is interesting that Christian orthodoxy is essentially of 

Hellenistic observance, utterly in contrast with Judaism, in which the 

Palestinian-conservative tendency prevailed as orthodox. The reasons 

for this need not be investigated here, but it should be emphasized 

that orthodoxy did not stand at the beginning of the development and 

assert itself victoriously against the assaults of Judaists and Gnostics, 

but was the end-point of a history whose active figures could be clearly 

classified as heretical and orthodox only after the battle was won. It is 

the merit of W. Bauer’s fine book, Rechtgldubigkeit und Ketzerei im 

altesten Christentum, to have shown that still at the close of the second 

century large areas, especially in the eastern part of the Roman empire, 

were entirely or almost entirely free of orthodoxy even though they did 

not lack Christian communities. In fact I have no doubt that in Edessa 

as well as in Egypt from the beginning onward a more or less Gnostic 

Christianity was common, in the face of which the church was able 

only slowly to prevail. And it appears to me that Bauer has also con¬ 

vincingly demonstrated that around the turn of the century in Paul’s 

missionary territory in Asia Minor the Gnostics stood alongside the 

“Orthodox” at least equally as strong (ibid., pp. 65-98) . This observa¬ 

tion is of interest for us because it shows that the debate between 

ecclesiastical and Gnostic missions, first recognizable in the Corinthian 

epistles, was not at all terminated by Paul. If, as one may concede to 

W. Bauer at least as a justifiable possibility, I Clement was occasioned 

by a renewed penetration of Gnostics into the Corinthian community 

(pp. 99 ff.) ,32 some forty years after the debate which we have in¬ 

vestigated a very similar situation will have developed, this time of 

course caused by Christian Gnostics. 

It is regrettable that “orthodoxy” silenced the “heretics” where it 

could not overcome them and has preserved for us only the documents 

of its own history. Therefore, for the problem of early Christian Gnos¬ 

ticism exactly as with the characterization of Jewish Gnosticism, we 

are dependent to a large extent upon inferences drawn from polemical 

literature of the church and upon literarily relatively late Gnostic 

directly from pre-Christian Jewish heresies; their voices are much too little heeded. 
One may compare, e.g., Hegesippus in Eus. CH IV, 22.5, 7, who not unjustly counts 
Simon with the Jewish heresies out of which Christian Gnosticism grew directly. 
Epiphanius also begins his history of the heretics, not without reason, with Jewish 
sects (cf. A. Hilgenfelcl, p. 81). Cf. further Ep. Ap. 1; 7. 

82 Unfortunately one hardly learns from I Clem, any details about the circum¬ 
stances in Corinth, but still the main themes of the epistle coincide precisely with 
those of the Corinthian epistles. I Clem, is directed against controversies in the com¬ 
munity, against haughty arrogance toward God and the brethren, against the 
denial of the resurrection, against the turning away from agape, and against the 
surrender of the traditional form of worship. What else but Gnosticism could come 
into consideration as the adversary herePl 
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sources, which for the most part have been made known to us acci¬ 

dentally through discoveries in the dry lands of the Orient, or through 

Gnostic sects which like the Mandaeans have remained active down 

to the present. Anyone who does not wish to be convinced here cannot 

be convinced. But then it may be expected that the other persuasions 

will be set forth with tenable reasons. The accounting for Gnosticism 

out of Christianity is no longer acceptable. The more the study of the 388 

New Testament encounters traces of Christian Gnosticism, the more 

puzzling becomes the question as to its origin, if one does not refer 

directly to heretical Judaism and does not judge the origin of Christian 

Gnosticism in principle other than that of later orthodoxy and that of 
the Judaistic heresy. 

Only thus is explained also the abundance of diverse kinds of Gnos¬ 

ticism which is already presupposed in the New Testament and, pre¬ 

cisely like the variegated Hellenistic Christianity, continues individual 

pre-Christian traditions. I call attention to the Corinthian Gnosticism, 

whose terminology Paul knew and which with its myth of the “Christ 

ev f)[iTv” probably was common in the Syrian-Samaritan region. Along¬ 

side this is the Gnosticism known from the Johannine writings, to 

which the substantial connection between man and redeemer obviously 

is foreign and which precisely for this reason, and not accidentally, 

exhibits close contacts with the gnosticizing Judaism that stands close 

to orthodoxy. This can be deduced from the Testament XII, the 

Damascus document, and other texts and is well known from the 

Mandaean tradition and the recently discovered Dead Sea manuscripts. 

The pre-Pauline hymn to Christ in Phil. 2, like the theology which 

stands in the background of Colossians and Ephesians, shows that in 

certain Gnostic circles one could even fit the crucified One into the 

theological system. Besides, in addition to libertinism. Gnostic-ascetic 

tendencies also are opposed (Col. 2:16-23; Titus 1:14-15). This brief 

survey shows how diverse early Christian Gnosticism was, just as 

Jewish Gnosticism and gnosticizing Judaism were, and it certainly is 

not too much to say that, seen as a whole, even the individual expres¬ 

sions of early Christian Gnosticism have their precursors in Judaism. 

Thus there can be no serious doubt that Christian-Gnostic sects like 

the Sethians, Cainites, the Baruch Gnosticism of Justin,33 and others 

were originally purely Jewish and venerated a hero of Jewish history 

as a redeeming bringer of Gnosis. The figure of Christ can mostly be 

33 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, [1], p. 60. 
On the Baruch Gnosticism of the Gnostic Justin, cf. E. Haenchen, “Das Buch 

Baruch,” ZThK 50 (1953) : 123 ff. This quite instructive study splendidly shows the 
dissolving of the original simple redeemer conception into a more elaborately told 

myth. 
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readily dissociated out of these systems.34 Through the fact that its 

second home was also the home of Gnosticism the Jewish nation was 

clearly predestined to become an important mediator of the new re¬ 

ligion to the West after the alien way of thinking had once found 

entry into Judaism. Therefore also it is no accident but historically 

conditioned that not only in the Corinthian epistles but also probably 

in Colossians (cf. 2:16) and certainly in the Pastorals Jews are fought 

as originators of the Gnostic heresy (Tit. 1:10, 14; I Tim. 1:7) ,35 and 

if the battle line of Ignatius in his epistles is a single one,36 “ ’ I ou- 

Soocrpoq” (Magn. 8:1; Philad. 6.1) denotes simply a Gnosticism.37 

So much for the origin of Christian Gnosticism. It was my intention 

only to draw the major line in which the Corinthian heresy which 

we have investigated forms one point. That this latter was, according 

to all appearances, common in the Syrian region or in the fringes of 

that region has been stated and argued in various ways. 

Syria is well attested as a hotbed of heresy, and indeed Antioch itself 

in the post-apostolic era is anything but an undisputed stronghold of 

orthodoxy (W. Bauer, pp. 65-72). If it is only in Asia Minor and 

Greece that the apparently first collision between Paul and pure Gnos¬ 

ticism occurs, this shows, first, that the activity of the apostle in Arabia 

(Gal. 1:17) and in the Syrian-Cilician region must have been locally 

limited, and, second, that probably as an inheritance from the Jewish 

era, the exchange between Hellenistic and Gnostic communities was 

not very active and that both groups were hardly very numerous. The 

struggle in Corinth itself which we have followed sounds like the pre¬ 

lude to the great debate between church and Gnosticism which reached 

its climax in the middle of the second century. 

It is to be regretted that the combative fathers of the later church 

in their struggle against Gnosticism no longer possessed the same 

34 This can be seen very clearly, e.g., in the Gnostic sect of the Melchizedekians, 
for whom Christ is “only the shadow of Melchizedek” (O. Michel, Der Brief an 
die Hebrder, Meyer Kommentar, XIII [8th ed.]: 160) . Originally Melchizedek was 
revered in Jewish or Samaritan Gnostic circles as the redeeming bearer of Gnosis. 
Numerous traces of this have been preserved in various streams of tradition, among 
others even in rabbinical polemics (see O. Michel, pp. 159 ff. and the literature 
listed there). The ascendancy of Christianity then compelled the Melchizedekians 
also to fit the Christian redeemer figure in their system, in which of course it was 
and remained superfluous (Hipp. VII, 36; X, 24; Epiph. Haer. LV, 1; Ps.-Tert. 
Haer. 88). Cf. The Office of Apostle, p. 138, n. 181. 

35 “The more ancient Gnosticism is, the more Jewish it is,’’ writes T. Zahn (ac¬ 
cording to W. Liitgert, p. 47). 

36 This is disputed—incorrectly, of course—e.g., by H. Schlier, [2], p. 109. 
37 Ign. Magn. 8.1; “pf| TrAavaaGc Toclq ^TepoSo^iaiq prjSe pu0Eupacnv Tolq TraXaiolc;, 

dvcocpeAecriv oQaiv. d yap pexpi vuv kotoc vopov ’louSaiapov £wpev, 6|ioAoyoupEV Xapiv 
in) dAn<pevai.” According to Magn. 8.2, the assertion that there is not only one God 
also belongs to these mythical heretics of “Jewish” origin. 
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thoughtful insight into the basic differences in Christian and Gnostic 

understandings of the world and of self which Paul at once gained 

from his genuine Christian attitude in spite of, or perhaps even be¬ 

cause of, his defective knowledge of the mythologial background of 

the Gnostic self-consciousness. For this reason the ultimate victory 

over Gnosticism was bought by the church at a high price. 



APPENDIX: TWO GNOSTIC GLOSSES 
IN II CORINTHIANS1 2 

It is always awkward when in the interpretation of a text one must work 
with glosses. To excise a gloss always means an interference with the existing 
text, and however well founded may be the assertion that precisely thereby 
the original text is restored, still such an assertion is always at the mercy of 
every kind of contradiction. 

On the other hand, it is utterly unscientific to interpret a text with the 
intention of proving the passages suspected of being glosses to be in the 
original text in any case. Anyone who knows even a little about the manu¬ 
script transmission of ancient texts must reckon in his interpretation with the 
possibility that his text contains intended or unintended additions. Only the 
unbiased testing of each individual case can elevate the suspicion to the level 
of probability or a greater or lesser degree of certainty, or prove the un¬ 
likelihood or the unjustifiability of such a suspicion. 

In the ideal case it would follow that a passage should be interpreted as 
a gloss if 

a) the section in the text that is in question is not unanimously attested, 

b) it interrupts the context, 

c) it is not even understandable in the context, 

d) for reasons of language or of contents it must have been composed by 
a strange hand, and 

e) it is in itself understandable and explainable as a gloss. 

I. On II, 5:162 

We are concerned first with II, 5:16, probably the hardest crux inter- 

pretum of II Corinthians, which is not poor in such cruces. The verse 

is given as a conclusion from the preceding text. Hence we first must 

discern the meaning of the vss. 5:11-15. It is the merit of R. Bultmann3 

to have opened the way to the correct understanding of this section: On 

1 This first appeared in EvTheol 18 (1958): 552-73; the version presented here 
has been revised, corrected, and expanded. 

2 Of the more recent literature I mention J. Cambier, “Connaissance charnelle et 

spirituelle du Christ dans 2. Cor. 5,16” (Litterature et theologie pauliniennes, Rech. 

Bibl. V [Brussels, I960]: 72-92); J. B. Sou£ek, “Wir kennen Christus nicht mehr nach 
dem Fleisch,” EvTheol 19 (1959) : 300-314. 

3 [1], pp. 12 If. 
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the one hand he points out that here as generally in large parts of II 

Cor. Paul defends his apostolic office, and on the other hand he shows 

that in vss. 11-15 Paul is debating with Gnostic Pneumatics and how he 

does it. I myself have adopted this interpretation in the foregoing in¬ 

vestigation (pp. 187 ff.) and have expanded it. With reference to these 

two works I can briefly summarize the contents of the vss. II, 5:11-15 
here: 

The specific accusation of the Gnostic apostles was that Paul could 

only “persuade” men,4 as some put it scornfully, i.e., that, as Paul him¬ 

self formulates it, he could only soberly proclaim the word (aco^povoO- 

pev), instead of his demonstrating that <j>avepcoaiq tou TrveupccToq (vs. 

11) in ecstasy (vs. 13) which proves him to be a Pneumatic. Paul 

counters by saying that the ecstasy that is demanded concerns only his 

personal relationship to God (vss. 11, 13). But precisely as an apostle 

he has to live for others (vs. 13); one who has died with Christ can 

no longer live to himself (vss. 14-15). Hence the love of Christ com¬ 

pels him to preach the gospel to others (vs. 14). To boast of such a 

ministry is a glorying “cv KccpSiqc,” while on the other hand to boast of 

ecstasies is a glorying “ev ttpoctcottcp” (vs. 12). Paul does not intend 

with these statements to commend himself; rather the Corinthians are 

to hold up before those who dispute Paul’s apostolic rights just this, 

that precisely where in refraining from ecstatic demonstrations he 

speaks the word soberly, Paul is performing the true apostolic ministry, 

which indeed is to be a ministry to others (vs. 12). 

Thus vss. 5:11-15 offer a train of thought which is complete in itself. 

Both vss. 16 and 17 follow with wore. Here lies a first difficulty. Is vs. 

17 a conclusion from vs. 16, or does vs. 17 refer back past vs. 16 to 

vss. 14-15, so that a double conclusion is attached to the section 5:11- 

15? The answer cannot be difficult: vs. 17 is an immediate conclusion 

from vss. 14-15. “With vs. 17, beyond the special case handled in vs. 16, 

the general conclusion from . . . vss. 14, 15 is . . . given.” 6 Verse 17 

indeed describes in other and general concepts precisely that which 

vss. 14-15 said with a particular aim. The person who had “died with 

Christ” is “in Christ.” “The old” has “passed away” through such a 

death. The “new” which has come into being is the “living no longer 

to self” of vs. 15.6 This connection is so clear that one should not at¬ 

tempt to understand vs. 17 as a conclusion from vs. 16, as for example 

H. Windisch7 does, although he sees that vs. 17 would “follow better 

* The same charge from the same mouth appears in Gal. 1:10; see Vol. 2, pp. 39 ff. 
5 H. Lietzmann, p. 126; cf. R. Bultmann, [1], p. 17: ‘‘Verse 17 unfolds the idea 

of the apa ol tt6vte<; octteBccvov of verse 14.” 
6 Cf. the exact parallel in Gal. 6:14-15. 
7 Der zweite Korintherbrief, p. 189. 
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on vs. 15.” 8 The double conclusion from vss. 14-15 is of course syntac¬ 
tically unusual, but one will have to agree with P. Schmiedel 9 that 
Paul could “without too much negligence attach both qctte’s to 15.” I 
see fewer difficulties for the understanding of vss. 14-17 thus than if 
one tries to make vs. 17 comprehensible as a conclusion from vs. 16 
because, as G. Heinrici10 puts it, there would be set forth in the special 
case of vs. 16 the general situation which is expressed in vs. 17. (But 
can one infer the general from the particular in this way?) 

But however one decides here, it is clear that vs. 16 not only would 
not be missed in the context, but that without vs. 16 the difficulties 
would be removed which are present in the hardly discernible logical 
connection of vs. 14 to vs. 17 or in the doubled wore. Of course this fact 
lacks a great deal of being sufficient reason for excising vs. 16 as a 
gloss, as has been attempted occasionally.11 

But vs. 16 offers still further difficulties. It is indeed given as an in¬ 
ference from vss. 14-15. Therefore a logical connection must be shown 
between vss. 14-15 and vs. 16. R. Bultmann ([1]) has attempted with 
great ingenuity to cite this proof. I reproduce this attempt in brief: 

Those who glory ev irpoacoTTcp (vs. 12) are boasting of “outwardly 
visible advantages,” and Paul’s boasting on the contrary is—ev xapSIqc 
—a glorying “in the invisible.” In vss. 14-15 then Paul sets forth how 
and why he has turned from the “world of the visible” to the “invisi¬ 
ble.” “In vss. 14-15 there is a double affirmation: (1) negatively, that 
Paul in his worldly appearance is not significant, and therefore there 
cannot be a xauxcopEvoq ev irpoCTcoTrcp; and (2) that he is what he is in 
the service of others.” “The apostle (the Christian) is dead with re¬ 

spect to the sensible bodily existence, so that all xauxacrGou ev ttpoctcottcp 
(vs. 12) is at an end.” Verse 16 now draws from that the necessary 

inference: “Since with us all it is all over with respect to the sarkical 

existence, the world of the senses, our judgment concerning men may 
not and cannot be any longer oriented to the world of the senses.” 

Therefore, so the Corinthians are to conclude, “you must not adhere to 
those who ev TTpoccoTrcp kccuxcovtcxi .... Instead, you as kouv?| KTioaq must 

also understand me as icaivi) KTicnq. This inference Paul leaves to the 
readers.” 

Hence in this interpretation vs. 16 necessarily belongs to the train 
of thought of Paul from vs. 11 onward, for this train of thought indeed 

8 Ibid., n. 2. 

9 Die Briefe an die Corinther, p. 245. 

10 Der zweite Brief des Paulus an die Korinther, p. 210. 

11 D. Volter, Paulus und seine Briefe, pp. 88 fL; also, in Theol. Tijdschrift, 1889, 
p. 301. Cf. J. Weiss, Paulus und Jesus (1909), p. 27. 
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ends only with the unexpressed inference which is to be supplied after 
vs. 16. 

It is, however, in my judgment inconceivable that Paul would leave 

unspoken the very conclusion to which his entire argument is supposed 

to be aiming. Already on this point Bultmann’s attempt to connect 

vs. 16 closely with the preceding verses appears to me to fail. 

Moreover, the subject in vss. 12-15 is not at all the end of “worldly 

appearance.” When Paul says that he has died with Christ, this can 

only mean, as always with him, that he has died to sin, here concretely 

the sin of “living for self.” Thus in vss. 14-15 Paul is not affirming that 

he is not significant in his “worldly appearance” but that the old man 

is dead to sin. He is not portraying his turning from the world of the 

visible to the world of the invisible, but from the service of sin to the 

service of righteousness. Thus also the glorying ev -n-poacoTTcp is not a 

boasting of outwardly visible advantages but the false, unfounded 

glorying of the “old man,” while the glorying ev KapSia is the justified 

glorying of the new man. Thus also the apostle is not dead “with re¬ 

spect to the sensible bodily existence”—how is one to conceive of that 

at all—but with respect to sinful existence, his ungodly glorying! 

But then vs. 16 no longer fits, if one tries to understand it as a 

necessary continuation of the argument of vss. 12 ff.! For now indeed 

—if we maintain Bultmann’s outline of the line of thought12—by 

analogy it must follow: Therefore man must be judged according to 

whether he is old man or new man.13 But in no case does vs. 16 say 

that. For whatever is to be understood by “Xpicrroc; kcxt& crapKoc,” Paul 

could indeed conceive of Christ as an outwardly visible man, but not 

as the “old man.” Hence Bultmann’s argument characteristically dis¬ 

places the meaning of vss. 12-15 in order to be able to fit vs. 16 into the 

line of thought.14 

12 Of course its weakness is in the fact that vss. 14-15 specifically justify Paul’s 
conduct that is under attack, namely his sober preaching, while the thought that 
is required for vs. 16, that the apostle or even the Corinthians are rendered capable 
of a new judgment about others, is quite remote from these verses. 

13 Verse 17 then as a consequence drawn from vss. 14-15 also speaks of the old 
and the new man, a sign that our understanding of vss. 12-15 is correct. 

14 D. Georgi ([1], p. 255, n. 3) objects: “The alternative offered by Schmithals, 
. . . either ‘boasting of outwardly visible advantages’ or ‘the false, unfounded boast¬ 
ing of the old man,’ actually is not an alternative, but it is a matter of two sides 
of one and the same thing, wherein the second is Paul’s theological characterization 
of the first .... Bound up therewith is a misunderstanding, already revealed in the 
work on Gnosticism, of the dialectical character of the Pauline argument as Bult- 
mann has persuasively worked it out.” Here the actual state of affairs has been 
turned upside down. Of course I do not contradict the first sentence. But Georgi 
should not direct this objection against my interpretation but against that of Bult- 
mann! Georgi has not understood that I am criticizing Bultmann for the very 
reason that he (Bultmann) establishes this alternative in order to make vs. 16 
comprehensible in the context; for precisely because in II, 5:11 ff. Paul formulates 
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It will not be worthwhile to refute other, less satisfactory attempts 

to fit vs. 16 into the course of thought from vs. 11 onward. For it is 

390 evident anyway that vss. 11-15 set forth a self-contained argument: 

Paul wishes to give the community an indication as to how they can 

defend his authoritative apostolic office as over against the rivals who 

charge him with a deficiency as regards ecstatic experiences (vs. 12). 

This “dcpopgri” stands in vs. 11 and is repeated in vs. 13: ecstasies as 

an expression of personal religion do not belong to the ministry of the 

apostle. The sober communication of the message of salvation to others 

on the other hand is the best proof that Paul is an apostle. Verse 11a 

at the beginning of the argument, like vss. 14-15 at its end, offers the 

justification for such right conduct: the fear of the Lord or the love 

of Christ—rightly understood the two are one for Paul—demands 

obedient service to others. Any further statement is not necessary in 

this well-rounded argument. 

Of course this still does not prove that vs. 16 could not logically and 

analogously be connected with vss. 14-15. It remains the most often 

selected possibility to understand vs. 16 indeed not as conclusion and 

climax of the train of thought but in fact as one of the “characteristic 

Pauline parentheses.” 16 Verse 16 then introduces a new idea, which 

is logically joined to vss. 14-15 thus: Because we have died with Christ, 

i.e., have become new creatures, thus because we no longer live to our¬ 

selves, we no longer know anyone according to the flesh, and so forth. 

The discomfort which seizes the exegetes in such logic is understand¬ 

able. For what the apostolic “living for others,” of which vs. 15 speaks, 

has to do with the estimations concerning others, of which vs. 16 speaks, 

is in fact utterly without explanation. One would have to do as 

H. Lietzmann does and connect vs. 16 with the trdvTEq cnT£0avov of vs. 

14, which now undergoes a new interpretation that no longer takes 

vs. 15 into account. But with such a leap in thought Paul expects too 

much of the reader. 

Of course the interpretation which considers vs. 16 a parenthesis 

becomes still more problematical if one inquires as to the material 

content of the parenthetical idea expressed in vs. 16. Here fantasy has 

abundant room to play, and the expositors indeed have not been 

sparing with venturesome interpretations. 

It is most plausible to think of the parenthetical idea as having 

his argument “dialectically,” vs. 16b is incomprehensible and Bultmann’s attempt to 
eliminate that dialectic is understandable. I do not presume to deny that my interpre¬ 
tation means “a clear retreat from Bultmann’s analysis” (D. Georgi, [1], p. 255). 
But in view of the fact that Georgi has fundamentally misunderstood the discussion 
with Bultmann, this sentence is nevertheless distressing. 

15 H. Lietzmann, p. 125. J. Weiss, Paulus und Jesus (1909), p. 27. 
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arisen out of the concrete polemical situation in which Paul found 

himself. That would at least somewhat account for it. H. Lietzmann16 

thinks accordingly that in vs. 166 Paul is defending himself against the 

charge of his judaizing opponents that he has no personal acquaint¬ 

ance with Jesus to show. In such an interpretation then emerges the 

well-known problem of whether vs. 166 gives information about a 

direct acquaintance of Paul with Jesus. In vs. 16a also, H. Lietzmann 

sees a refutation of boasting on the basis of earthly advantages which 

certain people claim, without being able to say anything more specific 

about this. This most plausible interpretation already runs aground— 

apart from all the rest—on the fact that in Corinth Paul is indeed 

debating with Jews but by no means with Judaizers. His opponents are 

indeed themselves the ones who reject the cross (I, 1:17 ff.) and can 

even utter an “dvaBepa ’Iqcrouq” (I, 12:3). How are these people sup¬ 

posed to have been self-assertive with respect to Paul with their per¬ 

sonal knowledge of the fleshly Christ! 17 

Bo Reicke18 has correctly sensed this. Therefore he interprets vs. 

16 in passing to mean that Paul concedes to the docetic Gnostics: Even 

though earlier I knew Christ in an earthly manner, yet now I know 

him only pneumatically, as you do. This is the best explanation I have 

found of vs. 16 if it is understood as a parenthetical thought, even 

though, as we shall see presently, it is not tenable. 

The other expositions, out of whose “confusingly large number” 

H. Windisch19 has compiled the most important, are not able even to 

give a concrete motivation for the parenthesis. But still one may not 

forgo an explanation, not even if one holds vs. 16 to have been added 

later by Paul.20 We can spare ourselves the work here of developing 

and refuting these numerous attempts at interpretation in detail, be¬ 

cause every commentary contains such refutations and is generally 

convincing. But above all such labor is unnecessary because it can be 

shown that vs. 16 cannot have been written by Paul at all, whatever 

it may intend to say as to contents. 

The following investigation may prove this. It is to be assumed that 

vs. 16a and vs. 166 may only be seen in perfect parallelism. Further, 

the twofold possibility of connecting the “koctcc ctocpkoc” to the verbs 

or to the substantives is to be considered separately. One cannot, as 

for example H. Windisch does, determine in advance that both forms 

18 HNT 9, in loc. 
17 Our verse after all should not be drawn into the discussion of the question 

of the so-called historical Jesus, which is remote from the verse, from the Corinthian 
epistles generally, and indeed even from the whole of primitive Christianity. 

18 Diakonie, Festjreude und Zelos, p. 277. 
19 Der zweite Korintherbrief, pp. 186 ff. 
20 See in P. Schmiedel, Die Briefe an die Corinther, p. 245. 
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proceed from the same motivation. That could be, but it can be 

asserted only after the exegesis has been done. The author of the 

verse must have used the doubled koctoc crocpKcc in the same way in both 

places. Finally, a comment about Paul’s use of kcct& crapKcc must be 

mentioned in advance. Wherever Paul places koctoc crocpKcc with sub¬ 

stantives (Rom. 1:3; 4:1; 9:3, 5; 8:5; I Cor. 1:26;21 10:18) the person 

in his physico-psychical character is meant; thus koctoc crocpKcc denotes 

man insofar as he is naturally born, and in contrast to all additional 

“spiritual” connections and objectivities; in this use koctoc crapKcc means 

the same as puaci or ek cpuaccoq.22 With verbs, on the other hand, with 

the exception of Gal. 4:23, 29, koctoc adpra is used ethically. And in 

the truest sense of the saying this exception proves the rule, for the 

verb ycwav, which in itself already expresses the natural-born state, 

here possesses its own rules. For it could in fact even be omitted in 

both passages or be replaced by cTvai. No judgment is being expressed 

about birth or procreation. Rather the one born is characterized as 

dvBpco-rroc; kotoc adpica, i.e., as a man of mere “createdness” with “pneu¬ 

matic” significance. Thus Gal. 4:23, 29 in fact belongs to those pas¬ 

sages in which koctoc adpra applies to substantives and in form stands 
closest to Rom. 8:5a. 

The uniqueness of this dual usage is not accidental. In it Paul is 

adopting Gnostic concepts. Gnosticism divides man into the two con¬ 

trasting parts aocp£ and -rrvEupa. This dualism allows a distinction be¬ 

tween man kotoc oopra, that is, man insofar as he is aap£, and the 

same man KaTcc TrvEupa, that is, insofar as he is Pneuma.23 But in 

Gnosticism man is kotoc adpra in the entirety of his createdness. From 

this perspective one can understand Paul’s usage which can call man 

aocp£—to this extent wholly in agreement with the Old Testament— 

and can distinguish him as such from himself KaToc m/sOpa—in this 

respect really foreign to the Old Testament. 

For Gnosticism the createdness of man, i.e. man kotcc crapra, is an 

expression of the evil. The real man is the dvQpconoq kotoc TrveOpa. 

21 This passage is no exception. I do not know precisely what is the intention 
of R. Bultmann’s remark: “But when the ‘wise’ are called ‘wise after the flesh,’ the 
addition does not mean ‘so far as they are empirical phenomena within the world,’ 
but ‘ (wise) so far as a wisdom according to the norms of “flesh’’ is concerned’; ‘the 
wise’ is equivalent to a verb in the above discussion” ([2], I: 238). In any case'Paul 
intends to say. \ou are not boxn wise, you are not cpucrci cotjjoi, but have your wis¬ 
dom bj XpiCTTtp (I, 1:30). 

22 R. Bultmann, [2], I: 237. 

23 Cf. the First Book of Jeu 3 = Schmidt-Till, pp. 259.30 ff.; Die Geschichte von 
Joseph dem Zimmermann (TU 56 [1951]), 2.6; 4.2; 17.14; Sah. 23.8; 30.8; 31.7. 

In the background of Rom. 8:5, ol kcct& crapKoc ovTEq . . . there is, correspondingly, 
the Gnostic division of humanity into the group of the mere Sarkics, who possess 
no spark of Pneuma, and that of the Pneumatics, for whom the crccpE is the dwelling 
of the real Self. 8 
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Hence any action which occurs koctoc aoepKoe, i.e., in such a way as if the 

essential man were crocp^, is reprehensible. Such activity occurs in the 

sphere of enmity against God, of the demonic, of the vain, empty, and 

perishable. From this perspective is explained the usage, unthinkable 

for the Old Testament, that all action koctc£ crapKa is a sinful action. 

Thus with the double and characteristically distinguished usage 

Paul stands firmly in the Gnostic tradition, though he naturally does 

not also adopt the dualism with its condemnation of the av0pcoTroq 

koctoc crdpKa, but makes the alien terminology serviceable to his Old 

Testament-historical way of thinking. 

Now let us attempt to understand vs. 16 under the presupposition 

that the koctcc aocpKcc is related to the verbs. Until recently this possi¬ 

bility was rejected by a majority of those exegetes who make a distinc¬ 

tion here at all.24 In reading one is inclined purely intuitively in vs. 

16a to connect koctoc crapKoc with ouSeva. And since vs. 16£> only takes 

up again the wording of vs. 16a with an emphatic relocation of 

XpioTov, vs. 16& cannot negate this interpretation which to be sure is 

only emotional. 

But how impossible it is to make the reference apply to the verbs 

is shown by the following consideration: In this case Korra crapra can 

indeed only have the ethical sense, and Paul would be arguing: “From 

the moment when I died with Christ I know or judge no one any 

longer in a sinful way. Yea, even though I once knew Christ as a sinful 

man, yet no longer do I now.” The absurdity of such an argument 

is obvious if one once puts himself in the situation of the writer. For if 

one no longer regards anyone in a fleshly manner, then it is obvious 

that Christ—the very Christ with whom one has died to such judgment 

—is the first one who is regarded kcct& m/cOpcc, so that a person could 

not possibly get the idea of inferring: Because we no longer regard 

even Christ koctcc crapKoc, we naturally also no longer regard any other 

man in a fleshly manner.25 That would be the same as if—to offer an 

extreme example—a murderer should say, “From now on I will not 

kill a fly; indeed, even if I earlier have killed men, I now will do so 

no more.” 

24 It has recently been represented by O. Michel in EvTheol 14 (1954) : 22 ff., 
esp. p. 23: also by E. Schweizer in TWNT VII: 130-31; J. B. Soucek (see above, 
p. 302, n. 2), p. 304. Also in the Revised Standard Version of 1946, “even though 
we have known Christ after the flesh” is replaced by “even though we once re¬ 
garded Christ from a human point of view." This is followed by the revised 

Luther text of 1956. 
25 Nevertheless this still E. Schweizer’s understanding of it in TWNT VII: 130.27- 

28: “He himself intends no longer to judge anyone thus {sell., according to human 
standards). Verse 165 shows how absurd that would be.” But this is precisely what 

vs. 165 does not show. 
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The argument of vs. 16 then would have meaning, if any, if kcctoc 

crapKa were to be referred to the objects, as will presently be suggested; 

for it is understandable when one attributes to the Xpiordq kotoc aapKa 

a greater significance than to the ordinary man kcctoc aapKa. But to 

conclude that, since one does not even regard Christ any longer kcctcc 

aapKa, one has no sinful opinion any longer about men in general, is 

absurd. 

This objection would not be answerable even if one wanted to 

understand vs. 166 not as heightening but only following the preced¬ 

ing, wherein Christ would be mentioned then for illustration or as an 

example of the declaration of vs. 16a. For since e! kcu cannot reason¬ 

ably be understood in any way but as a heightening, this would not 

only be an awkward dilemma, but Christ would then remain the most 

inappropriate special case conceivable for the opinion that Paul in¬ 

tends to know no one any longer in a fleshly sinful way. 

Hence there remains only the possibility of connecting Kcrra aapKa 

with the substantives. Then according to Paul’s usage, koctoc aapKa 

must have the psychical-physical sense which we have described. But 

how are we to imagine that Paul intends to know no one anymore 

in his morally neutral, psychical-physical appearance? 26 How should 

one avoid this? What would be reprehensible about it? Surely Paul is 
not a Gnostic! 

Further, and above all, this interpretation is not possible because 

the XpioToq koctoc aapra of vs. 166 is of decisive significance in the 

salvation-history for Paul, and indeed precisely in view of the dispute 

with the Corinthians who declare ’IriaoOq, that is the Xpicrroq koctoc 

o-dpKcc, to be without significance and even curse him. The polemic 

against the aAAov ’Iricrouc;27 and the emphasizing of the cross28 signify 

just as decisive a clinging to this Xpicrroq koctoc crapKcc as do the pas¬ 

sages Gal. 4:4; Rom. 1:3; 9:5, and many others. Thus it would be 

foolish to seek to assert that Paul wants to know nothing of the natu¬ 

rally born, crucified, and resurrected Jesus of Nazareth. In what way he 

holds him to be significant is an entirely different question which does 
not belong here. 

Even if one refers the koctoc crapKa to the substantives, therefore, vs. 

16 is not comprehensible on the lips of Paul. 

Now the majority of the exegetes thread their way between the 

Scylla and Charybdis of these two closed possibilities by wrongly at¬ 

tributing to the XpiaToq koto aapKa a sense which it never had with 

26 Cf. J. B. SouCek, “Wir kennen Christus nicfit piefir nach dem Fleisch,” p. 307. 
27II, 11:4; cf. pp. 132 ff. 

281, 1:17 ff.; cf. pp. 135 ff. 
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Paul elsewhere, and cannot have. F. C. Baur29 explains that the Christ 

Kcrra crapra is the Messiah of Judaism. H. Windisch thinks (p. 188) 

that the Xpioroq koctcc crapKa is “Jesus before the Passion,” the “savior 

in Palestine,” the “teacher and prophet,” whom Paul wants to know 

no longer. H. Lietzmann (p. 125) interprets it thus: There is “for me 

no one any longer whose earthly circumstances trouble me in any 

way, ... not even the circumstances of the earthly life of Christ.” Thus 

the Xpiordq koctoc crapKa is the Christ in the “circumstances of his 

earthly life.” G. Heinrici (p. 206) formulates somewhat more precisely: 

To know someone according to the flesh means “to know someone 

according to merely human appearance, to know him in such a way 

that one has formed a judgment about him according to what he is 

by virtue of his natural and earthly form of existence.” For Jesus, then, 

according to Heinrici, Paul no longer knows the Jewish ancestry,30 the 

Davidic origin,31 or the circumcision.32 Similarly Bengel, in loc.: 

“Secundum carnem, secundum statem veterem, ex nobilitate, divitiis, 

opibus, sapientia.” R. Bultmann ([1], p. 17) thinks: “. . . since with all 

of us it is all over with respect to the sarkical existence, the world of the 

senses . . cf. in Faith and Understanding, I: 217: Christ “is a Jew 

according to the flesh (Rom. 9:5).” According to D. Georgi ([1], pp. 

282 ff.) the Xpiordq koctoc crapra is the 6eToq avr|p, endowed with a 

“sensational life-force” and as an “outstanding Pneumatic” paralleled 

with Moses, of Paul’s Corinthian opponents. 

These examples may suffice. They could be enlarged at will. Com¬ 

mon to them all is the fact that the significance of the koctcc crocpKoc 

was so softened that at least vs. 165, and in part even vs. 16a, can be 

understood in the context of Pauline theology. These interpretations 

also allow one in part to leave open the question of the syntactical 

connection of the Kcrra crapKa. A Christ who is known only from 

worldly appearance is in fact also to be recognized only in his worldly 

appearance. That these interpretations also do not rightly regard the 

total context need not be noted further here, for they are all disposed 

of with the observation that understanding of the Kcrra crapKa pre¬ 

supposed in them appears nowhere in Paul and is even ruled out for 

him. 

When Paul uses K<xrd aapKa in a neutral sense—and an ethical 

indifferentism of this designation is assumed by all these interpreta- 

28 “Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde,” Tubinger Zeitschrift, 

1831. 

30 But look at Rom. 9:5! 

31 But look at Rom. 1:3! 

32 But look at Gal. 4:4! 
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tions—he does indeed always refer to the worldly appearance, but 

always understands this in such a way that it embraces the whole man 

in his natural, begotten state. To this also belongs his activity, for 

example as teacher, and also his appearance, his cleverness, and so on. 

But never does koto crapKa designate a man purely spiritualized in 

view of individual ones of his mundanely perceivable qualities or 

activities with the explicit exception of his psychical or physical creat- 

edness. Yet that must be the case with the above-mentioned interpre¬ 

tations, since in fact it ultimately is none other than the mundanely 

perceivable Christ who was born of the seed of David, came under the 

law, and was hung on the cross. Paul certainly knows this Christ. And 

Paul likewise certainly can never leave out of account this mundanely 

perceivable Christ when, as in Rom. 1:3 and 9:5, he speaks of the 

XpiCTToq i«xrb: aapKcc. He certainly could have said that he no longer 

wished to know (or acknowledge) the circumcision, the ancestry, etc., 

of men and of Christ. But he could not express that with “no longer 

to know XpiCTToq Kcrrd crapra.” Xpioroc; icorra crocpKoc is the circumcised 

descendant of David, Jesus of Nazareth, and as the crucified One he 

stands at the center of the Pauline theology. It is contrary to all rules 

of exegesis when in the presence of such a clear and excellent attesta¬ 

tion of what XpicrToq Kcrra crapKa means in Paul’s writings, one attrib¬ 

utes, in such a difficult verse as the present one, to the kotoc crapKa a 

sense which not only is undocumented but which we also can under¬ 

stand as derived from the actual meaning only with our modern 

abstract way of thinking.33 

This is all the more true since Paul indeed is not even the creator 

of this terminology. Perhaps he then would have been able to stand 

over against it with some freedom. But he in fact unconsciously uses 

the already given Gnostic language and therefore can understand by 

Tiq KocTot crapKa nothing at all but man in all his creatureliness; more- 

33 According to D. Georgi ([1], pp. 291-92), “Schmithals fails to see that according 
to Paul’s opinion the form of manifestation and the empirical character of the 
object of knowledge as such do not define Christian existence. The resurrection of 
Christ and the fact of the new creation are rather the noetic presupposition even 
for the understanding of pre-Christian and non-Christian existence . . . .” Of course 
I agree with this. But where have I failed to see this? In our passage this problematic 
is not even under discussion if, as Georgi rightly and very decidedly does, one 
denies the connection of the kcct& aapra to the verbs of knowing (p. 291). For 
then it is a question of what Korra crapKa in Paul’s writings means, if this concept 
more precisely defines man as the object of knowing. And here the answer is un¬ 
equivocal: it means man simply in his character of an “empirical phenomenon with¬ 
in the world.’’ This is no awareness of the “new creation,” but of philology! We 
may readily concede to Georgi (p. 292) that nowhere in Paul is this man “im¬ 
mediately and in himself accessible to knowledge.” But this does not alter the fact 
that this man kotcc odpKa who is inaccessible to immediate knowledge is simply 
the earthly empirical man (Jesus) who as such—under whatever aspect of medi¬ 
ated Christian knowledge—is the Alpha and Omega of Pauline faith. 
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over, he may not understand by this anything else if he wants still to 

be understandable to his hearers; for even for these the Xpioroq Kcrra 

crapKoc is indeed not the “historical Jesus’’ of the nineteenth century 

but the crucified Jesus of Nazareth. 

Thus vs. 16 not only breaks the connection of vss. 14-15 with vs. 17, 

but in my opinion it cannot at all be made comprehensible as Pauline. 

It is to be excised as a non-Pauline gloss. Thereby the train of thought 

of II, 5:11-17 ff. is relieved of any extraordinary exegetical difficulty. 

Verse 17 follows the preceding insofar as it no longer asserts only the 

“living for others” but the whole new creation of man as a result of 

dying with Christ—the terminology of the mysteries is evident—and 

leads to the following verses, in which the office of the new-creating 

proclamation is praised, which indeed is the proper office of the 

apostle: the main apologetic theme is not abandoned! 

The meaning of the gloss likewise can now be seen at once if one no 

longer has to bring it into harmony with Pauline theology. The glossa¬ 

tor says that he intends to know no one anymore in his natural exis¬ 

tence, not even Christ. For Christ this means that the earthly figure of 

the man, the man Jesus as the dwelling of the celestial light-being, 

is rejected. Thereby the source of the gloss also is already cleared up. 

It stems from the hand of one of the dualistic Gnostics to whom the 

apostle’s polemic in 5:11 ff. applies. One may assume that some such 

person, whether a converted member of the community or one of the 

immigrant heretics themselves, read the epistle and thereupon wrote 

in the margin at vs. 17 the comment which slipped into the text in an 

early copy as vs. 16. It must be conceded to the glossator that his infer¬ 

ence is thoroughly logical if he understands vs. 17 in the Gnostic sense. 

And since with “eT tic; ev Xpicrrcp” Paul is speaking in Gnostic termi¬ 

nology which was still being employed in Corinth in its original 

mythological sense,34 the Gnostic inference is but self-evident.35 For 

the Corinthian form of early “Christian” Gnosticism, “Christ” is indeed 

the sum of all the Pneuma-sparks, and thus in this sense every Pneu¬ 

matic is “toG XpioroG,” 36 i.e., a part of the heavenly Pneuma-Christ. 

But whoever is “of Christ” or “ev Xpiorcp,” and thus in the final 

analysis is himself “Christ,” looks with contempt upon the crdp£. In¬ 

deed he has seen through it as the vain creation of the demons, and 

he knows that the body is only the prison-house of the inner Pneuma- 

34 Cf. pp. 193 ff. 

35 Cf., e.g., the Gnostic parallel from Od. Sol. 17.4: “He broke off my fetters/I 
received the face and form of a new person/and I walked in it and was redeemed.” 

361, 1:12; II, 10:7. 
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Christ. No longer to know anyone according to the flesh, no longer to 

know even the crucified Christ, is the triumphant victory cry of the 

Gnostics who in Paul’s words think of themselves as already rich, as 

already having attained lordship (I, 4:8). Thus the sense of vs. 16 is: 

ojctte (i.e., because for the person who is £v Xpicrry, everything old, 

even the old man of flesh, has passed away); 

ruaeTq (i.e., emphatically: we Gnostics; we who set for ourselves the 

XpiaroO Eapcv in opposition to a llauAou ktA. eapev) ;37 

otto toO vuv (i.e. from the time when we know ourselves to be ev 

Xpicrrci), ever since we possess the Gnosis about ourselves, since our 

ecstatic experiences reveal to us the inner Pneuma-Christ. One might 

assume that the glossator was a recently “converted” former member 

of the Pauline community in Corinth) ; 

ouSevoc (no man); 
oTSapev (this is not to be weakened but is to be taken in the fullest 

sense: he does not even exist for us; we will have nothing to do with 

him: Matt. 25:12) ; 

koto: crdpKcx (insofar as he is naturally born; so far as he is visible 

and tangible, so far as he is body, creation of the demons) ; 

e! kou EyvcoKocpEv (yivcbaKco instead of oTSa, because there is no form 

of oTSa with a perfect tense significance. Naturally the glossator is not 

thinking of a personal acquaintanceship with Jesus but means: Even 

if to us members of the young Gnostic community acquaintance with 

the crucified Jesus and his significance has earlier been imparted by 

the preaching, for example, of Paul, this now concerns us no longer. 

Certainly not all the members of the Gnostic community in Corinth 

came out of the church’s community there. Thus not all had to deny 

their “knowledge” of the fleshly Christ. Hence the real conditional 

clause which usually causes so much perplexity to the theologians and 

philologists; see R. Reitzenstein, [1], pp. 374 if.) ; 

kot& crdpKoc Xpiorov (this is the “Jesus” of II, 11:4, to whom the 

anathema of I, 12:3 pertains, thus the earthly dwelling of the heavenly 

Pneuma-Christ); 

dAAd vuv (i.e., from now on, however, since we know ourselves to 
be “in Christ”); 

ouketi yivcocrKopev (he concerns us no longer). 

Therewith vs. 166 now rightly follows vs. 16a in an intensification; 

for it is still more venturesome to reject the figure of Jesus of Nazareth, 

who outside the extremely dualistic area had the highest significance 

3T C£. I, 1:12. 
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as Messiah, as 9eToq dvrjp, as Eorccupopevoc; and £yr|Y£PM£v0<h than the 

earthly appearance of the ordinary man, whose transformation indeed 

even Paul awaits with longing. This holds true especially if the glossa¬ 

tor was up until recently a member of the Pauline church community. 

It is only natural that later Gnostic exegesis made use of this verse in 

order to prove that Christ did not have a body of flesh.38 

Thus of the five conditions stated above for the ideal determination 

of a gloss, four are met. Lacking only is the disunited literary attesta¬ 

tion. Now this lack is also frequently found elsewhere in genuine 

glosses. If, as our interpretation suggests, the original letter of Paul 

apparently already had the gloss added in Corinth, then we may not 

even expect that the later tradition would exhibit vs. 16 in any way 

other than unanimously. 

It is evident that the interpretation given here satisfactorily solves 

all the problems of II, 5:16 and splendidly reestablishes an interrupted 

connection. A “better” exposition might hardly be possible, if one 

does not regard it as “bad” in general to reckon with glosses in the 

biblical literature. 

From Paul’s polemic, we can deduce with utter clarity that the false 

teachers in Corinth were Gnostic dualists and that they sharply re¬ 

jected especially the crucified Jesus, i.e., the Christ koct& crapKa, pro¬ 

claimed by Paul, just as they rejected the body of man in general.39 

II, 5:16 now fits splendidly into this picture as a Gnostic gloss and 

thus succeeds in confirming points of information already gained. 

II. On II, 3:17-1840 

It has always been difficult for the exegetes to fit vs. 17 into the con¬ 

text intelligibly. It cannot be disputed that the verse interrupts the 

connection in a way which is not at once understandable and unneces¬ 

sarily obstructs the flow of thought.41 Verse 18 best follows directly 

after vs. 16. 

In addition, there is the fact that the identification of Christ and 

38 E.g., Faustus Manich. in Calovius, Bibl. ill., pp. 463-64. 

39 See pp. 124-41. 
*° On the following, see the sensitive study by J. Hermann, Kyrios und Pneuma 

(1961). 
41 “But since vs. 18 refers to the taking away of the veil, it is evident that vs. 17 

is an auxiliary sentence . . .” (G. Heinrici, p. 134) . P. Bachmann (p. 172) speaks 
of the “uncertainty in general which has often appeared in the exposition with 
reference to fitting vss. 17-18 into the context.” H. Windisch (p. 124) calls vs. 
17 a “parenthetical remark,” “which at first glance interrupts the course of thought 
in a manner difficult for us to comprehend.” “In such a cohesive train of thought 
(i.e., of vss. 16 and 18), what is the sudden insertion of the Spirit and of freedom 
supposed to mean?” (M. Dibelius, Botschuft und Geschiclitc, II. 128). 
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Pneuma, as it appears explicitly to be achieved by Paul here, is 

thoroughly un-Pauline. This is, of course, disputed by many exegetes, 

especially since from F. C. Baur to W. Bousset,42 thus from the ideal¬ 

istic perspective as well as from the religio-historical perspective, some 

had thought that in the equation Kupioq = TtveOpa they had found a 

foundation of the entire Pauline Christology. But Bousset let himself 

be led astray by Paul’s terminology. It is correct that in their original 

meaning, Paul’s concepts which originated in Gnosticism had equated 

Christ with the Pneuma.43 This is still clearly expressed where Paul 

speaks this language.44 Nevertheless there can be no doubt that Paul 

makes a strict distinction in his mind between Christ and the Spirit.45 

Christ bestows the Spirit; the Spirit is a medium of the Christ at work.46 

The functions which Christ and the Spirit perform are indeed in 

essence the same, but this must not obscure the fact that as to person 

Christ is in principle separate from the Pneuma. Paul adopts the sub¬ 

stantial conception of the Pneuma which often appears in his theology 

as an alien element indirectly by way of the pre-Pauline Christian com¬ 

munities from Gnosticism, and with the help of his Jewish tradition he 

transforms the Spirit which was originally identical with Christ into 

an instrument through which Christ becomes effectual with respect 

to man. The difficulty which the fitting of the Pneuma into his theo¬ 

logical thinking caused him is already shown in the fact that he appears 

constantly to alternate between the Greek conception of a Pneuma- 

substance which occupies space and the abstract Jewish conception, 

according to which only the divine Suvapiq belongs to the Pneuma of 

God. And from the same cause springs the very inability to distinguish 

between the effects of the Kupioq and the Trveupa and therewith the 

capacity for confusing the two concepts to a considerable extent after 

the Gnostic example,47 which then misleads the exegetes into the really 

untenable judgment that vs. 17a is the key to the Pauline Christology.48 

43 Kyrios Christos (1st ed.), pp. 126, 142 ff. See in E. Giittgemanns, Der leidende 
Apostel und sein Herr, pp. 342 ff. 

43 Cf., e.g., Epiph. Haer. XXX, 3: “eiq ocutov TjAOe to -TTVEupa, o-nrep £crriv 6 XpicrToq, 
Kai dveSuaaTO auTov tov 'Incrouv KaXoupEvov.” Hipp. X, 21: “uEirovSeuai tov Mricrouv, 
tov Se XpiCTTov ccTrocGrj pEpEvrjKEvcxi, -m/supa Kupiou uTrapxovTcc.” According to Hipp. VI, 
49.5, the Gnostic Marcus calculated the numerical values for “dove (— Holy Spirit) 
and Alpha and Omega (= Christ) both at 801. Thus Christ — Pneuma (cf. H. Lei- 
segang, Die Gnosis [4th ed.], p. 41). See also pp. 58-59; 63, n. 152. Cf. also Iren. I, 
13.5; Hipp. VI, 36; Ign. Magn. 15; II Clem. 14.4. 

44 E.g., Rom. 8:9-11; see above, p. 63; I, 15:45. 
46 E.g., II, 13:3; cf. G. Friedrich in Wort und Dienst, 1952, p. 64. 
46 Gal. 4:6-7. 
47 Cf. 4:4-7; Rom. 8:9-11. 

48 On the basic question one may compare R. Bultmann, [2], § 38, who also 
provides the necessary evidence, and on the details, W. G. Kummel in H. Lietzmann, 
on p. 113, 11. 23-32; H. Windisch, Der zweite Korintherbrief, p. 125; E. Fuchs, 
Christus und der Geist bei Paulus (1932), pp. 5-6. 
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Hence vs. 17a cannot be meant in the sense of an identification of 

Kupioq and TtveOpa. Besides, this interpretation makes the verse a 394 

“superfluous parenthetical christological remark,” 49 and M. Dibelius 

rightly affirms that then one can all the less comprehend “why this 

basic principle is expressed just here, between an Old Testament quota¬ 
tion and its application.” 60 395 

In recent times vs. 17 has been understood by most as an exegetical 

gloss by Paul to clarify vs. 16.51 The verse is then to be set in paren¬ 

theses, so that vs. 18 follows directly after vs. 16, which in fact alone 

is correct, and serves to simplify for the reader the interpretation of 

vs. 16. Whether this explanation is correct can be said only after the 

train of thought of the entire context is clarified. 

Paul finds himself in dispute with those who contest his apostolic 

rights. Over against them he describes to the community his ministry 

of the new—not the old—covenant, as a ministry of the Spirit—not of 

the letter (3:4-6). 

Even the ministry of the old covenant was performed in glory, as 

Paul infers from Exod. 34:29 ff., although it was a transient ministry. 

How much more, Paul argues by inference, will the ministry of the 

new, abiding covenant be a glorious one (3:7-11) ! 

In such hope the ministry of the New Testament apostle is per¬ 

formed in great boldness and not in the fashion of Moses. The remark 

from Exod. 34:33 ff. to the effect that in connection with the proclama¬ 

tion of the law Moses veiled his face for a time is interpreted by Paul 

to mean that the Jews should not see the perishable nature of the 

Mosaic law (3:12-13). Moses is here the type of the apostle; in com¬ 

parison with his lowly ministry the glory of the New Testament apostle 

should appear especially brilliant. The consequences of this veiling 

were that the Jews did not recognize the provisional character of their 

law. Indeed, their minds were so blinded that even yet today in the 

reading of the books of the old covenant this concealing veil hides 

from them the correct understanding of those books. It has not dis¬ 

appeared, because it can be taken away only by Christ, that is, because 

only from the perspective of Christ can the true significance of the law 

and therewith the provisional character of the old covenant be recog¬ 

nized (3:14). 

In vs. 15 and vs. 16 the two expressions of vs. 14 are repeated in 

49 W. G. Kiimmel in H. Lietzmann, on p. 113,11. 23-32. 

60 M. Dibelius, Botschaft und Geschichte. 

Bi See W. G. Kiimmel in H. Lietzmann, on p. 113, 11. 23-32, and the literature 

listed there; also, Kirchenbegriff . . . , p. 46, n. 19a. M. Dibelius, Botschaft und 

Geschichte. 
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essence and in the same order. “But to this day a veil lies over their 

hearts when ‘Moses’ is read” (vs. 15). “But when one turns to the 

Lord, the veil is taken away” (vs. 16). Verse 18 then logically follows 

this: “But we all (i.e., first ‘we apostles,’ and then Christians generally 

also) reflect with unveiled face the glory of the Lord,” i.e., we put 

no veil over our faces but preach with great boldness (vss. 12-13), 

without fear, since we proclaim not the transitory law but the glory 

of the Lord. 

If we understand vs. 18 thus, then in this concluding verse as in the 

entire midrash the subject is the contrast “Moses-Paul,” i.e., the min¬ 

istry of the old and that of the new covenant. That the emissaries of 

Christ, in contrast to Moses with his veiled countenance, reflect the 

glory of the Lord—precisely this is the -rrappricna which according to 

vs. 12 distinguishes them from the ministers of the old covenant. 

To be sure, vss. 15 and 16 brought with them a distinctive shift in 

thought as compared with vss. 13-14, which they repeat. While accord¬ 

ing to vss. 13-14 the covering lay over the face of Moses, according to 

vss. 15-16 it lay upon the hearts of the Israelites. It is easy to assume 

that Paul writes down vss. 15 and 16, which otherwise have nothing 

new as over against vss. 13-14, in order to give expression to this shift. 

But then in vs. 18 also it is no longer the apostles but the community 

that is the subject, and we should have to read: “We (Christians) all 

however behold with unveiled face (i.e., without having a veil upon 

our hearts) the glory of the Lord.” 52 

Since KccTOTrrplijco in the middle voice actually means “to look at one¬ 

self in a mirror”—a meaning which is equally unfavorable to either 

of the proposed translations—a decision cannot be made on linguistic 

grounds, even though the well-known parallel in Philo, Leg. all. Ill, 

101 suggests the translation “behold”: “priSc KccTOTrrpio'oupriv ev aMcp 

tivi Tijv af[v IScav” means, in the context of the passage, “Moreover I 

should not like to behold as in a mirror your form in any other.” Then 

the entire vs. 18 would remain within the mystery conception—which 

of course Paul is using only as a figure—: by means of the vision of God 

the beholder himself is transformed into the God. On this, cf. especially 

Apul. Met. 11:23-24; Od. Sol. 13. 

An eschatological view effectively concludes the midrash: “In the 

same figure we are changed from glory into glory.” The comment 

“KaBccrrep otto Kuplou TTveupaToq” follows somewhat awkwardly. The 

conclusion of the midrash would be better without it. 

E 2 Similarly, in II, 5:1-10 the apologia of the Pauline apostolate is expanded 
by an excursus dealing with the entire community. 
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Thus the sense of our passage is completely clear even without the 

exegetical gloss. No reader would miss vs. 17 or in its absence be unable 

to understand the preceding or the following verses. On the contrary, 

precisely as our commentaries show, vs. 17 renders the interpretation 

of the entire passage uncommonly difficult, and that not only because 

it is superfluous and also as a gloss has a restrictive effect,53 but also 

because it offers no precise explanation of vs. 16 at all. 

First of all we must observe the following: vs. 16: “f|viKa 5k iav 

dTTiorpeijjq Ttpoq xupiov, Trepiaipen-cu to KaAuppa” repeats analogously, 

only with transposed signs, vs. 14b: . . pf| avaKaAuTrropEvov oti iv 

Xpio-Tcp koctccpyeTtou.” Every reader will therefore at once identify the 

Kupioq of vs. 16 with Christ, who is meant as in vs. 14, and Paul himself 

was able in vs. 16 to quote Exod. 34:34 only because he intended just 

this. The connection of vs. 14 to vs. 16 is so clear here that a special 

reference to this fact was superfluous. But if Paul should still have held 

a corresponding exegetical gloss to be necessary, this could only have 

read: “6 5e xupioq 6 Xpioroq ecttiv,” i.e., by the Kupioq of the Old Tes¬ 

tament quotation Christ is meant, but never “6 5e Kupioq to -irveOpa 

£otiv.” If this sentence is Pauline, in any case the thought would 

thereby be carried forward; for Kupioq and irveOpa are not identical for 

Paul. Thus it is excluded that vs. 17a is an exegetical comment on vs. 

16. 

This already makes it clear that neither in itself nor in the context 

can vs. 17 be made comprehensible as Pauline. The following reflec¬ 

tions can support this awareness. 

Even vs. 17 b does not explain vs. 16. Verse 16 affirms that for the 

person who turns to the Lord the veil is taken away, that is, the under¬ 

standing of the law is disclosed. It is simply incomprehensible how 

this fact can be explained by the word ‘‘£A£u0£pfa.” The concept “£Aeu- 

0£pia” indeed embraces very much more than what is expressed in vs. 

16; and one does not determine the meaning of a passage that is 

already clear in itself when one joins to it an abstract broader concept. 

Thus vs. 17 does not compel the awareness that now vs. 16 is rightly 

explained, but the question as to what Paul then really means to say 

with vs. 16 when he expressly appends to it the reference to eA£u0£pioc. 

No answer is given to this question, for vs. 18 likewise refers back to 

vs. 16 without giving the slightest indication that Paul intended to 

have the correct knowledge of the law understood as freedom in any 

63 Such a gloss would, moreover, be unique in Paul. Gal. 3:16, where a new 
thought is introduced, and Gal. 4:24 as well as Rom. 10:6 ff., where an allegory is 
offered, are not parallels (contra W. G. Kiimmel in H. Lietzmann, on p. 113, 11. 
23-32); I Cor. 15:56, however, is a non-Pauline gloss' 
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sense. Naturally it would not be impossible to connect the insight into 

the real meaning of the Mosaic law with Christian eXeuQepioc as Paul 

understands it, perhaps in such a way that understanding of the aim 

of the vogoq means freedom from the law of death. But therewith Paul 

not only would be introducing a new thought which is alien to the 

context—not bondage but the transient glory of the law was the sub¬ 

ject—he would have also had to explain this thought if people were 

to understand what he meant. So, as the text now reads, the concept 

EXeuGepia in vs. 17 hangs wholly in midair, since it neither serves as 

an exact clarification of vs. 16, the meaning of which it rather obscures, 

nor provides any parenthetical thought that is obvious or self-evident 

or that advances the line of thought.54 

In conclusion, one final consideration which affects all expositions 

of the passage: If Paul wishes to move from the Kupioq to the concept 

of eXeuGepia, why does he require for this the detour by way of the 

TTVEOpa, by explaining (as for example H. Lietzmann, in loc., thinks) : 

“The Kupioq mentioned in the quotation (as person) however is (as 

substance) the Pneuma, and only where the irveOpa is is there free¬ 

dom . . . .” Why does he not make freedom dependent directly upon 

Christ here also, as is constantly done elsewhere (cf. I, 7:22-23, 39; 

9:1; Gal. 2:4; 5:1), and write something like: “But when one turns 

to the Lord (= Christ), the veil is taken away; for where the Lord is, 

there is liberty (from the law of death, or something similar) ”? If 

that were here, then perhaps one could overcome the reservations 

against the isolated and unexpected emergence of eXeuQepicc. But it is 

not here, and thus the extremely peculiar fact that Paul unnecessarily, 

indeed confusingly, and contrary to his custom involves the Spirit in 

his statements in vs. 17 remains enigmatic and unexplainable, quite 

B* The exegetes give varied definitions of it even in terms of contents. H. Lietz¬ 
mann, in loc.: freedom is asserted here “in apostolic self-consciousness.” W. G. 
Kiimmel in H. Lietzmann, in loc.: . . he becomes free from the enslaving powers 
of this world, and thus also from the slavery of the law.” P. Bachmann, [2], p. 175: 
the freedom is “the freedom which is first of all inward, but then is also shown 

in conduct, relationships, and works. It has its life from the Lord and his Spirit, 

and thus it draws from the most high and most powerful and bestows upon men who 

are formed by it free and sure movement in the clarity and immediacy of the 

fellowship with God and of self-expression.” H. Windisch, p. 126: “Here freedom 

means being free from all the veils that hinder the knowledge of God and his 

salvation and the communion with God and the understanding of God . . . , 

furthermore the release from all the burdensome prescriptions of the law (Acts 

15:10), from the entire apparatus of the Mosaic cult.” G. Heinrici, p. 137: “To 

have a veil upon the heart and to be spiritually free are opposites.” P. Schmiedel, 

p. 229: “’EXeuOepia in this context is freedom from the law and its KctTdKpicnc;.” 

M. Dibelius (Botschaft und Geschichte, II: 130) : “. . . Freedom (of immediate 

access to God) .” 
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apart from the fact that the form of this involvement—Christ = Pneu- 
ma—is absolutely un-Pauline. 

Thus it will not do to try to fit vs. 17 into the context of the whole 
midrash in a sensible way. Now the following observations also are 
interesting: 

The midrash II, 3:7-18 is typically Jewish or rabbinical, not only in 
its manner of argument and its style but also in its language. Even 
vs. 8—f| SiocKovia tou nveupccToc;—is good Jewish material (Ezek. 36: 
25), and the mystery terminology used in vs. 18a certainly is in this 
form Paul’s Jewish inheritance.55 On the other hand vs. 17 and vs. 186 
offer pure Gnosticism in conceptuality and conception. This differ¬ 
ence is so striking that it would have to attract special note even if 
the exposition of vs. 17 caused no difficulties. 

Further: vs. 186—Ka0carep and Kupiou irveupaToq—is a most infelici¬ 
tous comment in this passage. Not because it could not possibly fit 
into the context. It is indeed rather unusual to consider the xupioc; 
from two wholly different sides in one sentence: we are changed into 
the same image (of the Lord) as by the Lord of the Spirit—but this 
is not the most peculiar thing. More important is the fact that the 
midrash has a good liturgical ending that is so effective that one can¬ 
not avoid the suspicion that the following piece was added only later. 
And moreover there is the fact that vs. 186, precisely like vs. 17, calls 
attention to itself by its Gnostic language as a foreign element in the 
midrash. 

If one takes all this together, the consideration may be justified 
as to whether vs. 17 together with vs. 186 should be excised as non- 
Pauline glosses. It is immediately evident that thereby all the exegetical 
difficulties in vss. 12-18 caused by vs. 17 would be eliminated and 
the conclusion of the midrash would afford an eminently clear con¬ 
tinuity. Moreover, the certainly necessary terminological unity of the 
midrash would thus be restored. But we would also obtain a gloss 
which by virtue of its form is so striking that there can hardly be any 

doubt as to its original unity: 

6 5k Kupioq to irvcupa ccttiv. 

ou 6e to irveupa Kupiou, 

eAeuOepia 

KaSaTrep Goto Kupiou irveupaToq. 

The important thing is only to recognize the meaning of this gloss. 
Its language points to a Gnostic origin. And in fact it can splendidly 

66 Cf. the evidence in H. Lietzmann, HNT 9, in loc. 
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be understood on the lips of one of the Corinthian Gnostics against 

whom Paul is writing. The apostle’s letters undoubtedly played a role 

in the discussion within the Corinthian community; they had been 

read also by the Gnostics, who of course still belonged within the 

community. We have already seen that one of them provided the 

epistle with marginal comments, prom the same hand comes the com¬ 

ment which originally stood in the margin beside the last sentences 

of the midrash and which, broken into two parts, in a recopying 

slipped into the text itself. 

The glossator obviously was concerned about the concept of eAeu- 

Gcpioc—a typically Gnostic concept, which was of significance in Cor¬ 

inth.66 For the Gnostic, eXeuGepicc signified primarily the freedom from 

the world in a wholly real sense, that is to say, the liberation of the 

TTVEupcx from the crapf and its sphere, and therefore secondarily the 

freedom from all the ethical directions which had reference to the 

crdp£. That this subject was of current interest in Corinth is shown, 

for example, by the discussion about eating meat sacrificed to idols 

in I Cor. (cf. 8:1; 9:1; 10:29), where Paul clearly takes a stand against 

an unrestrained practice of eXeuGepia.67 In direct opposition to the 

view of Paul, our glossator argues for the unrestricted validity of the 

gnostically understood freedom. 

Moreover his remark is evidently an exposition of the quotation 

which Paul gives in vs. 16, only naturally in a Gnostic sense! Paul in¬ 

tends by vs. 16 to be saying: anyone who turns to the Lord recognizes 

the law in its provisionality. The Gnostic radicalizes this. For him 

the Christ-Kyrios and the Pneuma which dwells in man are identical.58 

Thus to him the passage from Exodus is saying: “Anyone who turns 

to the Pneuma recognizes the transitory character of the law.” But 

where the Pneuma is, there freedom reigns for the Gnostic.59 The 

Pneumatic is liberated from the sphere of the terrestrial including 

the laws connected therewith.60 This conception is necessarily given 

with the myth.61 “To take away the veil from the law” or “to recognize 

the law” therefore has, in Gnostic exposition, the meaning: to recognize 

86 See pp. 218 ff. 

07 On this, see pp. 224 ff. 

68 Cf., e.g., the passages cited above, p. 316, n. 43. 

60 Cf. the Coptic Gospel of Philip 73 = Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 52: “The bridal 
chamber is not provided for the beasts, nor for the slaves or defiled women, but 
it is provided for free men and women through the Holy Spirit.’’ 

00 Cf., e.g., Iren. I, 6.4: “We, the Psychics, who are of this world, need con¬ 
tinence and good works, in order thereby to attain to the place of the center; but 
they, the TrveupctTiKoi and teAeioi, by no means have such need.’’ 

61 -tTveOpa stands in radical opposition to aap|, and the law is a work of the 
creator of the world, the evil deity. 
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that the law is a creation of the demons62 and therefore is not valid 

for the Pneumatics. Thus with his comment the Gnostic intends to 

say: “Since Christ and the Pneuma are identical, but with the Pneuma 

of the Pneumatic is given at the same time dAeuOepia, the sense of 

Exod. 34:34 is: the Christian—as Pneumatic—is free from the law.” 

As far as wording is concerned, Paul naturally also could have drawn 

this latter inference.63 But he could not argue as the Gnostic did. For 

one thing, he cannot equate Kupioq and TrveOpa. For with him the 

detour by way of the Pneuma would be incomprehensible, though for 

the Gnostic it is necessary since the name for the individual self of 

man which lives in cAeuSepia is not Kupioq but nveOpa. And finally, 

Paul in fact also would at least have had to clarify the concept eAeu- 

0epia, if one does not already exclude the possibility that he introduces 

it into the context at all, while the Gnostic refers with it to one of his 

catchwords. 

On the gloss itself it remains to be said that on the lips of the 

Gnostics the two genitives were meant as expressions of identity and 

therewith take up the thesis of vs. 17a. “Kupioq -rrveupaToq” means “the 

Lord, who is the Spirit”; correspondingly, “TrveOpa Kupiou” means “the 

Spirit, who is the Lord.” 64 

Thus it is true once more that the text without the presumable 

gloss affords a good connection in contrast to the presently existing 

text; that the supposed gloss is explainable neither in the context nor 

even in itself as Pauline; finally that it does however in itself acquire 

an excellent interpretation as a marginal comment from the hand of 

one of the Gnostics in Corinth. Since the gloss presumably was written 

on the margin of the original epistle, it is not surprising that it has a 

unanimous literary attestation. 

The gloss stands in the same epistolary fragment65 in which is found 

also the inserted verse II, 5:16. In view of the fact that corresponding 

62 Cf., e.g., Epiph. Haer. XXVIII, 1: Cerinthus asserts, “tov vopov kcci tou<; irpo- 
(pr|Taq into dyyeAou SeSoctGoci,” and according to Haer. XXVIII, 2 this angel is re¬ 
garded as “ouk dyaQoq.” Cf. H. Schlier, Der Brief an die Galater, Meyer Kommentar 

VII (1949, 10th ed.) : 111 ff. 

63 For the Gnostics freedom from the law means libertinism; for Paul it means 
the possibility of a new obedience. 

o* If the major premise is accepted, then we have an explicit confirmation that 
the Gnostics in Corinth identified Christ with the Spirit (which dwelt in them¬ 
selves). For one who accepts the explanation of II, 3:17 proposed here, the funda¬ 
mental correctness of the studies on pp. 193-218 would be confirmed at first hand. 
Quite incidentally the interesting observation is to be made that the Gnostics in 
Corinth in principle recognize the authority of the Old Testament, a fact which 
of course is only obvious among Jewish Gnostics and is also elsewhere assured for 

the Corinthian heretics (cf. pp. 294-95). 

65 Epistle C; cf. pp. 96 ff. 
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marginal comments are not to be found in the other epistles, this may 

give support to the correctness of our interpretation. 

Both glosses are to be attributed to the aim of deriving a decisive 

pro-Gnostic thesis from the text of Paul himself.66 But what is striking 

about both of them is above all their elaborate stylistic construction. 

In the last passage considered, it produces an outright affected effect. 

Instead of writing “ou 6s to uveOga, sAsuGspia,” the glossator expresses 

his thought in a form which is indeed permissible but still verbose: 

“ou 6s to irveOga Kupiou—sAsuGspia—KaG&Trsp oaro Kupiou TrvsupaToq.” 

No less elaborate in form is the construction of II, 5:16: “coots ripsiq 

goto toO vuv ouSsva oi'Sapsv koto aapicoc. si kou syvcoKapsv Kcrra crapKa 

XpiaTov, aAAa vuv ouketi yivcooKOpsv.” 

And here also the expression is overdone. Instead of the conditional 

sentence, a simple “not even Christ” would have sufficed. 

It is not at all Paul’s way to speak thus. Even if perhaps rhythmic 

prose had not remained without effect on him,67 still any merely 

rhetorical interest is foreign to him. On the other hand, Paul charges 

against his Corinthian opponents that they loved to talk in vain croquet 

Aoyou (I, 1:17) and to win men sv TrsiGoTq croquccq Aoyoiq, as is evident 

from I, 2:4. One cannot ask for better examples of such an artistic 

but empty manner of speaking than the two glosses which we have 

established. Paul’s criticism of the u-rrspoxf] Aoyou (I, 2:1) of the Co¬ 

rinthians who speak in SiSotKToTq Aoyoiq of human wisdom (I, 2:13) 

exactly fits the affected form of the two Gnostic marginal comments. 

Thus even in this not uninteresting way we secure a confirmation of 

the close connections between the two passages regarded as un-Pauline 

and the Corinthian Gnostics.68 

W. G. Kiimmel (Feine-Behm-Kiimmel, p. 211) regards it as “ex¬ 

tremely improbable” “that glosses of Paul’s opponents could have suc¬ 

ceeded in getting unnoticed into the text of the archetype lying at the 

basis of our manuscripts.” I see no difficulty here. Why should a 

Gnostic not have been able to make marginal comments on the original 

writing? And no one who holds the passages involved to be Pauline 

can insist that a later copyist would have had to recognize these com¬ 

ments as un-Pauline and excise them. 

66 The method of Paul’s Gnostic opponents of finding support for their theses in 
passages of the Pauline epistles or in the conduct of Paul himself is also demon¬ 
strable elsewhere: II Thess. 2:2 (cf. Vol. 2, p. 149) ; Gal. 5:11 (cf. Vol. 2, p. 28). Of 
course they do not therewith mean to appeal to Paul as a Gnostic comrade-in-arms. 
All the passages cited rather show the same not unskilled line of argument, of 
presenting Gnostic opinions as the logically consistent interpretation of Pauline 
principles: even Paul must concede this or that, they argue. 

67 Blass-Debrunner (7th ed.), pp. 224 ff. 

<>6 See I, 1:12; cf. pp. 199 ff. 
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The explanation of II, 5:16 and 3:17-18 given here naturally does 

not depend on the asserted suspicion that they were Paul’s Gnostic 

opponents in Corinth who made these marginal comments. That Gnos¬ 

tic glosses are involved in both verses appears to me to be the only 

possible interpretation of these verses. That these glosses come from 

the hand of the adversaries whom Paul personally combated seems to 

me to have in its favor a well-founded likelihood. 



SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 

1 On the following, cf. R. Haardt in U. Bianchi, Le Origine dello 
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terms and contexts, is by no means dead. It will not die as long as 

sinful man lives” (p. 186). Christian Science and theosophy, Toynbee 

and Tillich, A. Schweitzer and Bishop Robinson, the modern trust 

in science and materialist philosophy serve as examples for van Gronin¬ 

gen of the present locus of this “Gnosticism.” 

3 Correctly S. Arai in U. Bianchi, pp. 181 ff.; K. Rudolph in Kairos, 

1967, p. 109. 

4 Cf. now also S. Arai in U. Bianchi, pp. 179 ff.; K. Rudolph in 

Kairos, 1967, p. 108; E. Haenchen, Gott und Mensch (1965), pp. 16-17. 

5 Cf. H. Koester in Gnomon 33 (1961) : 595. On the subject, cf. also 

P. Pokornf, Der Epheserbrief und die Gnosis, pp. 40 ff. 

6 P. Hoffmann, Die Toten in Christus, pp. 31 ff.; C. Colpe in U. 

Bianchi, pp. 429 ff.; L. Troje in Museum Helveticum V (1948) : 98 ff.; 

H. Langerbeck, Aufsatze zur Gnosis (1967), pp. 113-14; A. A. T. Ehr- 

hardt in StTh IV (1952) : 154-55; P. Pokorny, pp. 43-44; A. Dieterich, 

Eine Mithrasliturgie, pp. 199 ff.; W. Bousset, [2], pp. 518-19. 
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Cf. K. Holl, Gesammelte Aufsatze, II: 6. 

327 

7 

Cf. H. M. Schenke, “Hauptprobleme der Gnosis,” Kairos 7 (1965): 8 
117-18. 

Colpe also follows the method criticized here in his article 6 utoq 9 

toO dvGpco-rrou (TWNT VIII: 403 ff.); he does this by inquiring after 

“counterparts” among religious parallels in question and affirming (p. 

414.29) “unfailingly serious differences.” Then in the search for the 

historical roots of the Jewish Son-of-Man figure, he consistently arrives 

at the conclusion “that the history of the Son-of-Man conception within 

history is to be inferred from Jewish apocalyptic itself” (p. 422.26 ff.). 

The religio-historically fundamental fact that the concept and the 

figure of the celestial “man” represent an entity which overlaps with 

Jewish apocalyptic is regarded by Colpe as unimportant and is ignored 

(p. 422.8 ff.). 

For criticism of Colpe’s method of working in general, cf. the discus¬ 

sion by G. Widengren in OLZ 58 (1963) : 533-48. 

R. Haardt (Die Gnosis [1967], pp. 22-23) is mistaken when he gives 

it as my opinion that the Gnostic system described in the following 

is the fundamental Gnostic system or basic model which underlies all 

other expressions of the Gnostic myth. I do regard the structure of 

this system as relatively old, e.g., in comparison with systems which 

have a redeemer myth. But it is of interest to us only as a particular 

system, namely as the one appearing, in my opinion, in Corinth. 

Hence it is not correct that I regard the Apophasis “as a genuine 10 

work of Simon himself”—thus W. Foerster in U. Bianchi, p. 191. 

Cf. H. v. Campenhausen, Die Entstehung der christlichen Bibel, 11 

BhTh 39 (1968) : 161-62. 

The investigation of the Apophasis by J. H. Frickel (in U. Bianchi, 12 

p. 197) also leads to this view. His study comes to the conclusion that 

Hippolytus did not quote the Apophasis itself but rather a para¬ 

phrasing commentary on it. Cf. ibid, in Studi di Storia Religiosa della 

tarda antichita (Messina, 1968), p. 49: “The ‘Apophasis Megale’ may 

. . . with great probability be regarded as the original system which 

underlies . . . the other systems.” 

Cf. the fine study by H. Schlier, “Der Mensch im Gnostizismus” in 13 
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Besinnung auf das NT (1964), pp. 97 ff. Further, W. Foerster, “Die 

Naassener” in Studi di Storia Religiosa della tarda antichita, pp. 21 ff. 

14 W. Foerster (see preceding note), e.g., neglects this necessary differ¬ 

entiation. 

15 Correctly seen also by C. Colpe in U. Bianchi, pp. 442-43. Cf. also 

W. Foerster (see note 13), pp. 26 ff. Contra, incorrectly, B. A. Pear¬ 

son, in JBL 86 (1967): 305. 

16 Cf. N. A. Dahl, Das Volk Gottes (1963, 2nd ed.), p. 115. 

17 The three secret words which, according to Saying 13 of the Gospel 

of Thomas, Jesus communicates to Thomas, whose “master” he does 

not wish to be, may have been: cru eT eyco. 

18 According to Saying 24, the disciples find the place where Jesus 

dwells within themselves: thus Jesus is their real self. Hipp. VIII, 15 

quotes Monoimos: euprjaeiq cxutov ev asauTcp. 

19 Otherwise Epiphanius must have exchanged “Jesus” and “Christ” 

and be speaking of Cerinthus’ Jesus, who, as “vessel” of the Christ, 

experiences the ordinary human fate. But Cerinthus would hardly 

have been able to speak of an apocalyptically conceived general resur¬ 

rection of the dead. 

20 Cf. II Clem. 15.3-4. 

21 Cf. also S. Arai in U. Bianchi, pp. 182-83, who moreover attempts 

to prove a similar development also for the Gospel of Truth: S. Arai, 

Die Christologie des Evangelium Veritatis (Leiden, 1964), pp. 120-21. 

22 Cf. further M. Bouttier, En Christ. Etude d’exegese et de la theologie 

pauliniennes (Paris, 1962) ; P. Pokorny, pp. 55-56. 

23 The historically meant Johannine ijeveiv tv auTcp or ev epoi (scil. 

Xpiorcp) may intentionally replace a substantially meant, Gnostic eTvcu 

tv ; cf., e.g., John 6:56; 15:4. Pertinent passages from the Corpus 

Hermeticum in Pokorn^, p. 56. 

24 E. Giittgemanns, Der leidende Apostel und sein Herr, pp. 252 ff.; 

Pokorny, pp. 34 ff., 50 ff. 
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Cf. also P. Pokorny, pp. 56-57. 25 

Contrary to E. Guttgemanns’ objection (p. 108, n. 80), the idea of 26 

substitution does occur everywhere in the myth; on behalf of his 

“body,” the redeemer takes upon himself the trouble of the descent, the 

burden of suffering in the darkness, and the battle at the ascent, to 

bring Gnosis to that “body” and to blaze the trail into the celestial 

world. As the TrpoSpopoq he is followed by his emissaries who, in the 

world, suffering under the menacing grip of the demonic powers, act 

un-ep XpicnroG by gathering together the acbpa XpiaroG. Cf. further 

W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (ET, 1970), p. 169. 

E. Lohse (in Meyer Kommentar IX, 2 [1968, 14th ed.]: 121-22 and 27 

in NTS 11 [1965]: 213) may be correct when in his exposition of Col. 

he connects the Xpioroc; sv upTv with the Christ who is preached among 

the nations. But since we are asking not about the meaning of the 

author of Col. but about the original meaning of the obviously already 

existing material which he employed, Lohse’s exposition, contrary to 

his view, in no way affects our religio-historical evalution of Col. 1:26- 

27. 

Cf. Hipp. VIII, 12-15; X, 17; Iren. I, 12.3; 30.1.6; further material in 28 

H. M. Schenke, [2], pp. 6 ff. 

Cf. further G. Iber, Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen 29 

zum Begriff des Menschensohns im NT, Diss. Heidelberg, 1953, pp. 

37 ff.; C. Colpe in TWNT VIII: 403 ff.; H. Balz, Methodische Pro- 

bleme der neutestamentlichen Christologie, WMANT 25 (1967) : 61 ff. 

H. F. Weiss, Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des hellenistischen und 30 

palastinischen Judentums, TU 97 (1966): 305 ff. 

C. Colpe, TWNT VIII: 413, n. 67. 31 

Cf. further C. Colpe, TWNT VIII: 413; K. Rudolph, Theogonie, 32 

Kosmogonie und Anthropogonie in den mandaischen Schriften, 

FRLANT 88 (1965) : 297-98; Apokalypse des Adam, ed. A. Bohlig and 

P. Labib, Koptisch-gnostische Apokalypsen aus Codex V von Nag 

Hammadi, p. 96. 

H. F. Weiss, art. “Menschensohn” in RGG [3rd ed.], IV, cols. 874 ff. 33 
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34 Cf. the methodological reflections of Reitzenstein in R. Reitzenstein 

and H. H. Schaeder, Studien zum antiken Synkretismus, p. 129. 

35 K. Rudolph in WZUJ, 1963, Sonderheft, p. 93 (Literature); R. 

Bultmann, [5], p. 12. 

36 Here also possibly belongs the fact that the two-aeons schema in 

apocalyptic not seldom is transposed out of the temporal into the 

spatial category; see the literature in E. Grasser, Der Glaube im He- 

brderbrief (1965), p. 176, n. 159. 

37 H. Conzelmann, “Die Mutter der Weisheit,” in E. Dinkier, ed., 

Zeit und Geschichte (1964), pp. 225 ff.; K. Rudolph in Kairos, 1967, 

p. 118; C. Colpe in TWNT VIII: 412 (Literature); H. F. Weiss, 

Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie . . . , TU 97 (1966) : 181 ff. 

38 H. Ringgren, “Qumran and Gnosticism,” in U. Bianchi, pp. 379 ff.; 

K. Rudolph, “Stand und Aufgaben der Erforschung des Gnostizis- 

mus,” WZUJ, 1963, Sonderheft, esp. pp. 92-93; also, [1], pp. 226-27; 

H. Braun in ThRs 29 (1963) : 194; also, Qumran und das NT, II 

(1966) : 136 ff.; E. Kasemann, Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen, 

II: 28-29. 

39 Cf. further G. Quispel, “Gnosticism and the NT,” in J. P. Hyatt, ed.. 

The Bible in Modern Scholarship (1965), pp. 252 = VC 19 (1965): 

65 ff.; D. Georgi in E. Dinkier, ed., Zeit und Geschichte, pp. 269-70, 

according to whom Gnosticism is oriented “to the intention of the Old 

Testament”; E. Schweizer in ZNW 57 (1966) : 199; G. Kretschmar in 

EvTheol 8 (1953) : 354 ff. 

40 P. Pokorny (pp. 40 ff.) employs H. M. Schenke’s analysis in his at¬ 

tempt to account for the origin of Gnosticism, in similarly uncon¬ 

vincing fashion. According to his opinion, before the emergence of 

Gnosticism man was conscious of being related in essence to deity and 

was also of the opinion “that the objective cosmos does not harmonize 

with a higher spiritual substance .... People longed for a liberation 

from this oppressive environment. Even before the rise of actual Gnos¬ 

ticism, the view had been formulated that redemption consists in 

knowledge of self and in the ascent of the soul” (p. 45). The “con¬ 

scious Gnostic revolt” began with a “stratagem”: “The invisible most 
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high God was equated with a celestial being and the creator-God was 

made a subordinate servant. This was done on the basis of the peren¬ 

nially troublesome and debated passage Gen. 1:26-27: man, or the 

spiritual power dwelling within him, is, according to this, a likeness 
of the highest deity” (p. 46). 

For criticism of Schenke’s construction, see K. Rudolph in OLZ 59 
(1964), cols. 574 ff. 

Cf. further A. Adam in U. Bianchi, pp. 296, 300; A. Bohlig, in U. 41 

Bianchi, pp. 109 ff.; H. Jonas in J. P. Hyatt, pp. 279 ff., 288 ff.; K. 

Rudolph in Kairos, 1967, pp. 112-13; E. Kasemann, Exegetische Ver- 

suche und Besinnungen, II: 28-29; J. Maier, Vom Kultus zur Gnosis 

(1964), pp. 23 ff.; K. Schubert, “Jiidischer Hellenismus und jiidische 

Gnosis,” in Wort und Wahrheit, 18 (1963) : 455 ff.; A. D. Nock, “Gnos¬ 

ticism,” HTR 57 (1964) : 255 ff. 

The Gnostic “Apocalypse of Adam” from Codex V from Nag Ham- 42 

madi also shows a purely Jewish influence; cf. A. Bohlig and P. Labib, 

pp. 96 ff. 

Cf. further Bohlig, “Der jiidische und judenchristliche Hintergrund 

in gnostischen Texten von Nag Hammadi,” in U. Bianchi, pp. 109 ff.; 

K. Rudolph in TLZ 90 (1965), cols. 321-22; also in WZUJ, Sonderheft, 

1963, pp. 92 ff.; J. M. Robinson in ZThK, 1965, pp. 333-34. 

With respect to the deficiencies in the literature, the same situation 43 

prevails for the mystery cults as for early Gnosticism, even though the 

motives for the lack of literature were quite diverse in both places; 

cf. A. Dieterich, pp. 52-53. 

J. Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (1961), pp. 237-38, ob- 44 

jects—hardly justifiably—to H. Schlier’s exposition. 

On this metaphor, greatly cherished in almost all religious move- 45 

ments, cf. further A. Dieterich, pp. 128-29; H. Windisch, pp. 320 ff.; 

E. Preuschen, Zwei gnostische Hymnen (1904), pp. 30-31, 40-41; II Cor. 

11:2; Herm. Vis. I, 3.4; III, 9 ff.; IV, 2.1-2. 

As man and Son of Man—Hipp. VIII, 12-15; X, 17. As spirit and 46 

body—II Clem. 14.2-4. 

Cf. K. Rudolph, Theogonie, Kosmogonie und Anthropogonie . . . , 47 

FRLANT 88 (1965): 271-75, 336, 345. 
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This judgment presupposes the literary-critical analysis of the Thes- 

salonian epistles as it is proposed in Vol. 2, pp. 91 ff., 139 ff. 

Hypotheses about the division of the Corinthian epistles were also 

variously proposed after the aforementioned work of C. Clemen, which 

gives a full account of the earlier literature. One may compare, e.g.: 

C. Clemen, Paulus, I, II (1904); R. Drescher, “Der zweite Korinther- 

brief und die Vorgange in Korinth seit Abfassung des ersten Korinther- 

briefes,” ThStKr, 1897, pp. 43-111; A. Halmel, Der zweite Korinther- 

brief des Apostels Paulus (1904); H. Lisco, Die Entstehung des zweiten 

Korintherbriefes (1896) ; D. Volter, Paulus und seine Briefe (1905); 

the literature down to 1922 is discussed by E. Golla, Zwischenreise und 

Zwischenbrief (1922); further, cf. J. Hiring, [1], pp. xii ff.; [2], pp. 

xi ff.; A. Schweitzer, pp. 49-50; J. Weiss, [1], pp. xl-xliii; H. Windisch, 

pp. 11 ff. (Literature); E. Dinkier in RGG (3rd ed.), IV, col. 18; C. H. 

Dodd, NTS, 1953, pp. 80 ff., 83 ff.; R. Bultmann, [1], p. 14, n. 16; G. 

Bornkamm, [1], pp. 1 ff.; B. Rigaux, Saint Paul et ses lettres (1962), 

pp. 153 ff.; W. Marxsen, pp. 77 ff.; F. Hahn, p. 81, n. 8; D. Georgi, [1], 

pp. 16 ff.; P. Cleary, CBQ 12, 1950, pp. 10 ff.; A. M. G. Stephenson, 

“Partition Theories on II Corinthians,” Studia Evangelica, II, Part I 

(1964) : 639-46; C. Bjerkelund, Parakalo, n. d., pp. 141 ff.; W. H. Bates, 

“The Integrity of II Corinthians,” NTS 12 (1965) : 56-69; J. Harrison, 

“St. Paul’s Letters to the Corinthians,” Exp. Times 77 (1965/66) : 285- 

86; A. Q. Morton, “Dislocation in 1. and 2. Corinthians,” Exp. Times 

78 (1966/67): 119. 

H. Conzelmann (pp. 13 ff., et passim) holds that a literary-critical 

analysis of I Cor. is not absolutely necessary. One could understand 

the epistle as a unity. His opinion on chap. 9 is characteristic: “With 

reference to the literary questions one will have to acquiesce in a non 

liquet and concede the advantage to the conservative view” (p. 179, 

n. 5). Why this latter? Since Conzelmann acknowledges the composite 

literary character of other epistles, in the exposition of I Cor. he should 

not be allowed to ask whether its integrity can be maintained if neces¬ 

sary, but only whether it can better be explained with the assumption 

of its integrity than with the opposite assumption. 

P. Gaechter (Petrus und seine Zeit [1958], pp. 311-37) treats I, 1:2 in 

detail. He gives the conclusion of his study in the following para¬ 

phrase: “Paul sends his blessing to the church of God as it has taken 

form in Corinth, and this means to all those together who through 

their sanctification have been brought together into unity in Christ 

Jesus, but also to all individually who have been called to be holy, in 
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their association with those who as official leaders of worship call on 

the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, in whatever place they are, whether 

those who are in Corinth, the location of the addressees being sum¬ 

moned to holiness, or those who at present are with us in Ephesus”! 

Cf. further Vol. 2, pp. 185 ff. 

By having the writings of Paul addressed to the executors of the 

apostle’s legacy and thus to all his congregations or to their leaders, 

the author of the Pastoral Epistles skillfully avoids the difficulty of 

making epistles to individual congregations binding upon the whole 

church. In I, 1:2b he solves this problem as well as possible, but still 

in essence quite crudely. 

W. Michaelis ([2], p. 26) doubts that the same controversies are 51 

meant in I, 11:18 and I, 1-4. But this doubt certainly cannot be 

justified exegetically, as would be required, but can only be ruled out 

(see below). J. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, pp. 136- 

37, wants to understand the passage in I, 11:18-19 eschatologically: “In 

the last days, which are not far off, many in the Church will fall away, 

and thereby endanger the Church’s continued existence.” But it is 

impossible to regard the oripecreiq of I, 11:18-19 as a “part of the future 

misfortunes, of the Messianic sufferings.” Paul rather hears that divi¬ 

sions are now present. 

Of course, cf. I, 5:1. 52 

Cf. E. Giittgemanns, p. 88, who of course objects: “But this over- 53 

looks that, according to Paul, along with the kerygma of God’s raising 

of Jesus the credibility of the preacher also was involved” (cf. vs. 15). 

However, the circle of the preachers of the resurrection of Jesus, whose 

credibility of course is not called in question in 15:9, by no means 

coincides with that of the apostles. Decisive for our question, however, 

is simply that in 15:9 Paul still senses no necessity of defending the 

legitimacy of his apostolate. 

Even in I, 8:10 Paul chooses only an extreme example practiced 54 

in Corinth of the use which the possessor of Gnosis makes of his free¬ 

dom to hold the idols in contempt and to eat the meat sacrificed to 

idols; this example is not at all directed against the worship of idols. 

Paul therefore does not by any means forbid participation in the idols’ 

meals, but only wishes to see them avoided for the sake of love. 

Conversely, 10:1-22 treats only of cultic meals, of the worship of 

idols, not of the eating of meat sacrificed to idols. In this section Paul 

simply is forbidding participation in the idols’ meals. 
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55 Of course H. v. Soden (Sakrament und Ethik bei Paulus, pp. 21-22) 

attempts to maintain the unity of the section 8:1-11:1, without an¬ 

swering the objections that argue against such unity. 

Further, G. Bornkamm ([2], esp. pp. 346 If.) has not succeeded in 

convincing me that both sections can be understood in a proper inter¬ 

pretation of the Pauline intention as a unitary sketch. As we have seen, 

I, 8:10 does not amount to a bridge connecting the two sections. The 

remarkable statement that “some compiler sought precisely here a 

shockingly poor place for the introduction (insertion?) of B (=: 9:24- 

10:22),” that nevertheless “the interruption by Paul himself is quite 

suggestive” and “the connection of 9:24-27 to 9:23” is “too close,” is 

still an admission that Bornkamm’s exegesis could not really clear away 

the doubts about the unity of the section; for I do not understand how 

the same train of thought in a compiler is shockingly poor and yet in 

Paul himself is quite sensible. I regard the insertion by the compiler 

under the circumstances to be extraordinarily skillful. 

Strange also is the argument, “If I Cor. 10:1-22 had actually stood in 

the warning epistle of I Cor. 5:9, then the Corinthians would in fact 

not have misunderstood the apostle but understood him correctly, and 

Paul would now be beating a retreat . . ([2], p. 315); for if the 

substantive relationship of I, 5:9 to I, 10:1-22 is seen correctly here, 

then both passages in the same epistle would be all the more impos¬ 

sible. But actually I, 5:9 has no immediate connection with I, 10:1-22; 

for here Paul is forbidding participation in the heathen cult, and there 

he is interpreting an assertion which people would have been able to 

misunderstand as a prohibition of commerce with pagans altogether. 

I, 10:1-22 provides no occasion for such misunderstanding, though II, 

6:14 ff. probably does (see above, pp. 94-95). 

56 G. Bornkamm ([2], p. 347) also admits that a sharp break is to be 

made before I, 9:24 (and not first at I, 10:1). Above all H. W. Bartsch 

(Entmythologisierende Auslegung [1962], pp. 17211.) has not only 

noted the caesura before I, 9:24 but also splendidly described it. This 

observation and description is especially valuable because Bartsch pays 

no attention at all to the literary-critical problems but bases his judg¬ 

ment solely on the course of the Pauline argument. Cf., e.g.: “In the 

simile of the race it is no more a matter of the exercise of a liberty 

which exists by right, which only now and then must be given up for 

the neighbor’s sake, but a matter of the necessity of eyKpon-eia beyond 

all liberty whether rightly or unjustly existing” (p. 172). 

57 Otherwise G. Bornkamm, [1], pp. 34-35, n. 131. 
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The handling of the same theme in the two passages is moreover 58 

very different: there peremptory, here didactic; cf. E. Dinkier in ZThK 
49 (1952) : 168. 

This assignment proves useful in the interpretation and is supported 59 

by it; see pp. 230 ff. Otherwise C. Maurer, “Ehe und Unzucht nach 

I Cor. 6, 12—7,7” in Wort und Dienst, 1959, pp. 159 ff. His argument 

that the “no” to unchastity in 6:12-20 and “the full ‘yes’ to marriage” 

(p. 169) in 7:1-40 form a substantial unity speaks, in view of the au¬ 

tonomy and mutual independence of the two sections, rather for the 

skill of the editor than for the hand of Paul. Moreover, to find in chap. 

7 a full “yes” to marriage appears to me very optimistic. 

H. Conzelmann, p. 353, writes: “If vs. 13 were to follow directly 60 

after 15:58, it would likely be detached from it by Schmithals as a 

doublet. The same holds true for vs. 15, which according to Schmithals’ 

rule must introduce a paraenesis, and hence is to be separated from 
vss. 13-14.” 

Not at all! I Thess. 5:14-22, e.g., shows how extensive concluding 

admonitions after all can be; alongside this, I, 15:58 + 16:13-14 looks 

modest in scope. Who could suspect a doublet here? 

And the immediate juxtaposition of general concluding exhortations 

(I, 15:58 -{— 16:13-14) and the particular admonition to give heed to 

certain functionaries (16:15-18) is found, e.g., also in I Thess. 5:12-13 

+ 5:14 ff.; Phil. 4:1-3+ 4:8-9; Col. 4:2-6+ 4:7-9. 

Thus if one attempts to verify Conzelmann’s objections, the original 

connection of I, 15:58 with 16:13 ff. is confirmed. 

W. Michaelis ([2], p. 25) disputes this equation with the argument 61 

that in II, 6:14-7:1 Paul is warning against mixing with paganism, 

“while the sentence from the earlier letter meant in I Cor. 5:9 must 

have referred, as Paul makes explicit in 5:10 ff., precisely to living 

together with sinners within the community.” I do not see this alterna¬ 

tive. Quite the contrary! In I, 5:9 ff. Paul shows that there is paganism 

still within the community; one should separate oneself from purported 

brethren who live in a pagan manner. This is also meant in II, 6:17 

and, since the quotation employed in II, 6:17 actually could be mis¬ 

understood as a demand to “leave the world,” it is interpreted and 

made more specific in I, 5:10 ff. 

On II, 6:14-7:1 cf. also N. A. Dahl, “Der Epheserbrief und der ver- 

lorene erste Brief des Paulus an die Korinther,” in O. Michel, pp. 65 ff. 

H. Braun in ThRs 29 (1963): 221 ff. (Literature); J. A. Fitzmyer, 



336 Gnosticism in Corinth 

“Qumran and the Interpolated Paragraph in 2. Cor. 6,14-7,1,” CBQ 

23 (1961) : 271-80. 

62 J. Miiller-BardorfE (“Zur Frage der literarischen Einheit des Philip- 

perbriefes,” p. 603, n. 28) agrees with the suggested analysis in essence, 

but holds II, 6:14-7:1 to be non-Pauline and makes the following 

arrangement: 11:2-34; 10:1-22; 6:12-20; 15:1-58; 16:13-24. His remark 

that I, 6:24 ff. [m'c] is “with a certain likelihood secondary” remains 

incomprehensible; does he mean 9:24 ff.? 

63 Many students surmise that I, 4:14-21 belongs to the conclusion of 

an epistle. In that case Epistle B would have to be divided into two 

writings, with I, 1-4 in one of them, and the remainder in the other. 

This conjecture is possible but not necessary. Besides, a comparison of 

I, 4:17 with I, 16:10-11 shows that if we assume two separate writings, 

these two epistles can have been written with only a brief interval 

between them. 

64 G. Iber’s attempt to maintain the original unity of I, 12-14 is stimu¬ 

lating but not convincing: “Zum Verstiindnis von I Kor. 12,31,” ZNW 

54 (1963) : 43 ff. H. Conzelmann (NTS 12 [1966]: 241) thinks that the 

basic component of chap. 13 had been composed by Paul independent 

of the contemporary context, but then expanded by Paul and subse¬ 

quently inserted between chaps. 12 and 14 as a strengthening of his 

argument about the charismata. But then it would remain incompre¬ 

hensible why Paul has given chap. 13 such an awkward place instead 

of putting it after chap. 14. And is it true that chap. 13 strengthens the 

argument in chaps. 12 and 14? Chapter 13, which certainly refers back 

to already formulated material, still goes beyond chaps. 12 and 14. 

Cf. now also H. Conzelmann, pp. 255 ff., 275, where he argues with 

more restraint. 

65 It is possible that, as J. Miiller-BardorfE (p. 604, n. 49) assumes, the 

conclusion of the epistle in 13:11-13 stems from the “joyful epistle” 

(see below), but it is unlikely. For 13:11 fits in well as the closing 

paraenesis to the sorrowful epistle and better than to the joyful epistle. 

Moreover, one finds the “quotation” from the sorrowful epistle, to 

which Paul refers in the joyful epistle in II, 2:3, in II, 13:10, since in 

1:23, and 2:3, 1, Paul takes up (“quotes”) the thought of II, 13:10, 

as A. Plummer, II Corinthians, pp. 49-50, has already seen. Cf. also 

II, 2:9 with II, 10:6. 
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Thus also J. Hering ([2], p. 13); on this W. Michaelis in TLZ 83 66 

(1958), col. 509. Otherwise W. Marxsen, p. 82, who in regard to II, 

9:5 incorrectly speaks of brethren sent in advance. 

Cf. also J. Weiss, [2], I: 349. 67 

R. C. Tannehill (Dying and Rising with Christ, p. 94) very vigor¬ 

ously sets forth the substantive connections between 7:2-4 and 7:5 ff. 

which betray a literary break at this point. But these connections, 

which are actually present though to be sure exaggerated by Tannehill, 

do affect only those expressions which characterize the Corinthian 

situation in all stages, and in addition attest the skill of the redactor. 

The utter contrast between the friendly part of the letter a) and the 68 

angry chaps. II, 10-13, in which Paul fears that the community has 

already slipped away from him, cannot be eliminated by a reference 

to II, 11:15 (thus W. Michelis, [1], p. 181), rgeardless of how one 

understands the &AA& kou avexEoSe pou. 

Cf. now also G. Bornkamm, [1], pp. 16 ff., who once again effectively 69 

argues the description of II, 10-13 as the sorrowful epistle; D. Georgi, 

[1], pp. 16 ff. 

Cf. W. Maixsen, pp. 80-81. 70 

G. Bornkamm ([1], pp. 31-32), following the lead of others, has 71 

chap. 9 written and sent after chap. 8. Titus then is the bearer of the 

joyful epistle. This, however, is nowhere indicated. The difference in 

the commendation of the messengers argues for the view that chap. 9 

was delivered by Titus. W. Marxsen (p. 82) also puts chap. 9 later 

than the joyful epistle (with chap. 8). His argument that in chap. 9 

Paul is boasting to the Macedonians of the collection in Achaia, ex¬ 

actly the reverse of chap. 8, suggests, however, that at the time of chap. 

9 the success of the Macedonian collection was not yet as visible as at 

the time of chap. 8, particularly since Paul in fact boasts to the Mace¬ 

donians only of the intention (9:2) of the Christians of Achaia, not 

of the results of their collection. 

D. Georgi ([3], pp. 56 ff.) thinks that neither chap. 8 nor chap. 9 

can be connected with the joyful epistle (F), and regards both chap¬ 

ters as two independent letters written in close succession as recom¬ 

mendations of the collection. Georgi’s reasons for detaching chap. 8 

from the joyful epistle, however, are not convincing. Georgi begins 

from the incorrect presuppositions that II, 7:5 reflects an unfriendly 

reception of Paul among the Christians of Macedonia and that Titus 
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is the bearer of the joyful epistle. Moreover, it is also quite unlikely, 

from general considerations, that in the joyful epistle Paul should not 

have said anything about the collection. 

72 J. S. Semler (Paraphrasis II epistulae ad Corinth., Praefatio b and 

pp. 238-39) already had considered the question whether chap. 9 was 

not addressed to the Achaian communities other than Corinth. 

73 D. Georgi ([1], pp. 16 ff.) and G. Bornkamm ([1], pp. 21 If.) also 

are of the conviction that II, 2:14-7:4 is an independent fragment of a 

letter. Cf. already A. Halmel, Der zweite Korintherbrief des Apostles 

Paulus (1904), pp. 79 ff., 106. 

Cf. also Halmel, Der Vierkapitelbrief im 2. Kor. des Apostels Paulus 

(Essen, 1894). Cf. also H. Windisch, pp. 19, 225, who indeed takes the 

passage in question as a self-contained unit, but would relocate it be¬ 

fore II, 1:12 or after II, 7:16. Cf. further W. Marxsen, pp. 79-80. 

74 G. Bornkamm thinks with respect to II, 1:13 ff. that it “would be 

quite conceivably their appeal to the announcement of the visit in I, 

16:5 ff. Here the anticipated route of travel indeed is different 

(Ephesus-Macedonia-Corinth) from that in II, 1:15-16 (Corinth-Mace- 

donia-Corinth). Still the mere question of the route hardly was a 

stone of offence for the Corinthians, but the fact that Paul still owes 

them the promised longer visit, which alone can justify the expression 

SeuTEpcc xdpic; (II, 1:15) —corresponding to his first working in Corinth 

when he founded the church there.” However, (1) this understanding 

of SeuTepa x^P'S appears to me to be inadequately grounded and in¬ 

capable of such a grounding; (2) 1:15 (first to you, then to the Mace¬ 

donians) and 2:1 ff. show that in fact the itinerary was under discus¬ 

sion; the complaint against Paul was not the delayed visit but the un¬ 

reliability of his word: II, 1:17 ff.; and (3) the plan of I, 16:5 ff. could 

yield no basis at all for a complaint, since Paul in fact is carrying 

through with this very plan! 

The view that I connect the SeuTepa x^P'^ in II, 1:15 with the in¬ 

terim visit which took place, as Bornkamm says in his further argu¬ 

ment, must be a misunderstanding. Or does Bornkamm mean to say 

that the TTpco-rri xap'9 which is presupposed by the “SeuTepa xapi?” is 
the interim visit? This is of course my opinion. 

75 According to G. Bornkamm ([1], pp. 24 ff.) the composition of II 

Cor. was concluded with Epistle D, because according to a law of form 

for early Christian literature the warning against false teachers and 

false prophets belongs at the end of an epistolary piece or anything of 
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the sort. This is a good and attractive hypothesis, but of course nothing 

more. Cf. Vol. 2, pp. 198 ff. 

J. Hering ([1]; [2]) shows himself to be very much interested in 76 

this question; nevertheless his reflections are not free from contradic¬ 

tions; cf. the detailed discussions by W. Michaelis in TLZ 75 (1950), 

cols. 343 ff.; 83 (1958), cols. 508 ff. 

Also not very satisfactory is R. Batey, “Paul’s Interaction with the 

Corinthians,” JBL 84 (1965) : 139-46. Many of the relevant details 

given by D. Georgi ([3], passim) are more created than exegetical; on 

this, see my discussion in TLZ 92 (1967), cols. 668 ff. J. C. Hurd, The 

Origin of I Corinthians (1965), seeks in an extensively speculative 

fashion to illumine the events preceding I Cor., i.e., actually Epistle 

B. The author is well-read, particularly in the literature of the nine¬ 

teenth century. However, this qualification and some individual cor¬ 

rect observations cannot gloss over the fact that he fails in his histori¬ 

cal attempt to shed light on the pre-history of I Cor. W. G. Kiimmel 

has said (in TLZ 91 [1966], cols. 505 ff.) what is necessary by way of 

criticism. 

Of course this assumption is not necessary; cf. W. Michaelis, [1], 77 

p. 175. 

For the sake of comparison I offer the following earlier analyses, 78 

which in significant measure diverge from one another: J. Weiss, [2], 

pp. 271 ff.: 
A: I, 10:1-23; 6:12-20; 11:2-34; 16:7 (?), 8-9, 20-21 (?); II, 6:14-7:1 

B1: I, 7-9; 10:24-11:1; 12:1-16:6, 7 (?), 15-19 (?) 

Letter about the collection II, 8 

B2: I, 1:1-6:11; 16:10-14, 22-24 (?) 

C: II, 2:14-6:13; 7:2-4; 10-13 

D: II, 1:1-2:13; 7:5-16; 9 

M. Goguel, Introduction au Nouveau Testament, IV, 2 (1926) : 72-86: 

A: II, 6:14-7:1; I, 6:12-20; 10:1-22 
B: I, 5:1-6:11; 7:1-8:13; 10:23-14:40; 15:1-58; 16:1-9, 12 

C: I, 1:10-4:21; 9:1-27; 16:10-11 

D: II, 10:1-13:10 

E: II, 1:1-6:13; 7:2-8:24 

F: II, 9:1-15 
The place of the rest cannot be determined. 

J. Hering, [1], pp. xiii ff.; [2], pp. xii-xiii. 

A: I, 1-8; 10:23-11:1; 16:1-4, 10-14 

B: I, 9:1-10:22; 11:2-15:58; 16:5-9, 15-24 
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C: II, 10-13 

D: II, 9 

E: II, 1-8 

The considerable differences in the various analyses must not lead to 

the conclusion that thereby the ones responsible for the analyses them¬ 

selves refute the possibility or necessity of a literary-critical analysis 

of the epistles—C. IC. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to 

the Corinthians (1968), p. 14, argues in this direction; instead, they 

must be the occasion of our seeking the best analysis possible. 

79 Cf. also the cautious “I hear” in I, 11:18 = Epistle A. 

80 Of course the name of Chloe is missing in the greeting list addressed 

to Ephesus in Rom. 16; this makes her origin in Ephesus appear to 

me very doubtful. Perhaps Chloe’s people came neither from Ephesus 

nor from Corinth. 

81 Thus G. Bornkamm again most recently speaks ([1], p. 19) of “the 

so surprisingly successful interim epistle of the apostle.” Similarly W. 

Marxsen, pp. 79-80, likewise without justification. 

82 Cf. now Vol. 2, pp. 132 ff. 

It could then, e.g., be that some appointment with Timotheus 

prevented Paul from a longer stay in Corinth. 

83 Thus recently again G. Bornkamm ([1], p. 9) : . immediately 

thereafter.” 

84 Cf. II, 12:18. 

85 Did Paul not mention in the sorrowful epistle the revived change 

in travel plans? II, 12:14 and 13:1 leave open the question of which 

route Paul will take. Thus at the time of Epistle D (or only later? 

thus W. Marxsen, pp. 88-89) Paul could have abandoned without 

announcement the plan presumably (see p. 99) announced in C (II, 

1:13) to travel directly from Ephesus to Corinth (II, 1:15-16), only 

telling Titus personally of the change. This led to the accusation re¬ 

flected in II, 1:13, which Paul cannot easily parry in II, 1:13 ff., 23, 

since the apostle apparently only now, i.e., in Epistle F, communicates 

in writing the change in travel plans which in the meantime has been 

put into effect. Cf. H. Windisch, p. 75, on II, 1:23: “The justification 

must be new to the Corinthians; apparently Paul had thought that 
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without any further explanation he could substitute the epistle for a 
visit.” 

Most recently to my knowledge E. Golla (Zwischenreise und Zwi- 

schenbrief [1922]) has attempted to deny the existence of an interim 

epistle (and of the interim visit) at all. His attempt does violence to 

the text. 

Over against the sequence, “interim visit—Epistle C—intervening 

event—sorrowful epistle,” G. Bornkamm ([1], pp. 23-24), followed by 

W. Marxsen (pp. 80-81), would like to maintain the traditional 

sequence of “Epistle C—interim visit—intervening event—sorrowful 

epistle.” Compared with the course of events as a whole, of course, 

this is hardly “a significantly divergent account” (p. 23, n. 89). Against 

the first-mentioned sequence Bornkamm objects: “I cannot see how 

one can tear apart the three things mentioned in the closest conjunc¬ 

tion (interim visit, episode, and sorrowful epistle). Besides, in 2:14- 

7:4 there is not found the slightest reference to the visit that allegedly 

had just taken place” (p. 24) . The second objection says nothing, 

because—for whatever reason—the letter fragment C contains no indi¬ 

cations at all (anymore?) of the situation. The first argument is in¬ 

comprehensible to me, since I do not at all pull apart the interim 

visit, episode, and sorrowful epistle. That the incident took place dur¬ 

ing the interim visit, as Bornkamm thinks, is nowhere indicated. On 

the contrary, it is excluded, since it was the incident that caused the 

change in travel plans (II, 2:1 ff.). Thus it must have intervened after 

Paul’s departure from his interim visit and naturally before the sor¬ 

rowful epistle. For when should the earlier travel plans described in 

I, 1:15, the abandonment of which was charged by the Corinthians 

against Paul, have been in effect in Corinth if not at and after Paul’s 

departure from Corinth? 

D. Georgi ([1], p. 27, n. 1) also holds firm to the traditional 

sequence, since the intervening event must have occurred during the 

interim visit: “for the Auirq of which Paul speaks in 2:1 ff. must indeed 

have been connected with the interim visit.” But why? To conclude 

from the “personal vehemence” of the sorrowful epistles that here 

Paul makes “reference not to what is reported to him but to a very 

recent personal experience” is not only illogical but even fatal. For 

this reflection presupposes that Paul withdrew from immediate con¬ 

frontation by flight, in order to make good from a safe distance by 

vehemence what he lacked in courage. But then it would remain in¬ 

comprehensible how in the sorrowful epistle the discussion is con- 
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ducted without reference to the interim visit and the interim event 

which allegedly happened in that connection. 

Cf. also D. Georgi, [3], pp. 44 ff. 

H. Ulonska (in EvTheol 26 [1966]: 379) argues in favor of the order 

“Epistle C—interim visit—Epistle D”: “That is to say, with this ar¬ 

rangement Paul’s completely different basis of argument against his 

opponents in the sorrowful epistle can be explained: He has recently 

become acquainted with them, he understands their language, he per¬ 

ceives their gnostically oriented polemic.” This suggestion proceeds 

from the incorrect assumption that Epistle D shows a completely 

different basis of argument from Epistle C. Actually, however, the 

basis of the Pauline argument in C almost totally coincides with that 

in D; the amount of information possessed and the points of conten¬ 

tion show no essential difference. The measure of the Corinthians’ 

estrangement from the authority of his gospel assumed by Paul is 

different. But now Epistle F shows that at the time of Epistle D Paul 

had had too gloomy a view. Hence the difference between Epistles C 

and D can hardly go back to the apostle’s own outlook. In other words, 

there was no visit by Paul to Corinth between Epistles C and D, but 

indirect and evidently sketchy reports about the situation there. 

87 Thus again D. Georgi, [3], pp. 44, 51. 

88 Naturally Paul also had to inform the Macedonian churches of the 

sudden change in his travel plans. The embassy of Timotheus and 

Erastus to Macedonia mentioned in Acts 19:22 may have served that 

purpose. In the letters to Corinth this visit of course is not mentioned; 

yet we learn from II, 1:1 (= Epistle F) that when he was in Mace¬ 

donia, Paul had Timotheus (again) with him. 

89 The charge that Paul is preaching for money apparently already 

stands back of Paul’s apology in I, 9:4-23, although there Paul hardly 

connected this charge with the collection. Nevertheless in the same 

epistle (B) he already takes precautions against slanders connected 

therewith: I, 16:3. Again in Epistle C he refutes corresponding accusa¬ 

tions: II, 7:2. 

The reaction to the charges against Paul is shown then in the com¬ 

mendation concerning the collection in the joyful epistle, II, 8:18-21: 

Paul sends with Titus two brethren chosen by the churches “so that 

no one may blame us about this generous gift which we are adminis¬ 

tering, for we aim at what is honorable not only in the sight of the 

Lord but also in the sight of men” (cf. II, 9:5). 

Incidentally Paul must, at almost the same time, defend himself 
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against similar-sounding charges which, brought forward in similarly 

massive form, are meant to undermine his apostolic authority in 

Tliessalonica also; on this, see Vol. 2, pp. 103 ff. 

Cf. further H. Lietzmann, in loc.; G. Delling in TDNT VI: 273; 90 

W. Hartke, Die Sammhing und die altesten Ausgaben der Paulusbriefe, 

p. 14. 

The explicit mention of Titus and his companion in II, 12:18 pre¬ 

supposes with some likelihood that both names had been cited in 

Corinth in connection with the charges against Paul. Both were in 

Corinth on the occasion of the collection (II, 8:6), and this observa¬ 

tion confirms the conjecture that the accusation encountered in II, 

12:16 was related to the collection. Cf. H. Windisch, pp. 402, 404. 

The use in II, 2:11 (Epistle F) of TrAeovcKTeiv, which has often been 91 

felt to be strange and in Paul especially surprising, “. . . to keep Satan 

from gaining an advantage over us” (RSV), may be making reference 

with a play on words to II, 12:17-18 (Epistle D; cf. II, 7:2; 9:5). Simi¬ 

larly, in I Thess. 4:6 (cf. with I Thess. 2:5) Paul apparently is playing 

with the concept ttAcovcktcIv (see Vol. 2, pp. 113 fE.). 

Thus it is not justifiable to assert that “the only thing that we know 92 

for certain about the severe letter is that Paul demanded the punish¬ 

ment of one of the church members” (J. Munck, p. 170), a broad 

assertion with which the argument often is unjustifiably made against 

the assignment of II, 10-13 to the sorrowful epistle, since in II, 10-13 

no sort of punishment of an evildoer is demanded. 

Some time after sending the sorrowful epistle Paul leaves Asia and 93 

travels to Macedonia. There he meets Titus (II, 7:6; later than ex¬ 

pected: II, 2:12-13) and Timotheus (see note 88). It cannot be deter¬ 

mined whether the event reported in II, 1:8 ff. occurred before or after 

the sending of the sorrowful epistle. Cf. further W. Michaelis, [3], 

pp. 67 ff. 

Cf. H. Lietzmann on II, 8:17. 94 

Cf. W. Michaelis, [3], pp. 75 ff. 95 

D. Georgi ([2], p. 96) writes: “This setting of the boundaries rests 96 

in essence on the presupposition that Paul actually carried through 

with his intention, expressed in I Cor. 16:8, to leave Ephesus before 

(sic!) Pentecost. But there is no compelling proof of this. Quite the 
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contrary.” What is the meaning of “proof” and “quite the contrary”? 

The contrary is what one would have to prove! For Paul intends to 

leave Ephesus after (!) Pentecost. This plan is part of the larger itin¬ 

erary which includes the gathering of the collection, Jerusalem, and 

Rome. This trip, as for example the organization of the collection 

shows, was long agreed upon with several communities. Paul could 

hardly alter it essentially at all or allow any considerable delay in it. 

Any such considerable delay would have had to leave its traces at 

least in the later correspondence. This did not happen. “Quite the con¬ 

trary!” The “course of events” does not show—indeed, it rules out the 

possibility—that Paul suddenly extended his sojourn in Ephesus for 

about a year, as Georgi would like, in order to make a place for the 

agitation of two countermissions emerging in Corinth independent of 

each other and in succession (see above, pp. 289 ff.). 

In [1], p. 28, Georgi thinks that eight months is too short a period, 

because Paul stayed in Ephesus about two and one-half years. I have 

no desire to dispute the latter point, but I do not understand what 

connection there is between the length of Paul’s stay in Asia Minor 

during his third journey and the duration of the confusion in Corinth. 

Cf. also T. Zahn, pp. 318 ff.; W. Michaelis, [3], pp. 73-74. Of course 

there is nothing to indicate that, as Michaelis thinks, Timotheus’ trip 

mentioned in I, 16:10 was a trip for the collection, and because of the 

separation between 16:1-4 and 16:1 it is even unlikely. 

If, as we have surmised, about October Paul travels through Mace¬ 

donia toward the south and spends the following passover again in 

Philippi or (on this, cf. E. Haenchen, [2], pp. 515 ff.) Troas, about six 

months would be available for the trip to and from Achaia. The three 

months—a round number—“in Hellas” (Acts 20:2-3) fall within this 

time. This fits together well. 

Cf. further E. Haenchen, [2], pp. 514-15. Haenchen’s remark which 

represents a communis opinio: . . above all, Paul was in Corinth . . . 

where he wrote the epistle to the Romans (Rom. 15:22-29) ” is uncer¬ 

tain in both parts. From Rom. 15:22-29 it emerges with some certainty 

only that Paul is writing the epistle in Achaia. And the striking state¬ 

ment that Paul has stayed three months in 'EAAotq (only here in the 

NT) rather argues against a longer stay specifically in Corinth, and 

after all that had gone before this is easily understandable—in spite of 

I, 16:7. 

It is true that the Gaius of Rom. 16:23, in whose presence Paul is 

writing to Rome, apparently is a Corinthian (I, 1:14). But £evoq by 

no means has to mean that he was host to Paul and the community 
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when Paul was writing to Rome. He could just as well be a guest with 
them outside Corinth. 

According to W. Hartke, Titus 3:12-15 is part of a genuine epistle of 

Paul which was written to Titus in Macedonia in the time which we 

are discussing here. I consider this an attractive and well-justified con¬ 

jecture. Paul then spent the winter in Nicopolis before he visited 

Corinth in order there to put to sea (Acts 20:3). From there he writes 

(to Titus in Corinth?) the lines in Titus 3:12-15. 

In recent times, cf. further H. J. Schoeps, [3], pp. 69 ff. 98 

In the two epistles Paul does not suggest with a single word that he 99 

is fighting against two different groups of opponents in Corinth. This 
fact must not be ignored. 

D. Georgi ([2], p. 96) thinks that the differentiation is a methodo- 100 

logical exigency. Certainlyl But this does not mean that an investiga¬ 

tion must presuppose differences in its object. On Georgi’s study, see 

esp. pp. 289 ff. 

The brief span of time covered by the correspondence also does not 101 

allow us to investigate individual letters or parts of letters without 

relating them to the rest of the correspondence in order thus to be 

able clearly to determine the background of the polemic at least for 

parts of Paul’s writings. The results achieved by such a method 

justify skepticism from the outset. Thus E. Kasemann ([1]) treats II, 

10-13 without any attention to the rest of the correspondence (see 

above, p. 120; p. 185, n. 103). J. Munck, pp. 135 ff., examines I, 1-4 and 

II, 10—13 in isolation. H. Koester in RGG (3rd ed.), III (s.v. “Hare- 

tiker im Urchristentum”) isolates I Cor. and II Cor. from each other 

and affirms a different line of battle for each. Similarly D. Georgi ([1]), 

who in the correctly reconstructed epistles C and D sees the battle 

waged against opponents other than those in I Cor., and G. Friedrich 

in O. Michel, pp. 181 ff. 

U. Wilckens ([1]) examines only I, 1-2, but nevertheless rightly 

judges: “But from the results of our analysis, everything else which 

Paul indicates in the two Corinthian epistles about the theology of the 

Corinthian adversaries can be understood without further ado in the 

very same context” (p. 212). 

Thus for the answering of the question about Paul’s adversaries in 

Corinth, it is methodologically indispensable to take as a basis all the 

correspondence with Corinth. This method does not mean any pre- 
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judging of the question as to Paul’s adversaries, but is rather the pre¬ 

supposition of any decision. 

In essence this is the opinion of D. Georgi also ([1], p. 29). Although 

he writes: “Thus it is advisable ... to choose a relatively narrow text 

basis as point of departure for the actual investigation,” he regards it 

as necessary “then to ask how far outward from there the radius may 

be drawn.” One will surely understand Georgi correctly when he 

wishes to give expression to the opinion that the conclusion reached 

on the narrow textual basis must also be open to corrections which 

prove to be necessary when one draws the radius. That he entirely 

omits in his investigation to draw this radius is another matter. 

D. W. Oostendorp also neglects the comparison with I Cor. which 

seems necessary (Another Jesus, pp. 5, 81-82) . R. Baumann, Mitte 

und Norm des Christlichen, exegetes only I, 1:1-3:4, but in spite of 

this narrow foundation makes a judgment about the Corinthian situa¬ 

tion in general. It is no accident that this judgment is not very satis¬ 

factory. 

To this I may append one further remark on method. From the 

course of events set forth above it emerges with certainty that Paul was 

at first only poorly, later better, but hardly ever fully informed about 

conditions in Corinth and their background. In view of the distance 

between Ephesus and Corinth, the only occasional connection between 

them and the largely indirect information, this is only natural. It is 

methodologically demanded that in any individual exegesis this fact 

be taken into account. One must reckon with deficient information 

and therefore also with misunderstandings on the part of the apostle. 

It is altogether possible that the interpreter, who reads the first pieces 

of the correspondence in the light of the last and can understand the 

limited emergence of the false teachers in Corinth from a far more 

comprehensive knowledge of their religious movement, is able better 

and more correctly than the apostle himself to interpret individual 

statements of Paul about conditions in Corinth. This holds true in 

particular if in Corinth Paul is encountering a doctrine which he had 

not encountered elsewhere, and which therefore was unknown to him 

from the ground up. The exegete, however, must reckon with this. 

Knowledge of this state of affairs and of the method of investigation 

appropriate to it undoubtedly does not render the interpretation easy, 

but it does make it possible for the first time. W. Marxsen, pp. 55-56 

also sees this very properly (cf. “Exegese und Verkiindigung,” Theo- 

logische Existenz heute 59: 46, n. 5), especially in view of the signifi¬ 

cance of the method sketched for exegesis that is theological in the 

narrower sense. The necessity of such a method is in any case hardly to 

be disputed. At any rate it is pointless to caricature it, as one reviewer 
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of the first edition does, instead of refuting it. One can argue in serious¬ 

ness only about its use in any given case. Unfortunately G. Friedrich 

(in O. Michel, p. 194) also fails to do this. Cf. further Vol. 2, p. 68, 
n. 123. 

Utter misunderstanding of the heuristic distinction between the 

views of the opponents and the Pauline interpretation of these views 

is shown also by E. Giittgemanns. To the detriment of his exegesis, he 

proceeds from a modern version of the dogma of inspiration and has 

Paul in every case completely informed about the situation in distant 

Corinth and about the theology of his Gnostic opponents. Giittge- 

manns irritably rejects the consideration, necessary in view of the 

mostly indirect information, of whether in every case Paul possessed 

adequate news: “Thus Paul is notoriously incapable of thinking’’ (p. 

114, n. 111). As though thinking could be a substitute for informa¬ 

tion! Cf. also note 154. 

On the other hand, P. Hoffmann (Die Toten in Christus, e.g., pp. 

239 if.) splendidly considers the possible difference between the 

Pauline understanding of his adversaries’ views and these views them¬ 

selves, as well as the misunderstandings which might possibly arise 

therefrom. Cf. also W. Marxsen, pp. 83-84; E. Haenchen, in RGG 

(3rd ed.), II, col. 1653; E. Dinkier, in RGG (3rd ed.), IV, cols. 18-19. 

There is a related distinction, moreover, when, following the lead 

of others H. Conzelmann (The Theology of St. Luke, pp. 73 ff.) ex¬ 

plains individual passages of the Lucan literature under the assump¬ 

tion that the evangelist was not familiar in detail with the geography 

of Palestine. Vico had already observed and in principle thought 

through the problem in method which lies at this point: cf. R. G. Col- 

lingwood, The Idea of History, pp. 68-69. 

Letters of recommendation were very common in antiquity and, 102 

in view of the many charlatans, indispensable. For the intercourse be¬ 

tween Christian congregations Paul himself gives several examples of 

these; cf. H. Windisch, pp. 103-4; H. Lietzmann, p. 110. 

Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 219 ff. 103 

Cf. further W. Bauer, p. 56. 104 

“Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde,” Tiibinger 105 

Zeitschrift, 1831; “Einige weitere Bemerkungen iiber die Christuspartei 

in Korinth,” ibid., 1836; “Beitrage zur Erklarung der Korintherbriefe 

I,” Theologisches Jahrbuch, 1850; “Beitrage zur Erklarung der Korin¬ 

therbriefe II,’’ ibid., 1852. 
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106 Ecclesia Corinthia .... Schenkel’s work was discussed by F. C. Baur 

in the Jahrbucher fur wissenschaftliche Kritik, 1839. 

107 W. M. L. de Wette, Kurze Erkl'drung der Briefe an die Korinther 

(1855, 3rd ed.), pp. 2 ff. In his Lehrbuch der historisch-kritischen 

Einleitung in die kanonischen Bucher des NT (1848, 5th ed.), pp. 

262 ff., de Wette gives instructive information on the discussion be¬ 

tween F. C. Baur and D. Schenkel and their disciples as well as on the 

views of the earlier exegetes. 

108 Its theses are rather fully adopted by F. Biichsel, Der Geist im Neuen 

Testament, pp. 367 ff., nevertheless with the noteworthy assertion: “An 

ethnicized Judaism which had close connections with the origins of 

Gnosticism would thus have been the soil in which the Corinthian 

fanaticism was rooted” (p. 395). 

109 Yet E. Haenchen in recent times talks about how the “Corinthian 

Gnosticism” has “developed through an incorrect exposition of the 

Pauline preaching” (Die Botschaft des Thomas-Evangeliums [1961], 

p. 71). Of course such a judgment is rare nowadays. But cf. also J. M. 

Robinson, “Kerygma und Geschichte im NT,” ZThK 62 (1965) : 302. 

It is true that the opinion of U. Wilckens (in Theol. Viat. VIII 

[1961/62]: 292) now is not greatly different: “In Corinth what hap¬ 

pened was nothing but that non-Jews who had become Christians 

through Paul’s ministry have grasped the gospel proclaimed by Paul 

from the outset in a non-Jewish frame of reference, which in the course 

of the years had an increasingly strong effect in a troubled internal 

history of the community: an obvious and therefore understandable 

process.” Now such a process certainly is not in itself impossible. But 

it still cannot transpose the Pauline preaching into an utterly anti- 

Pauline, highly mythological Gnosticism such as Wilckens himself cor¬ 

rectly sees Paul fighting against in Corinth ([1], passim). Moreover, 

the arrival of apostles who invade the Corinthian community from 

without is not to be doubted (II, 3:1), as then in fact the emergence 

of the false teaching in the Pauline community in Corinth was an 

event to be set within rather narrow limits of time. 

110 Cf. F. Biichsel, pp. 371-72. 

111 Novum Testamentum Graece (Groningae, 1898). 

Cf. further W. Bauer, p. 104; L. Goppelt, pp. 126 ff.; B. Reicke, 

pp. 273 ff.; U. Wilckens, [1], passim. 

112 
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[1], p. 60; [2], p. 335. 113 

On this, cf., e.g., Justin, Dial. 16:4; 47.5; 95.4; 96.1; 108.3. H. Strack, 114 

pp. 66-67. 

Cf. also G. Eichholz in Theologische Existenz heute 77: 11 ff. 115 

Not every ecstatic and pneumatic utterance is glossolalia, as O. Cull- 

mann ([1], p. 225) seems to assume. Because curse and confession are 

spoken as understandable words, he detaches I, 12:3 from its connec¬ 

tion with chap. 12 and interprets it as follows: Christians in Corinth 

were being forced into the cult of the emperor; therein they had to 

curse Christ. When they did this, they excused themselves in the com¬ 

munity afterward with a reference to Matt. 10:17 ff.: the Spirit had 

inspired them with the curse. This speculative explanation is not to be 

justified in any of its parts. I, 12:3 belongs in its setting and there¬ 

fore is connected with occurrences in the worship services (W. G. 

Kiimmel in Lietzmann, p. 61, 1. 12). That the problem of the sacrifice 

to the emperor was already a current one for the Christians in Paul’s 

time is undocumented and unlikely. Matt. 10:17 was, even if it were no 

vaticinium ex eventu, certainly unknown to the Pauline communities. 

K. Maly (“I Kor. 12,1-3, eine Regel zur Unterscheidung der 

Geister?” BiblZ, NF 10 [1966]: 82 ff.) also unjustly takes offense at the 

fact that a pneumatic-ecstatic utterance in understandable language 

resulted. He regards the “anathema Jesus” as a Pauline counter¬ 

formulation to the “Kyrios Jesus,” which has the function only of 

“marking off the boundaries of the liberty which the Spirit brings” 

(p. 89). Of course these would then be quite broad limits! Such a 

criterion would at the most say nothing. Fitting criticism of Maly is 

offered by N. Brox, BiblZ, NF 12 (1968): 103 ff. 

Unsatisfactory are the reflections on our passage offered by D. Liihr- 

mann, Das Offenbarungsverstandnis . . . , pp. 28-29. 

This deals a fatal blow to the curious explanation which our pas- 116 

sage has received most recently from O. Huth (in Symbolon, Jahrbuch 

fur Symbolforschung, Band 3, ed. by J. Schwabe, n. d. [1962?], pp. 28- 

29) : “In view of this text one must ask who uttered this anathema, 

and the answer can only be ‘Jotm the Baptist.’ For it can be spoken 

only by the authoritative man of the religious band to which Jesus 

once belonged.” 

Cf. John 20:31. The Latin fathers, like Clement and Origen, read 117 

in I John 4:3, nav Trveuga o Auei tov ’Iriaouv, and A. v. Harnack 

(Studien I: 132 ff.) regards this reading, which in any case gives the 
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Gnostic meaning precisely, as the original one. On the other hand, 

Sinaiticus, which reads ’IrjcroGv Kupiov and the Koine with the reading 

’IriaoOv XpicmSv obliterate the reference to the dualism of the Gnostic 

Christology which lies in the bare ' I r)croGv. Moreover, from the repeated 

mention of the "Pneuma” in 4:1-3 it may be inferred that, as was the 

case in Corinth, the denunciation of “Jesus” came about through the 

pseudo-prophets mentioned in vs. 1 , in pneumatic-ecstatic discourse. 

118 Cf. W. Wilkens in EvTheol 18 (1958) : 365; H. Braun in ZThK 48 

(1951): 289. 

119 It remains a mystery to me how E. Giittgemanns (p. 64, n. 59) can 

give it as my opinion, allegedly expressed in the foregoing section: 

“Hence Paul does have a theologia crucis, but he does not notice that 

this was involved with the dvdScpa ’IriooGq.” It is true that I am unable 

to see that in I, 12:3 Paul emphatically has the earthly Jesus in mind 

when he quotes the current primitive Christian confessional formula 

Kupioq MrjaoGq. In my judgment, the existing wording is overtaxed with 

such refinement of exegesis as is undertaken by Giittgemanns (pp. 

65 ff.). 

120 On the following, cf. now the fine essay by N. Brox, “Anathema 

Jesous” (I Cor. 12:3) in BiblZ, NF 12 (1968) : 103 ff., who still points 

out that already Origen himself in his exegesis of I, 12:3 uses the 

Ophites’ curse in explanation. Therewith he also explicitly contradicts 

the view of B. A. Pearson (“Did the Gnostics Curse Jesus?” JBL 86 

[1967]: 301 ff.) that the Ophites had not cursed Jesus, but Origen had 

waged a polemic against them and explained that with their connec¬ 

tion with the snake they themselves fell under the curse pronounced 

against the snake—an obvious distortion of what Origen says twice. 

H. Conzelmann (p. 242) follows Pearson without noting the criti¬ 

cism by Brox. He calls the exposition given above “fantastic” and sees 

it as “refuted by the fact that the Corinthians without a problem ac¬ 

knowledged the Credo of Jesus’ death and resurrection (15:1 ff.).” But 

this alleged fact is an incorrect construction by Conzelmann (see note 

168 on page 360). And it is not evident to me that my explanation 

leaves out of consideration 12:4 ff. because there Paul assumes that 

the Corinthian Pneumatics had actually received the Spirit and hence 

could not curse Jesus: Where in I, 12-14 does Paul say that those 

enthusiasts who deny cross and resurrection, preach sexual libertinism, 

and divide the community actually have received the Spirit? I, 12-14 

does have in mind that community which listens to Paul and has 
written to him! 
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Conzelmann himself holds the “Jesus is accursed” to be a counter¬ 

formulation ad hoc to “Jesus is Lord’ (p. 241). It is true that there¬ 

with he imputes to the apostle a maximum of banality, indeed of 

stupidity; for would Paul not have sensed that he is emptying the 

confession “Jesus is Lord” of any specific content if he lets it first be 

limited by a “Jesus is accursed”? Since on the basis of the Corinthians’ 

inquiry (vs. 1) Paul gives a formal explanation (vs. 3) —vs. 2 is 

actually a parenthesis; the yvcopi^co upTv (vs. 3) takes up again the ou 

0eXco upaq ayvoeTv—in vs. 3 only the catchwords from the Corinthian 

inquiry which reflect the events in Corinth can have been taken up; 

cf. Brox, p. 105. 

J. Munck (“The New Testament and Gnosticism,” StTh 15 [1961]: 121 

187) considers it an “unhistorical conception of time” when, as is 

widely customary today, one attempts to describe and to understand 

the Gnosticism of the first century with the help of Gnostic documents 

and anti-Gnostic accounts of the second century. According to his 

opinion “such a correspondence of doctrine, in spite of the intervention 

of at least a century . ..” is “a miracle which no one who takes miracles 

seriously would believe in.” Indeed, he regards such a method as “a 

striking proof of the decline of exegetic research since the thirties.” 

This is beyond my comprehension. Is there then also no “correspond¬ 

ence of doctrine” between the ecclesiastical Christianity in the first 

century and in the second century? 

Cf. Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 313; W. Eltester, “Freund, 122 

wozu bist du gekommen?” in Neotestamentica et Patristica (Leiden, 

1962), pp. 75 ff. 

Cf. also G. Eichholz in Theologische Existenz heute 77: 11 ff.; 123 

B. Reicke, pp. 275 ff. E. Giittgemanns, pp. 62 ff. 

Cf. now W. Auer, “Jesus oder Christus,” in Bibel und Kirche 14 124 

(1959) : 3-12; D. Georgi, [1], pp. 282 ff. 

Even Trioriq ’Irioou (Rom. 3:26) may possibly be a traditional way 125 

of speaking. 

Since F. Neugebauer (In Christus, p. 45) counts fourteen Pauline 126 

passages with the simple “Jesus,” while I on the other hand count 

thirteen—the difference is explained by the fact that I have counted 

the double occurrence in I Thess. 4:14 as only a single one—his remark 

(p. 49, n. 23) is incomprehensible: “... Schmithals appears not to have 
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included all the passages, for I count 8.5 more passages than does he.” 

Neugebauer thinks moreover (without justification) that “ ‘Jesus’ 

in Paul never means the merely earthly Christ.” Instead “Jesus” is 

“for Paul the proclaimed one as the one who through his death on the 

cross has wrought salvation” (pp. 48-49). It is far from my intention 

to dispute the latter point, but that can “never at all” be the specifi¬ 

cally characteristic feature of the use of the simple name “Jesus.” Cf. 

only the threefold designation “Jesus” for the resurrected One in II, 

4:10-14. Cf. now also D. Georgi, [1], pp. 282 ff. 

W. Kramer (Christos, Kyrios, Gottessohn, AThANT 44 [1963]: 

199 ff.), using a point of view which is not perceivable to me, counts, 

instead of the entire 28, only 17 passages with the simple ’ IrjcroGq or 

6 ’IqcroGq. He denies that Paul uses the simple (6) ’IricroGq in any 

special way. Therewith he incorrectly attributes to me the opinion that 

the simple ’IricroGq does not denote Jesus as the bearer of the salvation 

event. This already shows that he does not at all perceive the real 

problematic of the simple ’IqcroGq in Paul. This also shows his wholly 

inadequate form- and tradition-critical analysis of the passages which 

he considers, which does not allow Paul’s usage to be elicited with 

sufficient differentiation. 

127 I do not understand why Giittgemanns (p. 113, n. 109) makes the 

objection against my statements: “What concerns Paul is . . . precisely 

the identity of the heavenly Kyrios with the earthly Jesus,” for this is 

exactly what I intend with the concept Christos ensarkos. Of course 

therein I have not asserted that Paul employs the concept ensarkos 

(contra Giittgemanns, p. 275, n. 28). 

128 Cf. further G. Klein, p. 58, n. 248 (Literature). 

129 To be sure, D. Georgi ([2], p. 95) thinks that “II Cor. 11:4 contra¬ 

dicts I Cor. 12:2” (apparently he means 12:3), for in II, 11:4 “the 

name Jesus takes on a positive significance for the opposing theology”; 

for “if for the opponents it were not a matter of the earthly Jesus, Paul 

would never have been able to say that they were speaking of another 

Jesus but, as in I Cor. 12:3, would have had to say that they were deny¬ 

ing (or cursing) Jesus” ([1], p. 285, n. 6). But here the exegete is 

obviously making an unjust demand of Paul. Is not the Jesus cursed by 

the Gnostics “another Jesus” than Paul’s? That in 11:4 it cannot be 

Gnostics who are apostrophized because the understanding of the 

earthly Jesus is “a rather unimportant question for Gnosticism” ([1], 
p. 285) is an astounding assertion. 

Further, one may not appeal to the Krpucro-si in II, 11:4. It is chosen 
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on account of the eKppu^apev and says nothing about what significance 

the “other Jesus’’ possessed for the Corinthian theology. 

J. M. Robinson, appealing to D. Georgi, writes in ZThK 62 (1965) : 

328: . . all signs indicate that this other Jesus—somewhat as in the 

signs-source—is a miracle-worker endowed with power and 66£cx 

I am unable, however, to discover any of these signs anywhere. 

“Thus the heightened emphasis upon the cross in I Cor. 1:18 ff. and 130 

2:2, 8 is Paul’s cliristological antithesis to the Corinthian rejection of 

the crucified One’’ (Guttgemanns, p. 64) —a proper comment, in which 

the only thing I do not understand is why Guttgemanns poses it 
against my interpretation. 

The connection is made by means of the antithesis Poorn^eiv— 131 
euccyyeAi^ccrOai. 

Cf. now also the (first) Apocalypse of James 31 (25). 15 ff. = A. 132 

Bohlig/P. Labib, p. 41. 

Cf. U. Wilckens, [2], p. 84; E. Peterson, pp. 43 ff. 133 

Thus the false teachers in Corinth are “enemies of the cross of 134 

Christ” (Phil. 3:18), as are the false teachers in Philippi (see Vol. 

2, pp. 77-78). 

U. Wilckens ([1], pp. 5 ff.) has thoroughly exegeted the first chapter 135 

of I Cor. He not only inquires about Paul’s opponents, but wishes also 

to understand the Pauline polemic “in its structure and its special 

intention” (p. 4). This leads to a comprehensive investigation with a 

breadth which to be sure is often wearisome as well. With respect to 

our subject I can gratefully affirm the gratifying agreement of the two 

investigations: “Paul stands over against a teaching for which . . . the 

cross of Christ had no saving significance” (p. 20). 

Cf. also H. Conzelmann, “Paulus und die Weisheit,” NTS 12 

(1966) : 236 ff. R. Baumann (Mitte und Norm des Christlichen) also 

correctly works out the “theologia crucis” as “center and norm of what 

is Christian” on the basis of an exposition of I, 1:1-3:4. His exposition 

suffers, however, from the fact that he assumes as background of the 

Pauline statements only personal rivalries in Corinth which were 

caused by an overestimation of the charisma of pneumatically and 

rhetorically persuasive wisdom discourses. Thereby the Pauline an¬ 

tithesis loses some of its sharpness and suggestiveness. 
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136 E. Giittgemanns (pp. 148 ff.) seeks also to support this thesis with 

II, 13:4. He traces the unusual e£ daSeveiaq back to a Gnostic theolo- 

goumenon quoted by Paul in this passage: “The crucifixion of Jesus is 

an act of a demonic power whose essence is dcrOevEia. Only for this 

reason can it appear as abrogated in the Corinthian Gnosis: Because 

with the crucifixion the earthly Jesus has fallen victim to the demonic 

dcrOeveia of the sarx, the Gnostic in his apostolic existence no longer 

has to do with him, but only with the pneumatic-dynamic Christ.’' 

Even though this exposition fits well into our picture of the Corinthian 

heresy, still it appears to me to put an excessive amount of strain on 

the e£, which obviously was simply prompted by the following ek and 

expresses the well-known Pauline idea that Jesus Christ was crucified 

in or on the basis of his weakness (= his humiliation to our weak¬ 

ness) . 

137 Cf. H. Koester in E. Dinkier, ed., Zeit uncL Geschichte, p. 75, n. 20. 

138 A detailed debate with U. Wilckens from the pen of K. Priimm is 

found in the Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie 87 (1965) : 399-442; 

88 (1966) : 1-50; unfortunately it is completely in error as to method. 

Very pertinent, on the other hand, is the thorough critical discussion 

by H. Koester in Gnomon 33 (1962): 590 ff. Cf. also K. Niederwimmer, 

“Erkennen und Lieben,” Kerygma und Dogma 11 (1965): 79-80. 

139 Cf. the evident response to the aocpol in Corinth in I, 6:5 and also 

Rom. 16:19 (see Vol. 2, pp. 170-71). 

140 It is true that in I, 1:25, 30 Paul speaks positively of ao$la, but it 

is clear that precisely therewith he adopts the Corinthian concept in 

order polemically to fill it with new content. The wisdom known by 

the called ones is Christ, who likewise has been described as the cruci¬ 

fied One. Here I note the gratifying agreement with the investigation 

of U. Wilckens ([1]). 

141 This is all the more true since the concept crocpla was familiar to 

him from the Jewish tradition. According to E. Peterson (pp. 44 ff.), 

in I, 1:18 ff. Paul is referring back directly to the praise of cto<|moc in 
Bar. 3.9-4.4. 

142 But now cf. Saying 115 from the Coptic Gospel of Philip (— Lei- 

poldt-Schenke, p. 50): “The husbandry of the world exists by means 

of four forms: people gather things into the barn because of water, 

earth, wind, and light. And God’s husbandry likewise exists by means 
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of four forms: Tnoriq, iA-rriq, dydriri, and yvwcnq. Our earth is faith, 

because in it we take root. But the water is hope, because we are 

nourished by it (?). The wind is love, because through it we grow. But 

the light is knowledge, because through it we ripen.” The triad of 

•niCTTiq-yvwaiq-eATriq is found in Lidzbarski, Johannesbuch (57.17 ff.). 

Thus E. Lovestam in Studia Theologica 12 (1958) : 83-84; B. Reicke, 143 
p. 280. 

This verse in fact speaks explicitly and apparently ironically to 144 

those in Corinth who hold themselves to be “prophets” and “pneu¬ 

matics.” But certainly we are to refer to I, 1:5 and perhaps also to II, 

2:14. 

The identity of this significance, to which Bultmann refers in TDNT 145 

I: 692-93, is not made questionable by the fact that the Greek gains his 

knowledge in the main rationally and the Gnostic gets his by means 

of revelation, illumination, and vision. D. Georgi ([2], p. 94) neglects 

to distinguish between the existential significance of Gnosis and the 

way to its achievement. Therefore he mistakenly disputes a paralleling 

of the Greek and the Gnostic concept of knowledge, particularly with 

an unjustified appeal to Bultmann’s article cited above. In spite of that 

he should not have been able to write that “in principle . . . the clarity 

of Greek knowing” escapes the “Gnostic” Gnosis. The irrationalism of 

Gnostic knowledge in no way means for the Gnostic that his Gnosis is 

lacking in clarity. 

The Greek does not speak of yvchcnq Gcou (E. Norden, pp. 87 ff.). 146 

This is in harmony with the fact that for him yvcocnq is essentially 

bound up with “seeing” (R. Bultmann in TDNT I: 691-92). The 

transferral of the Greek concept of knowledge to the knowledge of God 

occurred in the Orient and probably is originally joined with the 

emergence of the “Gnosis” (E. Norden, pp. 95 ff.). Cf. further S. Arai 

in U. Bianchi, p. 180. 

Cf. further p. 33, n. 20. 147 

Od. Sol. 26.12 is also characteristic: “For it suffices to have Gnosis 148 

and (therein) to find rest.” 

Cf. further the passages in E. Norden, pp. 102-3; Iren. I, 21.5; Corp. 149 

Herm. I, 19; 21; Pirqe Aboth 3.1; Acta Andr. 6; Acta Thom. 15; Tert., 

de praescr. haer. 7.5; G. Widengren, “Der iranische Hintergrund der 
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Gnosis,” ZRGG 4 (1952): 103-4; Evang. Ver. (from the Jung Codex) 

22.13 ff. 

150 We acknowledge that the heavenly vision, the sight and ecstasy and 

the |j£Ta(3oAr| wrought thereby in the mysteries cannot originally have 

been called “Gnosis”; but of course this does not mean that the way 

upon which the Gnostic gains his knowledge was not vision and ecstasy, 

visio and ocTtoKotAu^iq. D. Georgi ([2], pp. 94-95) does not distinguish 

the two. That he moreover asserts that I deny an ecstatic and visionary 

form of the Gnostic process of knowing is incomprehensible to me; 

cf. e.g., pp. 171 ff. and 279 if. above. 

151 That this Gnostic conception stems from pre-Gnostic oriental myths 

is shown by Widengren in Sakrales Konigtum im Alten Testament und 

im Judentum (1955), pp. 66 ff.; cf. Ps. 78:65; 7:7; 35:23; 59:5-6; 44:24; 

Isa. 51:9. Cf. further H. Jonas, [1], pp. 113-18. 

152 Cf. now also D. Liihrmann, Das Offenbarungsverstandnis . . . , pp. 

113 ff. H. Langerbeck (Aufsatze znr Gnosis [1967], pp. 103 ff.) accord¬ 

ingly develops from this passage his original thesis that later Gnos¬ 

ticism is a systematic unfolding of Pauline theology which on its own 

part should and must have been understood by every Greek as the 

fulfillment of Platonism. These proposals, however, are not tenable. 

Unsatisfactory also is the view of H. Conzelmann, “Paulus und die 

Weisheit,” NTS 12 (1966), who thinks that we still are not obliged 

to assume for I, 2:6 ff. a developed Gnosticism. Similarly R. Scroggs, 

“Paul, lOOOI and flNEYMATI KOE,” NTS 14 (1967) : 33 ff., who dis¬ 

tinguishes in Paul between “kerygma” and “theology” and counts the 

wisdom doctrine offered in I, 2:6-16 as theology which is concerned 

with apocalyptic speculations of a wisdom type. But one ought to 

study this passage precisely in the light of the fact that elsewhere Paul 

knows no separation of kerygma and theology; instead, he develops 

the kerygma theologically, and his theology as the expression of the 

kerygma. R. Baumann, pp. 171 ff., also deliberately plays down the 

religio-historical problematic of our passage. 

153 R. Baumann (p. 267, et passim) asserts that Paul does not envision 

a difference in content between the solid food for the mature and the 

milk for the infants. The only difference involved method and form. 

But that too hastily eliminates the essential problematic of our passage 

which lies in the fact that Paul undoubtedly claims to have a special 

wisdom for the mature, although he does hold as important only the 
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“word of the cross” which applies to all men, and elsewhere knows 
no esoteric proclamation. 

Cf. H. Rusche, “Die Leugner der Auferstehung von den Toten in der 

korinthischen Gemeinde,” Milnchener Theol. Zeitschrift 10 (1959): 
149-51. 

J. H. Wilson (ZNW 59 [1968]: 90 ff.) explains that in his preaching 

in Corinth Paul had indeed spoken of the resurrection of Jesus but not 

of the resurrection of Christians. Now he must make up for his omis¬ 

sion. But apart from the fact that I, 15 is not really made understand¬ 

able from the perspective of this thesis, it is impossible to assume that 

nothing should have been said about the resurrection of the dead by 

Paul at all and in Corinth after about twenty years of missionary prac¬ 

tice—and the death of half a Christian generation! 

Contrary to E. Guttgemanns’ view (pp. 79-80) the reflections in 

paragraph 5 here neither presuppose that Paul had “bad information” 

nor intend to accuse the apostle of not being fully informed. Of course 

Guttgemanns has not recognized the heuristic function of such reflec¬ 

tions. This is shown by the strange assumption that I turn possibly 

existing misinformation into an accusation against the apostle. Wholly 

different, e.g., is P. Hoffmann’s (p. 239) treatment of I, 15, which be¬ 

gins with the statement as sober as it is appropriate: “For the exegesis 

of the passage it is important above all to distinguish the Pauline 

understanding of the opposing views. The question of the actual views 

of the opponents has a lesser significance for the exegesis.” 

Thus already R. Bultmann, [2], I: 169. 

Thus also R. Bultmann, [1], p. 4; H. Weinel, p. 383; E. Kasemann 

in ZThK 54 (1957) : 18: S. M. Pavlinek in Comm. Viat. 1 (1958) : 64, 

n. 28; U. Wilckens, [1], p. 212; W. Bauer, p. 104. This exegesis is con¬ 

firmed by I Thess. 4:13-18; see Vol. 2, pp. 116 ff. 

Cf. Tert., de praescr. haer. 33.7. 

E. Guttgemanns (p. 67) objects: “Therewith Schmithals overlooks 

the fact that the opponents’ thesis is nowhere given as dvdcrracriq ouk 

eoTiv, but dvdorao'iq vExpcov ouk eotiv (vs. 12) . Now the Corinthians 

rejected only this latter, but not the dvdcrToccnq in general.” Now I 

cannot conceive of an dvdcrracnc; that would not be dvaoTacnq vEKpwv. 
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Even the formula avacrracnv rjSr| ysyovevai means the resurrection of the 

dead! That I presuppose that the Corinthian Gnostics would not have 

been able to say dvdoracnv rjSq yeyovcvai is, in view of the Gnostic 

parallels which I have cited on p. 157, one of the assertions of Giittge- 

manns (pp. 67-68) which are incomprehensible to me. The question is 

only whether they did so or whether Paul understood them thus. But 

the latter is ruled out by the clear formulations dvdaTacriq vcicpcov ouk 

ecttiv and d oAcoq vexpoi ouk eydpovToa (vs. 29). When Giittgemanns 

(p. 75) quotes vs. 12 in this form, “But if the deceased Jesus alone is 

proclaimed as already risen, how then can some of you say, ‘There is 

no more future resurrection of the dead, because all resurrection has 

already universally occurred, and that indeed to the living/ ” the inter- 

pretamenta of Giittgemanns (italics mine) are smoothly inserted into 

the text of Paul. The same is true of the rendering of vs. 29: “If the 

dvdoracnq in general (oAcoq) refers not to the vsxpoi but only to the 

living . . . .” Of course with such veiled conjectures anything can be 

proved. 

Now it is true that Giittgemanns thinks that “it is only from the 

Gnostic thesis that the resurrecion has already occurred universally 

that the temporal spacing-out of the resurrection becomes understand¬ 

able,” as Paul proposes in vss. 23-28 (pp. 70-71). But for Paul this spac¬ 

ing-out goes without saying, since Christ has indeed already risen, but 

the Christians have not. I am unable to see that vss. 23-28 represent 

an “incomprehensible divergence from the subject” and “possibly” 

must “even be excised by literary-critical procedures” (p. 74) if they 

are not directed against the Gnostic thesis of the already generally 

experienced resurrection. With them Paul is working precisely in the 

theme of chap. 15, and the homologous manner of discourse in vss. 

23-28 does not allow the idea of pointed polemic even to arise for an 

unbiased reader. 

Of course Giittgemanns’ interpretation is not aimed at a basically 

different estimation of the Corinthian situation from the one we have 

given. He is only attempting to avoid the assumption that Paul has 

misunderstood the Corinthian adversaries as denying the hope of the 

future. But the very exegetical dislocations required for such avoidance 

show the necessity of such an assumption. 

P. Hoffmann, pp. 240 ff., judges correctly. Cf. further J. M. Robinson 

in ZThK 62 (1965): 304-5. 

At most one could point out that with Gnostic talk about the already 

generally experienced resurrection the eschatological reserve is ex- 
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pressly abandoned; cf. H. A. Wilke, Das Problem eines messianischen 

Zwischenreichs bei Paulus, AThANT 51 (1967) : 60. 

Plotinus, Enn. Ill, 6.6.71-72 (ed. E. Brehier): . the true resurrec- 162 

tion is a resurrection from the body.” Papyr. Oxyrh. 654, 1. 31 = Hen- 

necke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 102; Eph. 5:14; Hipp. V, 8: “ii avdcrToc- 

aiq f| 5ia Tfjq TruXriq yivopevr) tuv oupavcov.” Acta Joh. 98; Pistis Sophia 

100 = Schmidt-Till, 180.34; Acta Pauli 14; Coptic Gospel of Philip 23; 

63; Lidzbarski, Ginza, 437.19 ff.; the Epistle to Rheginos from the Nag 

Hammadi find: “We shall ascend to heaven like rays of the sun. . . . 

This is the spiritual resurrection, which swallows up the psychical and 

fleshly resurrection” (de resurrectione, ed. Malinine-Till-Quispel- 

Puech [Zurich, 1963], pp. 45-46). Cf. further passages in E. Giittge- 

manns, pp. 68 ff.; H. W. Bartsch in ZNW 55 (1964) : 266; H. N. 

Schenke in ZNW 59 (1968) : 123 ff.; J. M. Robinson in ZThK 62 
(1965): 310. 

Cf. Ep. Ap. 21 ff.; 26; Iren. I, 22.1; apocryphal epistle to the Corin- 163 

thians 24-25 = Kleine Texte 12:17. 

P. Hoffmann (pp. 245-46) thinks that Paul did recognize “that the 164 

Corinthian Gnostics had a hope of the hereafter, but from the per¬ 

spective of his conception of the hereafter, which is indissolubly bound 

up with the hope of the resurrection, he did not acknowledge this 

anticipated condition of incorporeality as a blessing.” This is not im¬ 

possible. 

Cf. Tert., de praescr. haer. 7; Justin, Dial. 62.3; Lidzbarski, Ginza, 165 

39.4-5; 40.12 ff.; Iren. V, 31.1. 

Such misunderstandings or deliberate misinterpretations apparently 166 

are found also in the Talmud, insofar as the Minim, who deny the 

resurrection, are to be understood to denote Gnostics; cf., e.g., TSanh. 

13.4; RH 165, 34. 

That at the beginning of his discussion of the question of the resur- 167 

rection in I, 15 Paul makes a detailed reference to the resurrection of 

Jesus would be inexplicable if he could proceed on the assumption that 

the fact of Jesus’ resurrection was undisputed in Corinth. The asser¬ 

tion, occasionally encountered, that the false teachers in Corinth did 

not deny the resurrection of Jesus is therefore untenable, especially 

since it is also without any basis elsewhere in the text. It is curious that 
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even U. Wilckens agrees with this erroneous thesis (in Dogma und 

Denkstrukturen, ed. by W. Joest and W. Pannenberg [1963], p. 61, 

n. 11) ; for he correctly regards Paul’s opponents in Corinth as Gnos¬ 

tics. But Gnostics deny the (bodily) resurrection altogether and as 

such, without being able to distinguish between the body of Christ and 

that of the Christians. Cf. “oi Se XeyovTEq dvacrracnv ouk eTvou Trjq 

aapKoq . . . ou 'TTiCTTeuouaiv, oti 6 vEKpoq (scilKupioq) ouTtoq avEcrrr) 

(apocryphal epistle to the Corinthians 24-25). In Ign. Smyrn. 1.2 a 

Gnostic tradition is reworked which reinterprets the Easter confession 

to say that Jesus arises into the body of the church (see p. 59, n. 140). 

For the assumption that the Corinthians had not denied the resurrec¬ 

tion of Jesus, people usually claim support from vss. 13 and 16, where 

Paul makes it clear to the readers that the confession of Jesus’ resur¬ 

rection also collapses with the denial of the resurrection in general. 

But does Paul mean to say to the Corinthians, “If you correctly deny 

the resurrection of the dead, then to be consistent you would have to 

deny the resurrection of Jesus also—wrhich you acknowledge”? This 

latter is precisely what Paul does not express, and after vss. 1-11 he 

cannot even mean this. In vss. 13-16 Paul is not arguing from the 

allegedly acknowledged resurrection of Jesus, the contesting of which 

he rather clearly presupposes in vss. 1-11, but on the basis of the resur¬ 

rection of the dead which is contested in principle, and he makes clear 

the consequences which result from this contesting, without reflecting 

on the question to what extent people in Corinth had already drawn 

such consequences. Cf. also E. Gtittgemanns, p. 58. 

H. Conzelmann, EvTheol 25 (1965), writes (pp. 10-11) of the Co¬ 

rinthians: “They do not doubt that ‘Christ’ [sic] has died. But they 

are oriented exclusively to the resurrection. They are not Gnostics, 

but Spirit enthusiasts . . . , they separate Christ’s resurrection from his 

death. They spiritually leave death behind them.” Conzelmann justifies 

this differentiation between Gnostics and Spirit enthusiasts with the 

statement that “Paul presupposes that the confession of faith is 

acknowledged in Corinth”—a principle which undoubtedly holds true 

for Paul’s community, but not for the heretics who precisely in I, 15 

are plainly distinguished from the community, and whose assertion 

that there is no resurrection of the dead betrays anything but an agree¬ 

ment with the church’s confession of Christ, however this assertion 

may have been understood. Besides, I do not comprehend how a 

Spirit enthusiasm which spiritually leaves death behind can appeal to 

the primitive Christian confession of the bodily resurrection of Jesus. 

Anyone who as an enthusiast denies that there is a resurrection of the 
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dead can appeal on behalf of his denial only to the Spirit-Christ, not to 
the resurrected One. 

In his commentary in I Cor. also Conzelmann thoroughly defines the 

opposition in I Cor. in terms of the repeated stereotyped axiom that 

Paul’s opponents in Corinth had not contested the confession of Jesus 

as the crucified and resurrected Christ (pp. 29, 48, 52, 55, 242, et 

passim). It is largely with this axiom that differing analyses are refuted. 

To be consistent, then, Conzelmann must detach Paul’s statements 

in I, 1:18 ffi, which place the “cross” in opposition to “wisdom,” from 

1:12 ff., the polemic against partisan divisions, although the argument 

in chap. 3 again ends in the question of parties and even Conzelmann 

does not wish to deny that Paul’s opponents boasted of their wisdom 
(3:18) ! 

And it is equally consistent when he understands I, 15:1-11 as a com¬ 

munication of the confession of faith acknowledged idthout doubting 

even by Paul’s opponents. Indeed he himself sees that in view of the 

verses mentioned this understanding is hardly possible; it does appear 

that Paul is producing “an impressive series of witnesses and therewith 

a proof of the resurrection of Jesus” (p. 304). But since Conzelmann’s 

maxim, presupposed even here—where it still has to be proved—that 

“in Corinth the resurrection of Jesus is not at all doubted,” this ap¬ 

pearance must be deceptive. The import of the enumeration of wit¬ 

nesses is rather “to establish the resurrection of Jesus as a past event” 

(p. 306) ; in vs. 6 the stress is placed upon the fact that some have 

already died—an interpretation in my judgment almost grotesque and 

not to be documented from anything in I, 15:1-11, which would be 

untenable even if the Corinthian adversaries had not actually doubted 

the resurrection of Jesus. 

For this cardinal element in his entire exposition, Conzelmann now 

appeals to 15:11 and to 15:13. But in 15:11, it is demonstrable that 

alongside Kr|pucrcro|ji£v there stands the ingressive aorist emaTeuaaTe, 

which deliberately avoids the TnoreuETE to be expected in Conzelmann’s 

interpretation, and with the help of which Paul obviously seeks anew 

to enjoin the now threatened confession of the beginning; cf. 15:2. 

In 15:13 Paul adds to the affirmation implied in 15:12, “if Christ 

has risen, then there is also a general resurrection of the dead,” its 

converse, “if there is no resurrection of the dead, then Christ also has 

not risen.” Conzelmann (p. 313) thinks that Paul intends (as in vs. 

29) to refute his opponents from their own presuppositions: “Since 

you acknowledge the resurrection of Jesus, to be consistent you must 

also affirm the resurrection of the dead.” Otherwise the sentence would 

be “formal logical inference drawing.” Yet this alternative is con¬ 

structed with a view to what is to be proved; for in vs. 13 Paul in no 



362 Gnosticism in Corinth 

way indicates that he intends to refute the Corinthians from their 

own presuppositions. Actually the function of the change from vs. 12 

to vs. 13, repeated from vs. 15b to vs. 16, lies beyond that alternative 

in establishing the unity and indissoluble connection between the 

resurrection of the dead and Jesus’ resurrection, as vs. 20 then in fact 

explicitly draws the conclusion from vss. 12-19: Jesus has risen as the 

first of all who sleep; Christ’s resurrection is not a solitary case. 

Hence the train of thought altogether runs as follows: 

1. Christ has actually risen; this can be proved: vss. 1-11. 

2. But Christ’s resurrection must be understood as the dawn of the 

general resurrection of the dead: vss. 12-19. 

3. Hence it follows from Christ’s resurrection that the dead in gen¬ 

eral will rise: vss. 20 ff. 

The point of departure for the argument here is by no means the 

acknowledged, but the provable (and, in view of the Corinthian situa¬ 

tion, first and foremost to be proved: vss. 1-11) resurrection of Jesus. 

If therefore one follows Conzelmann’s advice to determine the Co¬ 

rinthian position on the basis of “what is to be drawn from the text” 

(p. 29), one cannot base this position on the view that the Corinthians 

who denied the resurrection nevertheless acknowledged the resurrec¬ 

tion of Jesus. This assertion rather is revealed to be a premise which 

is not only religio-historically untenable but also unsuited to the texts. 

169 Unfortunately R. C. Tannehill [Dying and Rising with Christ, pp. 

84 ff.) in his exposition of our passage does not consider the specific 

reference of the Pauline statements. The exposition of D. W. Oosten- 

dorp [Another Jesus, pp. 59 ff.) remains entirely unsatisfactory; see my 

review in TLZ 93 (1968), cols. 503-4. 

170 Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 48 ff., 222 ff. 

171 Cf. note 127. 

172 I am bewildered by E. Giittgemanns’ charge (p. 97, n. 25; p. 98, 

n. 30; p. 125, et passim) that with my exposition of II, 4:7 ff. the 

“theologia crucis” is in principle eliminated. I am even more perplexed 

to read that therewith I give up on understanding the Pauline train of 

thought. In passing Giittgemanns interprets the passage to mean that 

in his sufferings Paul, as apostle, makes the crucified One immediately 

manifest. The sufferings of Jesus are, so to speak, repeated in the 

suffering of his apostle. Hence Giittgemanns can speak of a “demon- 
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stration of identity” (p. 119) or can say that Paul is defending his 

Christology at one and the same time (1) with his apostolic rights 

(p. 117, n. 135). The sufferings of the apostle are to be described as a 

‘‘christological epiphany” (p. 195), the bodily existence of the apostle 

acquires “christological relevance” (p. 134). Thereby the apostle moves 

out of the community and becomes, with Christ, something over 

against it (pp. 195, 324 ff.). 

Now here I would speak of a—threatened, at least—elimination of 

the “theologia crucis.” In other words, if one does not, with Giittge- 

manns, make it into a mere formal principle, this “theologia crucis” 

is constituted by the unrepeatable “once-for-all” of Jesus’ sufferings, 

which as so unique an event can be present only in the proclamation 

at all times, but never in fulfillment of existence of some outstanding 

Christian officeholders. The variation of the “Christus prolongatus” 

offered by Giittgemanns in conscious association with the mystic- 

Gnostic idea of identity (p. 139) makes it appear, on the other hand, 

in principle a matter of private preference whether the glory of God 

is beheld in the suffering of Jesus or in the suffering of his apostle, 

and the purportedly radical contrast of this concept of apostle to 

Gnosticism (p. 139) is in fact only a very relative one. 

However, in II, 4:7 ff. Paul defends himself precisely against the 

unreasonable demand of his Gnostic opponents that he overestimate 

the apostolate christologically; this he does by affirming that the true 

proclaimers of the gospel (in II, 4 Paul is by no means speaking ex¬ 

clusively of the apostles, as Giittgemanns assumes) bear this treasure 

in earthen vessels, so that it must be clear to everyone that the superla¬ 

tive power of this gospel comes solely from God and not at all out of 

the existence of the messenger (4:7)—this is theologia crucis, which 

brings man, and above all the apostle, to naught, not the epiphany- 

bearer of Deity. Therewith neither a connection between weakness 

and gospel nor a positive function of weakness for the gospel is dis¬ 

puted, as Giittgemanns incomprehensibly attributes to me (p. 97). 

Instead, the connection of the two is rather affirmed, to be sure in a 

way required by the text itself and the context of the Pauline theology. 

Giittgemanns—I turn his charge (p. 97, n. 25) back on him—turns 

both into the opposite. 

The same appears to be the case in Galatia: Gal. 4:12 ff.; see Vol. 

2, pp. 34-35. 

173 

Cf. Gal. 2:20. 174 
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175 Paul’s statement in I, 3:1 If. that he has been able to deal with the 

Corinthians only in the sphere of “sarkic” speech afforded his op¬ 

ponents a good opportunity to discredit Paul as a “sarkic” in their 

sense and to call on Paul himself as a witness to the fact. As we have 

seen, they did not let this opportunity slip. 

176 Cf. W. Liitgert, p. 115. 

177 D. W. Oostendorp’s exposition (pp. 17 ff.) seems to me to be entirely 

misleading. He says that Paul’s (judaizing) opponents made the charge 

against him that he lacked the necessary “spiritual power” to deal with 

the moral lapses of the Corinthians who are still entangled in pagan¬ 

ism. 

178 All the less is ’ASap to be added, as E. Brandenburger, Adam und 

Christus, thinks, without noting the neuter in vs. 46. 

179 “It is clear that this sentence is meaningful only if Paul thinks of a 

doctrine which asserts just what he denies here” (O. Cullmann, [1], 

p. 168). Thus also many other interpreters. 

180 Cf. W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (ET, 1970), p. 178. 

181 If vs. 46 belongs to the original text, it is formally to be regarded 

as a parenthesis; cf. E. Brandenburger, p. 74, n. 4. 

Unfortunately E. Guttgemanns (p. 57, n. 21) abhors my arguments 

on vs. 46 as a distortion which withholds from the reader some im¬ 

portant information. 

On the problematic of the temporal relation of “spiritual” and 

“fleshly,” cf. Ps.-Clem. Horn. 16 ff. 

182 Thus in I, 14:37-38, e.g., Paul addresses, just as bitterly and ironically 

as he speaks in 14:36, those in Corinth who represent themselves as 

prophets and Pneumatics. Cf. most recently G. Eichholz in Theologi- 

sche Existenz heute 77: 8-9. 

183 Cf. also Gal. 3:2; 5:25; 6:1; see Vol. 2, pp. 32 ff. 

Naturally this does not mean—as all the commentators say—“for the 

common profit”; for that is not found here. Paul rather means that 

there are no unprofitable gifts of the Spirit (as the “Pneumatics” 

think with regard to the non-ecstatic gifts of grace within the Pauline 

184 
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communities); all gifts of the Holy Spirit are profitable gifts. Cf. D. 
Liihrmann, pp. 27-28. 

Cf. R. Bultmann, [2], I: 158; on I, 3:1 ff., see pp. 151 ff. above. 185 

On this, cf. W. Bauer, Der Wortgottesdienst der altesten Christen 186 

(1930), pp. 33 ff.; J. Behm in TDNT I: 722 ff.; S. D. Currie, “Speak¬ 

ing in Tongues,” Interpretation 19 (1965) : 274 ff.; J. P. M. Sweet, “A 

Sign for Unbelievers,” NTS 13 (1967): 240 ff. 

The Trpo<t>r)T£U£iv also denotes an immediate utterance of the Spirit 187 

and according to evidence from I, 14 it is highly esteemed in Corinth. 

Although the npo<pr|T£u£iv—like the speaking in tongues—presumably 

was first introduced in Corinth by the Gnostics, since it is done in 

rational discourse, Paul does not wish to reject it so long as it remains 

in the framework of good order (I, 14:29 ff.). On the phenomenon 

of Trpo<{>r|TEUEiv, cf. further pp. 275 ff. 

This judgment does not mean that glossolalia is not also found else- 188 

where. Even in rabbinic Judaism ecstatic phenomena occur. Primitive 

Palestinian Christianity undoubtedly also was acquainted with en¬ 

thusiastic movements. Whether speaking in tongues belonged to these 

is of course questionable. Cf. also H. Grass, Ostergeschehen und Oster- 

herichte, pp. 312-13. 

Cf. Die Geschichte von Joseph dem Zimmermann, 23.1 (Sahidic) = 189 

S. Morenz in TU 56: 19; W. Bauer, Der Wortgottesdienst der altesten 

Christen (1930), p. 34. 

“When you see miserable, persecuted, and perfect ones whom a 190 

bodily ailment and infirmity befalls, do not ridicule them in your 

hearts. For only the bodies formed of flesh and blood become con¬ 

temptible through suffering and infirmity; the soul does not become 

contemptible through suffering and infirmity” (Lidzbarski, Ginza, 

p. 42.13-18). 

I do not understand why E. Giittgemanns, in his justified under- 191 

taking to interpret the Corinthian epistles consistently in terms of an 

anti-Gnostic front, repeatedly (e.g., p. 125; p. 138, n. 17; p. 139; p. 156, 

n. 16; pp. 164-65) states that the Corinthian Gnostics had accused Paul 

of the weakness of his somatic existence and from this inferred his “de¬ 

pendence on the sarx which is put off in the heavenly-pneumatic exis- 
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tence” (p. 139). For the Gnostics the demand for stronger somatic 

existence would have been only the irrational demand for strengthen¬ 

ing the demonic power, while the weakness of the sarx demonstrates 

precisely the weakness of its demonic masters. Actually Paul nowhere 

gives occasion for the conjecture that the Corinthian adversaries had 

taken offense at his bodily weakness; they rather accused him of posi¬ 

tive evaluation of the (suffering) body. 

192 When E. Giittgemanns (p. 138) infers from the statements on p. 176 

that I completely deny “that Paul was sick or oratorically uneducated,” 

he misunderstands my argument. There I am denying only that the 

charges encountered in II, 10:1, 10, refer to the apostle’s lack of educa¬ 

tion in rhetoric or his illness. 

193 Or tv Aoycp povov, as the equivalent Gnostic charge runs, according 

to I Thess. 1:5; cf. Vol. 2, pp. 98 ff. I Thess. 1:5 confirms in detail the 

exposition given here. 

194 Of course since in vs. 6 Paul is proceeding according to the prin¬ 

ciple of vs. 5 and is crossing swords with his opponents in his “foolish 

talk,” one must give a sharper focus to E. Kasemann’s interpretation. 

It is indeed his opponents who scorn the non-pneumatic Logos 

and use Gnosis as well as the ecstatic revelations of the Pneuma 

itself as their identification. In this very respect, Paul says in II, 11:6, 

he is not inferior to them. Of course he takes care, in doing his foolish 

boasting, clearly to fill Aoyoq, yvcocnq, and (pavcpcocnq with his content, 

since otherwise the foolish equation would evaporate. Indeed in vs. 

6a, Paul can only mean that perhaps he is in fact lacking in the neces¬ 

sary schooling in rhetoric, but not in the yvcocriq of the gospel of the 

crucified Christ (cf. II, 4:4 ff.) and not in the cpavepcoaiq of the truth 

(cf. II, 4:2). His content for the concepts prescribed by the opponents, 

therefore, is directly anti-Gnostic. 

195 D. W. Oostendorp (pp. 20 ff.) concludes, from the fact that in 10: 

1-11 Paul promises strong measures in Corinth, that the opponents 

had demanded sharp intervention against the moral abuses and Paul 

concedes to them the right to make such a demand. But one cannot 

overlook the fact that here as elsewhere Paul directs his threat against 

his opponents themselves. 

196 On the following, cf. F. Biichsel, pp. 369 ff.; K. Deissner, Paulus und 

die Mystik seiner Zeit (1918), pp. 54 ff. passim. 
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See further corresponding passages on the following pages. Cf. 197 

further Iren. I, 6.4; 23.5; 25.3; II, 26.1; III, 15.2; Tert., de praescr. 

haer. 41.4; Ep. Ap. 38; 50; Rev. 3:17; I Tim. 6:3-4; Herm. Sim. IX, 22 

and the parallels cited by M. Dibelius in HNT, in loc.; I Clem. 13.1; 

14.1; 16.2; 17.5; 21.5; 30.1, 8; 57.2; Ign. Smyrn. 6.1; Trail. 4.1; 7.1; 
Corp. Herm. IV, 5. 

Most obvious are the parallels in the anti-Gnostic passages of the 

other Pauline epistles; on Philippians cf. Vol. 2, pp. 69 ff.; on I Thess. 

cf. Vol. 2, pp. 98 ff.; on II Thess. cf. Vol. 2, pp. 142 ff.; on Gal. cf. Vol. 

2, pp. 33 ff.; on Rom. cf. Vol. 2, pp. 167 ff. 

“Those to whom that Spirit (tTVEuiia) comes will live under all cir- 198 

cumstances (ttocvt^ iravTcoq) ” (Pap. Berol. 8502 = Apocryphon of 

John 67.1 = Till, p. 175). 

. . the Pneumatics gave to themselves the unmediated reality 199 

which was achieved by means of vision” (H. Jonas, [2], p. 44). 

Cf. W. Liitgert, pp. 117 ff.; cf. I Thess. 5:1-11 = Vol. 2, pp. 119 ff. 200 

With the typically Gnostic n5r|, cf. further the so-called Gospel of 201 

Truth from Nag Hammadi: “Be not worm-eaten, for you have already 

cast it out. Be not to yourselves a place for the devil, for you have 

already brought him to nought” (The Gospel of Truth, Kendrick 

Grobel, trans., p. 144; Codex Jung 33:17 ff. = H. M. Schenke in TLZ, 

1958, col. 498); Iren. Ill, 15.2; I, 25.3; John 3:18. 

Further, de resurrectione, ed. Malinine-Till-Quispel-Puech (1963), 

p. 49.15-16: “You already (fiSty) have the resurrection.” Corp. Herm. 

X, 9; 6 yap yvouq kcu ayaOoq Kai euae(3r|q kcu r^Sri 0eToq. Philo, de vita 

cont. 13. 

Cf. Corp. Herm. I, 26; Acta Joh. 92: “Jesus, those whom you chose 

yet do not believe you. And my Lord answered him: you are right; they 

are (still) men.” 

Kai upeTq ire^uaicopevoi kart. The concept cpuaioGv which appears 202 

here as also in I, 4:6 is found in the New Testament, other than in the 

similarly anti-Gnostic passage in Col. 2:18, only in Paul, and indeed 

in his work only in Epistle B to Corinth (cf. II, 12:20). Thereby the 

polemical use of this term even in the passages not yet mentioned is 

proved: I, 4:18-19 (the Tre^uaicopEvoi assert that Paul will no longer let 

himself be seen in Corinth); I, 8:1, similarly I, 13:4 (rj yvcooiq cpuaioT, 

r) 6e ccydiTri oiKoSopeT). 
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On the later anti-Gnostic use of the term, cf., e.g., Ign. Smyrn. 6.1; 

Trail. 4.1; 7.1. 
Cf. the Coptic Gospel of Thomas 2; Pistis Sophia 96 = Schmidt-Till, 

p. 148.10; Hipp. V, 8.2, 30; Acta Thom. 136 = Lipsius-Bonnet II, 2, 

p. 243.10; the Coptic Gnostic “Untitled Work” from Nag Hammadi’s 

Codex II, 173.1-14. 

203 Kupieueiv is found alongside PcxctiAeueiv; cf., e.g., Iren. I, 25.3; Clem. 

Alex. Strom. IV, 13.89. Cf. also the (second) Apocalypse of James 56 

(50) .2 ff., ed. A. Bohlig/P. Labib, p. 78. 

With rjSr| KEKopeapevoi ectte E. Haenchen (Die Botschaft des 

Thomas-Evangeliams [1961], p. 71) properly compares Saying 60 of the 

Gospel of Thomas: “Blessed are the hungry, for the body of him who 

desires will be filled,” and on this offers the commentary: “He who in 

the abundance of the world remains unsatisfied and in spite of all that 

the world offers him feels his unappeased hunger is satisfied by the 

knowledge that he is a son of the living Father.” 

204 Cf. R. Bultmann, [1], p. 3. 

205 That is to say, from the presumptuous position of the Gnostic pneu¬ 

matic state; cf. F. Biichsel, pp. 381 ff. 

206 Otherwise D. Georgi, [2], p. 95. From the judgment: “. . . first in II 

Cor. (more precisely in 2:14-7:4 and 10-13) Paul proceeds against 

false apostles and discusses pneumatic feats as proof of missionary 

authority,” he concludes that the opponents of II Cor. are different 

from those of I Cor. But the dispute about apostleship begins already 

in I, 9:1 ff., and the fact that the discussion of pneumatic feats, as it is 

found in I, 12-14, recurs in Epistles C and D within the dispute about 

apostleship reflects only the progressive course of the debate with the 

same opponents, and not the appearance of other false teachers; cf. 

further p. 290. 

207 U. Wilckens ([1], p. 94) infers from I. 4:3 ff. that the Corinthians 

had “summoned Paul before a sort of pneumatic court.” This is pos¬ 

sible, but it seems more likely to me that in I, 4:3 ff. Paul is reacting 

to his disqualification as pneumatic person and apostle, pronounced 

long ago—possibly even in ecstatic discourse—by the heretical Corin¬ 

thians. 

208 In this connection we must once more examine the thesis of E. Giitt- 

gemanns that the apostle in his existence as a suffering one makes the 
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crucified Christ directly manifest. In consequence of this concept of 

the apostle, the apostolic existence is fundamentally distinguished from 

other Christian existence, which does not possess this character of an 

epiphany (p. 195); the apostle stands with Christ over against the com¬ 

munity. Giittgemanns must therefore emphasize that in the passages 

which he exegetes to support his thesis, it is specifically and only 

apostolic existence that is in question; cf., e.g., pp. 95-96; p. 114, n. Ill; 

p. 125; p. 145, n. 21; p. 155, n. 14; p. 174, n. 19, et passim. However, 

not only do the individual texts contradict the theory of the christo- 

logical epiphany character especially of the apostolic existence in Paul 

(cf., e.g., note 172), but also the view that Paul makes so basic a dis¬ 

tinction at all between apostolic existence and Christian existence fails 

because of the wording of Epistles C and D, which Giittgemanns uses. 

One need not even refer to I, 12, where the apostolate is represented 

as one charisma of the Christian community alongside many others. It 

suffices to point to the fact that precisely in Epistles C and D the apos¬ 

tolic title remains without any significance for Paul’s argument; in 

Epistle C it does not occur at all, and in Epistle D it appears only as 

a self-designation or on the lips of the Corinthian Gnostics. 

Now of course there is an ancient dispute over the question of how 

the “we” which predominates in Epistles C and D is to be understood: 

as a literary plural, by which Paul means only himself; as a specifically 

apostolic “we”; as a “we” which includes Paul and all his missionary 

co-workers; as a general Christian “we”; as a “we” that includes Paul 

and Timotheus, who purportedly joins him in sending the letter? 

It is certain that there is no indication that we are exclusively to 

count in the “we” a collaborator who is named, if at all, in the lost 

protocols of Epistles C and D, and that there is also no occasion for 

limiting the “we” to the circle of the actual apostles who are never 

named. An exposition of both epistles in context shows rather that 

the “we” has primary reference to the members of the community in 

general who are active in mission, hence the “apostles” in the general 

and broadest sense, that Paul now and then restricts it to himself (e.g-, 

II, 3:1), but frequently extends it to include the entire community. 

Particularly in Epistle C it can be shown how in constant change and 

with easy transition Paul anchors the missionary existence in Christian 

existence in general, and brings Christian existence to a point in the 

missionary charisma (cf. H. Windisch, p. 34) . This apparently is done 

intentionally, in view of the attacks which are meant to discredit him 

as an apostle, in order to avoid any opposing of apostle to community 

and to put them both together over against the Kyrios Christos as also 

over against the adversaries. The community is to understand the at- 
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tacks against Paul as directed against herself, since the common faith 

is at stake. 

Unfortunately, Giittgemanns does not take into account these con¬ 

nections but assumes at once that in Epistles C and D Paul has in mind 

pointedly and exclusively the apostolic existence, and this in its con¬ 

trast to the community; but this is precisely what has to be proved. 

His position is further weakened by his failure to clarify his concept 

of the apostle employed herein. Thus his repeated polemic against the 

view chosen in the present study, that no basic distinction is made 

by Paul in the sense of I, 12 between apostolic existence and Christian 

existence in general (cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 21-22) remains 

without evident support. 

209 Cf. further Arnobius II, 33: “You wrongly place the salvation of 

your souls in yourselves.” Characteristic is the frequent use of Luke 

17:21 in Gnostic texts; alongside the saying quoted on p. 149, n. 49, 

cf. also the following: “Take care that no one lead you astray with 

the words, ‘Lo, here!’ or ‘Lo, therel’ For the Son of Man is within 

you. Follow after him! Those who seek him will find him” (Gospel 

of Mary 8.14 ff. = Till, p. 65). Cf. further p. 68. H. Jonas fittingly 

describes “the sufficiency for salvation claimed by the Pneumatics, the 

immediate self-attainability of a perfection which already here was 

enjoyed to the full as a surety of itself” ([2], p. 44). 

210 Incidentally, a precise parallel is offered by I John 4:5. The Gnostics, 

who accuse the members of the Great Church that they are “of the 

world,” are answered: auTot £k tou Koopou eiaiv = they are themselves 

of the world. 

211 Still vs. 12, with the ironic parrying of a comparison with those who 

commended themselves, returns a charge of the Corinthians against 

Paul, as II, 3:1 and 5:12 surely show. 

212 Cf. H. Lietzmann, pp. 208-9; H. Conzelmann in TWNT VII: 893-94. 

213 To this corresponds the significance of gipeTaOai for the Gnostics, 

especially for the Gnostic apostles; cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 216 ff. 

214 In addition, the comparison which Paul “ventures” in II, 11:21 ff. 

following the “pattern” of the Corinthians lets something of the claim 

of the Corinthian false teachers show through. 
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On the following, cf. R. Bultmann, [1], pp. 12 If. Bultmann has 215 
greatly furthered the understanding of II, 5:11-15, even though the 
mistaken reference to vs. 16 (see pp. 302 If.), which Bultmann wishes 
above all to explain, encumbers his exegesis and somewhat obscures 
the outcome. As compared with Bultmann’s essay, the study of J. B. 
Soucek, “Wir kennen Ghristus nicht mehr nach dem Fleisch,” EvTheol 
19 (1959) : 300 ff., which is concerned essentially with the understand¬ 
ing of II, 5:16, repersents a step backward, since Soucek hardly con¬ 
siders the polemical-apologetic situation of the passage. On the other 
hand, E. Kasemann ([1], pp. 67 ff.) has shown the proper way to the 
understanding of the section. Cf. also H. Schwantes, Schopfung der 
Endzeit, pp. 29 ff. and more recently E. Giittgemanns, pp. 282 ff., esp. 
pp. 298 ff., who successfully seeks to explain the passage II, 5:11-6:10 
theologically on the basis of the “Gnostic hypothesis.” 

Hence Paul cannot deny his opponents the title of apostle as such, 216 
but at the climax of the debate can only address them as “lying 
apostles” (II, 11:13; cf. 11:5; 12:11). Connected with this is the fact 
that in the defense of his missionary service in Epistle C Paul does not 
even mention the apostolic title, since in the matter of the gospel it 
is of no consequence. 

Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 32-33. H. Windisch (p. 179) moreover 217 
rightly calls attention to the change in tense between E^Eorrujev and 
oxoc|>povo0|i£v. The aorist obviously stands for what happened occasion¬ 
ally, and the present for what happens regularly, the ordinary be¬ 
havior. 

Of course this sense, attested by II, 3:3, apparently occurs also in 218 
the clause, “But we are evident to God,” which therewith in a certain 
sense takes on a double meaning; for vs. 115 may be consciously re¬ 
lated to this incidental sense (see below). 

R. Bultmann ([1], p. 13) thinks that the Beep Se TrecpavepcopeBcc ktA. 219 
is directed “obviously against the charge of secrecy”; certainly, but 
against the charge that Paul is concealing from the Corinthians that he 
is an ecstatic, i.e., that he lets nothing be seen of the (asserted or de¬ 
manded) ecstatic and pneumatic revelations. 

Cf. already J. Weiss ([1], pp. 298-99) : “Very curiously, f| (pocvepcocnq 220 
toO TrveupaToq appears in place of to xapicrpoc, whereat a never-ending 
dispute arises as to whether the genitive is subjective or objective. The 
thought however probably is (as in II, 4:10-11) that to TrveOpa epave- 
PoOtcu, and this not through the activity of the Christians, so that he 
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would be the object, but that he reveals himself in their doing. But 

it is curious that this is not verbally expressed, as ev 6e EKac-rcp cpavs- 

pouTai to TrveOpa -rrpoq to aupcpepov. f| cpocvEpcocnq tou TTveupcrroq must 

already have been a form of terminus technicus like xdpicrpa.” 

Cf. further D. Liihrmann, pp. 27-28. 

221 F. C. Baur has already established in Theol. Jb. IX (1850) : 182 ff., 

that the EKOTrjvou can refer only to actual ecstasies—he points to I, 

14:18 and II, 12:1. 

222 A. Oepke has already noted, in TDNT III: 591, the “Gnostic tinge’’ 

of the concept $av£pouv. Above all, however, in the first edition of this 

book the methodologically and substantially convincing as well as 

splendidly written study by H. Schulte, Der Begriff der Offenbarung 

im Neuen Testament, Beitrdge zur Evangelischen Theologie 13 (1949), 

escaped me. Schulte investigates the concept q>avepo0v in the New Tes¬ 

tament. She recognizes the Gnostic-anti-Gnostic character of the term 

and also asserts, with reason, that in the Corinthian epistles Paul has 

taken it over from the language of the Corinthians (esp. pp. 20 ff., 

67 ff.). The context in which cpavEpoOv occurs in the Gnostic or gnos- 

ticizing passages cited by H. Schulte is for the most part the manifesta¬ 

tion of the one heavenly emissary in the flesh. This corresponds to the 

traditions of Christian Gnosticism and essentially expresses nothing 

other than the manifestation of the pneuma in the sarx of one of the 

many Gnostic apostles. To the numerous items of documentation 

which H. Schulte adduces I append the following, especially sugges¬ 

tive in our context: the Gnostic Apelles “in alteram feminam impegit, 

illam virginem Philumenen, quam supra edidimus, postea vere immane 

prostibulum et ipsam, cuius energemate circumventus quae ab ea 

didicit (bavepcoCTeiq scripsit” (Tert., de praescr. haer. 30.6; cf. de carne 

Christi 6). 

223 Cf. H. Schulte, pp. 20-21, who, probably with justification, also 

suspects a polemical-ironical coloring in II, 3:3; 7:12: “you with your 

cfavEpouv.” Cf. also E. Giittgemanns, p. 107, n. 75. 

224 Perhaps the text of vs. 66 still can be kept in its present form. As in 

vs. 6a (see note 194), Paul intends, by speaking as a fool, to prove 

that he is not inferior to the “superlative apostles’’ (vs. 5). In view 

of the Gnostic demand for (pavEpcocnq, Paul asserts with the q>avepco- 

aavTeq that such “revelation” has taken place, and in fact ev ttccvti = 

in every respect. This ev ttovti is deliberately used in place of a definite 

object, since such an object would have disrupted Paul’s foolish com- 
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parison with his opponents; for Paul does not intend to provide the 

ecstatic (pavepcocnc; toG irveupaToq demanded by the Gnostics, while the 

<f>ocvepcoCTiq Tfjq dAr)9dccq ev TrpoacoTrcp Xptorou (II, 4:2 ff.) which he 

means is scorned by the Gnostics as empty talk. At the same time, with 

the ev TravTi Paul counters the charge that his (pocvEpcocnq is incomplete. 

And then with ev tt&ctiv siq upaq Paul emphasizes that the cpavEpcoaiq 

was shared with everyone in Corinth, by which assertions to the con¬ 

trary obviously are refuted. Paul himself had given occasion in I, 3:1 ff. 

for such assertions, which may have prompted his opponents to make 

the statement that in contrast to Paul they brought to everyone the 

full revelation. In the face of this, Paul declares in his role as fool 

that he is not inferior to these superlative apostles: “We rather have 

revealed everything to each of you.” 

The ciq upaq at the end of vs. 4, which has in view Paul’s apostolic 225 

effectiveness, unquestionably takes up the ciq upaq and the ev upTv of vs. 

3b and thus compels us to understand vs. 3b also as a description of 

Paul’s conduct in Corinth. Of course it is possible that Paul is also 

referring ironically to the assertion of his Corinthian adversaries that 

Christ is strong in them. Hence the two possibilities mentioned at first 

would be combined: Do you fail to find a proof of the Christ who is 

speaking in me, and who is strong in you? Now when I come to you and 

no longer spare you, you will see how right you are: Christ will be 

displayed among you, not as weak but as strong. 

E. Guttgemanns follows this interpretation but formulates it quite 226 

awkwardly: “Thus people not only failed to find ecstatic phenomena 

in Paul, but above all they took offense for christological reasons at 

the apostle’s weakness” (p. 146). The “not only . . . but above all” 

obscures the meaning which Guttgemanns probably also intends, that 

the ecstatic phenomena themselves represent the christological display. 

On this subject, cf. Barn. 16.8 ff.: . . aAr|0coq 6 Bcoq kotoikeT ev f)pTv 227 

. . . auToq ev fjpTv TTpopriTEUGOV, auToq ev f|p?v kotoikqv ... 6 yap tto0cov 

aco0rjvai (3Aeuei ouk siq tov av0pcoTrov aAAa eiq tov ev auT<£ KaTOiKOuvTa 

xai AaAouvTa.” 

On the other hand, it appears to me, for the reasons given, less likely 228 

that “Paul deliberately distorts the original mythological sense of the 

words to his own meaning and expects the opponents to understand 

this” (thus E. Guttgemanns, pp. 146-47, n. 27). Guttgemanns would 

have to be able to show why, with adequate knowledge of his oppo¬ 

nents’ mythology, in all the correspondence Paul consistently refrains 
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from a discussion of the myth and only takes up its anthropological or 

theological implications. 

229 Cf. The Office of Apostle, pp. 159 If. 

230 Thus already D* G and Ambrosiaster, who instead of XpicrroG have 

XpiCTTOu SoGAoq. 

231 J. Roloff (Apostolat—Verkiindigung—Kirche, p. 77, n. 119) thinks 

of “the consciousness of a special commissioning by Christ.” Still this 

aspect is quite remote from the thought of the opponents and could 

at most be taken into account for the Pauline understanding. How¬ 

ever, Paul can hardly have understood the XpicrroG dvoa here other¬ 

wise than in Gal. 3:29 and I, 3:23; 15:23. 

232 Cf. Mark 9:41 and E. Klostermann, in loc.; see above, p. 59. 

233 The equation “Christ party = Gnostics” is held, among others, by 

B. Reicke (pp. 275 ff.), who to be sure goes further than earlier ad¬ 

vocates of this equation in that he introduces the concept of Docetism 

into this context and lets the appeal to Christ be directed against the 

earthly Jesus of the church. 

234 Further, E. Norden, pp. 177 ff., 210 ff.; E. Stauffer, Jesus (Dalp- 

Taschenbiicher 332), pp. 130 ff. The formula serves in the entire 

ancient Orient for the proclamation of the gods or of God, then also 

of the ruler and of distinguished men, and of the Gnostic redeemer. 

Purely Gnostic is the use of the formula if, as in our present case, any 

Pneumatic can use it. Cf. A. Dieterich, Eine Mithrasliturgie, pp. 6, 8, 

16-17. 

235 Most recently W. Michaelis, [1], p. 172; U. Wilckens, [1], p. 17, n. 2, 

who of course—correctly—on p. 211 understands the eyco dpi XpicrroG 

as a confession of Christ of the Corinthian Gnostics. 

236 It already appears in vs. 13 that Paul regards the eyco eipi XpicrroG 

as the only proper slogan, so far as the unity of the church is not dis¬ 

rupted thereby. For when he counters those who appeal to men by 

saying “Was Paul crucified for you? Or were you baptized in the name 

of Paul?” this means: You can be named only for the one who was 

crucified for you and in whose name you are baptized: Christ. 
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The chiasm of this passage has also been seen fundamentally cor- 237 

rectly by J. Jeremias (“Chiasmus in Paulusbriefen,” ZNW 49 [1958]: 

145 ff., esp. p. 151; cf. further below, p. 383), who also points to the 

frequency with which chiasm occurs precisely in Paul. Jeremias rightly 

explains the fact that in vs. 13 only “Paul” appears, thanks to the 

apostle’s “tact”: “. . . in the polemical queries he wishes to leave 

Apollos and Cephas out of the picture.” 

U. Wilckens’ objection, “But the exclusive attachment of pcpEpioTai 

6 XpiaToq to Eycb 8e XpicrroG is already misconceived in terms of the 

rhetorical plan of vs. 12” ([1], p. 11, n. 1), is therefore to be turned 

around: The rhetorical form of chiasm shows that the pepEpicrrai 8 

Xpioroq may be related only to the eycb 8e XpicrroG. 

In “Die sogenannte Christus Partei in Korinth,” ThStKr 84 [1911]: 238 

193 ff., an interesting conjecture is offered by Perdelwitz, who changes 

XpicrroG into Kplarrou. He also changes Kocrpoq in I, 3:22 into Kpicrrroc;, 

but then necessarily would also be bound correspondingly to change 

II, 10:7. This point alone is sufficient to cause the collapse of this 

fanciful idea. 

E. Kasemann (introduction to F. C. Baur, Ausgewdhlte Werke, I: 

X) and R. Baumann (Mitte und Norm des Christlichen, p. 54), fol¬ 

lowing the lead of others, regard the Christ motto as a sarcastic exag¬ 

geration of the other formulas and thus a bit of Pauline rhetoric. Apart 

from all else, this thesis is possible only if one ignores II, 10:7 and lets 

Paul’s opponents be left unnamed in the slogans. 

In the fourth place, the following statement corresponds fully to such 239 

a division of I, 1:12-13; 1:18-2:16 against the Christ party; 3:1-23 

against the apostles parties. 

In the fifth place, 3:22-23 now also becomes understandable. Some 

have stumbled at the fact that here Paul does not mention the Christ 

slogan alongside the apostle slogans as he does in 1:12, but sets it in 

opposition to them; not least of all for this reason, some have excised 

the Christ slogan from 1:12 as a gloss. Now one should rather conclude 

from this that already in 1:12 Paul sets the Christ slogan apart from 

the apostles slogans—as it indeed actually occurs by means of the 

chiasm. In 3:1-23 Paul is setting himself exclusively against the kccu- 

xaoffou ev dvBpcb'rroiq (3:21), thus against the apostles parties, whose 

slogans he rejects, in order to point them to the only slogan of the en¬ 

tire and undivided community: upeTq Xpio-roG. This slogan is not re¬ 

jected by Paul, but in I, 1:12 only criticized with respect to its use as 

a partisan watchword. Paul rejects the apostle slogans. 
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240 Thus it happens that Paul thoroughly sanctions the wording of the 

formula and opposes only the use of the eyeo el (it Xptcrrou in partisan 

strife. 

241 Indeed in any case this latter mythological conception stands behind 

the formulation laegepicrTai 6 Xpicrroq. Like its counterconcept, tvoco, 

etc., pepi^co is a terminus technicus in Gnosticism; cf. H. Schlier, [2], 

pp. 86, 97-102. 

242 Cf. Iren., I, 25.2, according to which the Gnostics exalt themselves 

above the apostles because they are “like Jesus,” i.e., are themselves 

Xpioroi (see p. 49). 

243 Cf., e.g., W. G. Kummel, ThRs 17 (1948) : 34 (Literature); 18 

(1950) : 29, n. 2. The proof that Peter cannot have worked against 

Paul in Corinth however by no means says that he did not work in 

Corinth at all. This is often overlooked. Even O. Cullmann ([2], pp. 

53-54 [Literature]), in his discussion of the problem, still proceeds too 

much from the assumption that Peter would have had to appear in 

Corinth in a certain competition with Paul, an affirmation for which 

there is in fact not a single witness. Moreover, it is to be maintained 

against Cullmann, who still reckons with the possibility of Peter’s 

presence in Corinth, that the passages I, 3:6 and 4:15, in which Paul 

sets himself forth as the sole founder of the community, contribute 

nothing to the answer to our question. For here Paul naturally is 

thinking only of the founding of the Gentile Christian community, 

while Peter, in case he founded a community in Corinth, founded the 

Jewish Christian community, which existed independently alongside 

the Gentile Christian community; on this, cf. Vol. 3, esp. pp. 38-62. 

Cf. further W. Bauer, pp. 116-17 (Literature). What Dionysius of 

Corinth writes (Eus. CH II, 25) may have its source in I, 1:12, but in 

any case it reveals the natural understanding of this passage. 

F. Hahn, Das Verstdndnis der Mission im Neuen Testament, p. 39, 

n. 3, also regards Peter’s presence in Corinth as not very probable; for 

“Paul would have expressed this more clearly.” Why? Would this not 

have been known in Corinth? Paul is not writing for us! Why should 

Peter be named in I, 1:12 differently from Paul and Apollos if like 

them he had been in Corinth? 

According to C. K. Barrett (in O. Michel, pp. 1 ff.), Peter was in 

Corinth. Paul’s opponents appeal to him, though to be sure with a 

misuse of his authority. Hence Paul spares Peter and attacks only his 

unsought adherents—an interesting variation of the untenable Judaizer 
theories. 
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Thus also B. Reicke, pp. 275 ff.; W. Marxsen, pp. 72-73. 244 

J. Munck, pp. 139 ff., rightly refers to this. Of course he makes this 245 

the foundation of the untenable thesis that at the time of I Cor. there 

was no division created by the false teachers in the community at 

Corinth. After he has excised the eycb 6e Xpicrrou as a gloss, W. 

Michaelis ([1], p. 172) infers from the same observation that even II, 

10:7 does not prove the existence of a Christ party. But this will not 
dol 

Thus, correctly and in concert with many others, W. Liitgert, p. 246 

99, as before him W. M. L. de Wette and F. Godet, who in this section 

think of the “Christ people” as Paul’s adversaries. 

Thus most recently F. Neugebauer, In Cliristus, p. 109. 247 

The Gnostics are not Siockovoi Xpiorou but are themselves XpicrToi. 248 

So far as they performed a “ministry,” it was the ministry as Christ or 

even for Christ, in other words, for the restoration of the body of 

Christ, of which they themselves are part; the tenants of such ministry 

qualify as God’s Siaicovoi (cf. Acta Thom. 24; Od. Sol. 6.13). The Co¬ 

rinthian apostles also would like to be understood as Siockovoi in this 

sense and perhaps even claimed for themselves the title of Siaicovoq, 

which as a technical designation frequently occurs in the New Testa¬ 

ment and in its environment, not least of all for the Krjpuf; 0eoO (see 

below). 

Cf. H. W. Beyer in TDNT II: 81-93; E. Schweizer, Church Order in 249 

the New Testament, pp. 173 ff. (II, 21c); article “Diakon” in RAC; 

H. Lietzmann in Kleine Schriften I (= TU 67 [1958]) : 148 ff.; D. 

Georgi, [1], pp. 31 ff.; further, in Paul in I, 3:5; II, 3:6 ff.; 4:1; 5:18; 

6:3-4; Col. 1:23 ff.; Phil. 1:1, et passim (see concordance). 

Also the frequent use of SiocKovoq, SicxkoveTv, and SiocKovia in Epistle 250 

C does not allow the recognition of any sort of apologetic or polemical 

reference. 
In view of the frequent occurrence of these terms in II Cor., the 

suggestion that Paul has taken over these concepts from the language 

of his opponents (thus, e.g., G. Friedrich in O. Michel, pp. 181 ff.) 

is an admittedly appealing but untenable and exegetically indefensible 

theory which leads to a bad distortion of the opponents’ position. Cf. 

J. Roloff, p. 122, n. 288. 
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251 Anyone who concludes from II, 11:15, 23, that Sioxovoq Xpicrrou 

was a self-designation of the Corinthian adversaries must, with D. 

Georgi ([1], pp. 49 ff.), to be consistent brand the epycrrca (SoAioi, II, 

11:13) also as a self-designation. Moreover, the ipyonriq is nowhere 

proven as a technical title; on the contrary, it is frequent as a figurative 

term in primitive Christianity (Mark 10:10 par.) and Paul (Phil. 3:2; 

II Tim. 2:15). Thus the concepts spyonriq and SiocKovoq in II, 11:13 ff. 

may go back to Paul. 

252 It cannot be concluded, from Paul’s statement that like his op¬ 

ponents he is a “Hebrew,” an “Israelite,” “Abraham’s seed,” that 

these opponents are of Palestinian origin, regardless of whether in these 

expressions we have to do with self-designations of the opponents or 

not. This unjustified conclusion is found in D. Georgi ([1], pp. 11, 53, 

58, 60), apparently in the interest of setting the opponents in II Cor. 

off from those in I Cor. But the three concepts mentioned after all have 

no geographic reference, not even a linguistic one. Every conscious 

Jew could call himself a “Hebrew.” Georgi’s erroneous inference leads 

to the absurd conclusion that even the Cilician and Hellenistic Jew 

Paul, who in II, 11:22 claims the same designations for himself, must 

have come from Palestine. 

Even if the note in Acts 22:3 is correct and Paul had actually studied 

in Jerusalem—his epistles make this appear very unlikely, while in Acts 

22:3 the Lucan tendency clearly emerges—Paul still did not thereby 

become a Jerusalemite; contra D. W. Oostendorp, pp. 12-13. 

The Palestinian origin of the false teachers even in II Cor. inciden¬ 

tally is as good as ruled out by the fact that like Paul they were con¬ 

ducting a non-law-observing Gentile mission, a fact to which Georgi 

nowhere in his work gives due attention, although he does treat the 

Jewish mission in the primitive Christian era in detail and instructively 

([1], pp. 83-187). But these broad statements fail to focus on the 

phenomenon of the non-law-observing Gentile mission and thus on 

the problem which is decisive for the question as to the adversaries 

of Paul in Corinth. 

If the Gnostics were introduced in Corinth consciously as Jews, this 

was done for purportedly missionary reasons. Such an introduction did 

not, of course, mean a recommendation for everyone, but it probably 

did for the circles to which above all the Christian mission was di¬ 

rected, namely the God-fearers; cf. Vol. 3, pp. 60 ff. 

253 Cf. further H. v. Campenhausen, Die Entstehung der christlichen 

Bib el, BhTh 39 (1968): 91. 
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Thus already, and correctly, W. Liitgert, pp. 71 ff.; K. Deissner, 254 

Paulus und die Mystiker seiner Zeit (1918), pp. 75 ff. 

Cf. now also E. Giittgemanns, p. 155; D. Liilirmann, pp. 55 ff. 

When J. Munck, p. 186, rejects this interpretation because it al- 255 

legedly presupposes “that Paul began this section intending to boast of 

his visions, but that by degrees his intention changed,” and he finally 

gloried in his weakness, such a line of argument only shows a lack of 

understanding of the paradoxical character of Paul’s unseemly, forced 

boasting in the sorrowful epistle. 

It is nevertheless probable. Cf. Phil. 3:15, and on this, Vol. 2, pp. 256 

72 ff. The connection of oirracna with diTOKdAuijJiq shows that the con¬ 

cept d-noKaXuipiq in II, 12 is used, not in a late Jewish-orthodox way, but 

in a Gnostic manner. While in “orthodox” late Judaism the caroKaXu- 

ipiq belongs to the primordial age or to the end-time, the characteristic 

mark of the Gnostic caroKcxAujJic; is that it is presently imparted to the 

ecstatic; cf. D. Rossler, Gesetz und Geschichte, WMANT 3 (1960) : 

65 ff.; D. Liihrmann, pp. 39 ff., and also P. Stuhlmacher, Das paulini- 

sche Evangelium, I (1968): 76-77. 

On the conception of the third heaven, cf. esp. W. Bousset, [3], pp. 257 

43-58. A good example of the ecstatic celestial journey is offered now 

by the “Apocalypse of Paul,” ed. A. Bohlig and P. Labib, pp. 15 ff. 

If in his style of speech Paul should be shown to have been in- 258 

fluenced by the conception of the double “I,” which is widespread in 

ecstatic religion (cf. H. Windisch, pp. 369-70), still he empties this 

schema precisely of its original meaning; for in the context of that 

conception, essential existence is attributed to the celestial “I,” while 

Paul in his actual existence is set at a distance from this “I.” On this 

subject, cf. further D. Liilirmann, p. 58. 

Cf. Phil. 4:9. 259 

For all that, it is to be noted that the section II, 12:1-10 stands in a 260 

context in which specifically the apostolic claim of Paul and of his 

adversaries is being discussed. A demand was being made of Paul for 

a proof of his OTrracdou and dTroKoXuijJEiq, because up to this point some 

are not willing to recognize him as an apostle. In that Paul depreciates 

the ecstatic experiences named in II, 12:1, does not want to see them 

made the basis of a judgment about himself, and instead of this glories 

in his weakness, he decisively rejects a defense and justification of his 
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apostolic rights rooted in fanaticism (see above, pp. 279 ff.). Cf. K. H. 

Rengstorf in TDNT I: 440; E. Kiisemann, [1], pp. 69 ff.; The Office of 

Apostle, pp. 37-38, 213-14. 

To be sure, there is in my opinion no reason (with E. Kasemann, 

[1]. P- 53, and E. Giittgemanns, p. 166) to limit the meaning of x^pif; 

in vs. 8 to the apostolic charisma; cf. W. G. Ktimmel in H. Lietzmann, 

p. 212 on p. 155, 1. 53. But I am still less able even here to share the 

still more far-reaching exegesis of E. Giittgemanns, according to which 

in vs. 8 Paul is teaching that “his apostolic infirmity is to be under¬ 

stood as an epiphany of the divine power of the crucified One.” Not 

only do our verses nowhere suggest this basic thesis of Giittgemanns 

that the apostle in his person manifests the crucified One. It is rather 

specifically contradicted in II, 12:8-10. The apostle’s daOeveia does not 

appear as the Suvapiq of Christ, but (dialectically) as presupposition 

for the effectiveness of this Suvapiq: f| yap Suvaptq iv daGevdqt teAeTtgci. 

In this sense Paul continues by saying that he will gladly glory in his 

infirmity, so that the Suvapiq of Christ may abide with him. The Tva 

does not merely cause “some difficulties” (p. 169) for Giittgemanns’ 

exegesis, but contradicts it; for it cannot be inferred from Paul’s words, 

even by the most generous interpretation, that the apostle clings to 

his weakness so that the epiphany of the power of the crucified One 

may remain unveiled. 

261 Since irpo etcov SsKaTECTadpcov and the following parenthesis belong 

without question to dvSpcoTtov tv XpioTcp, the latter expression cannot 

simply be equivalent to “a Christian,” as F. Neugebauer, pp. 125-26, 

thinks. For then Paul would be affirming the nonsense that he had been 

a Christian fourteen years earlier and does not know whether he was 

within or without the body. 

262 Thus now P. Stuhlmacher, Das paulinische Evangelium, FRLANT 

95 (1968) : 77 ff., n. 1, who connects Try uiTEpPoAq as dativus causae 

with AoyiaqTai and—undoubtedly fitting to the sense intended by 

Paul—translates: . . so that no one reckon to me more than what 

he perceives in me and hears from me, and indeed (reckon) in con¬ 

sequence of the abundance of revelations.” 

263 On this, cf., e.g., Test. Abr. 8.3 (Riessler, 1097) : “Then the Lord 

said to Michael: go and bring Abraham hither in the body and show 

him all . . . .” Cf. G. Hause, “Entriickung und eschatologische Funk- 

tion im Spatjudentum,” ZRGG 13 (1961) : 105-13. 

264 Although I attempt to make it clear that for the sake of the existen- 
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tial advantage Paul relativizes the meaning of the conceptions on 

which, for the Gnostics, everything rests, I read in E. Giittgemanns, pp. 

157-58: “This view of things has Paul’s theological battle take place 

in the realm of conceptions and thus makes Paul’s theology into the 

world view which Paul basically already held as a Jew .... Here we 

have a cardinal evidence of how whole realms of theological thought 

are simply set aside when theological exegesis reduces Paul’s statement 

to its conceptual content. Paul’s struggle becomes a religio-historical 

debate which possesses only historical value for us.’’ It cannot escape 

even the hasty reader that with these words the intention of my 

exegesis is turned upside down. I do not regard it as a bit of “careless¬ 

ness” on the apostle’s part not to be interested in the form of his 

ecstatic experience, but a considered and deliberate theological 

polemic. 

D. Liihrmann (pp. 55 ff.), in his essentially correct interpretation 265 

of II, 12:1-10, does not consider the two parentheses. It is only thus 

that he can assert that for the Corinthian heretics there occurs in 

ecstasy a “transformation into the form of the Pneuma” (p. 59), 

whereby he is able to place Paul’s opponents in II Cor. not so much in 

the sphere of genuine Gnosticism as in the realm of thought of the 

mysteries. 

On the following, cf. F. Biichsel, pp. 372 ff. Above all one should 266 

now note the far-reaching statements of K. Niederwimmer, pp. 54 ff. 

Cf. Act. Thom. 19 = Lipsius-Bonnet, II, 2: 129.9; 39 = 156.15-16: 267 

“oq (scil. cnToaroAoq) eAeuOcpoq cov yeyovaq 8ouAoq kou TrpaGsiq TroAAouq 

dq £Aeu0Epiav dcrriyaYEq”; 43 = 161.9-10; 167 = 282.2, et passim; Coptic 

Gospel of Philip 13; 73; 110; 114; 123, et passim; on II Peter 2:19, cf. 

E. Kasemann in ZThK 49 (1952) : 274; John 8:32, 36; Od. Sol. 10.3; 

First Book of Jeu 2 = Schmidt-Till, p. 258.20 ff.; Apul. Met. XI 15.5. 

“ecttiv Se ou to AouTpov povov to eAeuOepouv, dcAAa kou f) yvcoouq” (Exc. 268 

ex Theod. 78). 

Cf. further Epiph. Haer. XXXI, 5.1; Justin Dial. 1.5; Iren. I, 6.4. 269 

“Sin as such does not exist, but you make sin when you do what is 270 

of the nature [cpucnq] of fornication, which is called sin” (Gospel of 

Mary 7.13 ff. = W. Till, p. 63; this translation from R. M. Grant, 

Gnosticism, p. 65). Thus fornication belongs only to the realm of the 

q>uouq. 
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271 Tert., de praescr. haer. 43; Ep. Ap. 27; 39; 1 John 3:6 ff.; 5:2; Eus. 

CH IV, 7.11 with some justification complains that the libertinism 

of the Gnostics in the era of persecution simply brought all Chris¬ 

tendom under the accusation of immorality, against which the apolo¬ 

gists constantly had to defend themselves (cf., e.g., Tert., Apol. 7-8). 

272 Cf. further Justin, Apol. I, 26.7; Tert., de praescr. haer. 33.10; Eus. 

CH III, 28.5; Iren. I, 24.5; 28.2; Tertullian (Apol. I, 7.1) must already 

defend himself against the charge of the heathen that all Christians ate 

children who had been sacrified and that they also practiced incest. 

Eus. CH IV, 7.11, also refers to this: the Christians have commerce 

with mothers and sisters and eat impure foods. 

273 Cf. also Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill, 9.63: “I came in order to destroy 

the work of woman.” A polemic against such Gnostic views is also 

found in I Tim. 2:15; 4:3; 5:14. 

274 Cf. further Ep. Ap. 22; 26; 39, end. 

275 In the first edition of the present work, pp. 80 ff., I attempted to 

prove that in I, 3:1 ff. Paul takes over the concept aapKiKoq from the 

lips of his Corinthian opponents. I am no longer certain whether this 

demonstration can be successfully persuasive. For this reason I have 

now eliminated the corresponding section. 

276 Paul most fittingly described such an attitude: “<5v . . . r\ 5o£a iv rfi 

cuaxuvi^ auTcov” (Phil. 3:19; see Vol. 2, pp. 80-81.). 

In the writing “On righteousness,” ascribed to the Gnostic Epiph- 

anes, liberty for indiscriminate sexual intercourse is ultimately in¬ 

ferred from the gnostically understood equality (see above, pp. 238 ff.) 

of man and woman and of all flesh: “Hence it is ridiculous when one 

must hear this saying of the lawgiver: ‘Thou shalt not covet’; and still 

more laughable when it is said: ‘that which is your neighbor’s.’ For 

he himself, who gave desire, so that it might keep in order the business 

of procreation, commands that it be restrained, although he withdraws 

it from no other living being. And the ‘thy neighbor’s wife,’ in order 

to force commonality into particularity, is an even more laughable 

utterance” (Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill, 3.9). “Consequently, God created 

everything common to man and even joined woman to man in com¬ 

mon” (Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill, 2.8-9). 

Even if in the church’s polemic against the heretics there is the 

danger that the accusation of immorality is becoming stereotyped (cf. 

Dibelius-Conzelmann in HNT 13 [1955, 3rd ed.]: 2), still there can be 
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no question about the essential justification of this charge, either in 
details or as a whole. 

In view of the situation in Corinth, it is first to be said with some 

certainty that the concept dAeuGcpia played a role there. In I, 9:1 Paul 

apparently is defending himself against attacks by his adversaries; 9:3 

presumably belongs with 9:1-2! There can be some argument as to 

whether Paul is refuting two or three charges: that he is not free; 

that he is not an apostle; that he has not had a vision of Christ. But 

since vs. Id and vs. 2 give the answer to the charge of vs. 1 b which dis¬ 

putes Paul’s apostolic rights, it may be also that in the intervening 

remark in vs. lc no special charge is expressed, but rather the assertion 

that Paul is no apostle because he has not had a manifestation of Christ 

(see The Office of Apostle, p. 26). 

Then, however, in 9:1 only the two separate charges are mentioned, 

that Paul is not free and that he is not an apostle. Paul deals briefly 

in 9:1-3 with the second charge, which is so important in the later cor¬ 

respondence. Beginning with 9:4, however, he enters into a detailed 

treatment of the first charge, which is of special interest to him in the 

context of the question of refraining from eating meat sacrificed to 

idols. This he does by choosing his personal renunciation of the 

apostolic right to support as an example to demonstrate the main¬ 

tenance of Christian liberty. (Thus in chap. 9 we have a chiasm: 

a) 9:1a 

b) 9:16 

b) 9:1c-3 

a) 9:4-23 

J. Jeremias has seen this essentially correctly [in ZNW 49 (1958) : 155- 

56], even though he incorrectly still assigns vss. 4-18 to the defense of 

the apostolic office instead of to the theme of eAcuBcpia.) In 9:19 as 

well as in 10:29 Paul again takes up the term eAeuOcpia. The charge 

that he is not free naturally presupposes that in Corinth personal 

eAeuBepia was being stressed. Arguing for this is also the appearance 

of the same people in Galatia, since in Gal. 5:1, 13, Paul alludes to 

their assertion that they possessed liberty (see Vol. 2, pp. 35 ff.). I 

have set forth in the Appendix (pp. 315 ff.) the ways in which II, 

3:17 suggests the use of the concept eAeuBepia among the Corinthian 

Gnostics. 

Cf. further Eus. CH IV, 7.9; Clem. Alex., Strom. II, 117.5; III, 25-26; 277 

Const. Ap. 6.10; Epiph., Haer. XXI, 2; XXV, 1.5; 2.5; XXVI, 1 ff.; 9.9; 

H. J. Schoeps, [2], pp. 256 ff. 
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278 Thus also R. Bultmann, [1], pp. 23-24. 

279 Arguing that the battlelines in I and II Cor. are not the same, D. 

Georgi ([1], p. 233, n. 1) disputes the current reference of the sins 

named in the second part of the catalog of vices, although he rightly 

asserts this specific reference for the controversies named in the first 

part. 

280 Cf. also Rom. 16:18 — Vol. 2, pp. 167 ff. The Gnostics who are op¬ 

posed in I John also deny at one and the same time that Jesus has 

come in the flesh and that they themselves are sinners; cf., e.g., 1:5 ff.; 

4:1 ff.; 5:1 ff. 

281 On the following, cf. the fitting statements of K. Niederwimmer, 

pp. 204 ff. Further, C. K. Barrett, “Things Sacrificed to Idols,’’ NTS 

11 (1965) : 138 ff. 

282 Cf. further Eus. CH IV, 7.7: SiSccctkeiv te aSia^opciv eIScoAoGutcov 

dTroyeuo)jevouq; Hipp. VII, 36.3; Origen, Cont. Cels. VI, 11 (= Koet- 

schau II, 81.22-23) : evaSia^opeTv auTOuq SiSa^aq -rcpoc; Tr)v dScoAoAa- 

Tpdav; Iren. I, 28.2. 

283 Thus correctly already H. Weinel, pp. 381-82: “It is not a question 

of thoughtless eating for the sake of eating, but of eating as a matter of 

principle for the sake of liberty.” 

284 While the Jews were strictly forbidden to eat meat sacrificed to idols 

(cf. Billerbeck, III: 377-78; Acts 15:29; Phocylides 31 — Riessler, p. 

863; F. Biichsel in TDNT II: 378-79), the Gnostics took for themselves 

the freedom to eat of the eIScoAoGutov (Acts 2:14, 20; Iren. I, 26.3; 

Justin, Dial. 35.1) as well as the participation in the pagan cult 

generally. 

285 Further, it cannot be said with certainty whether the “-rrdvTsq yvcbcnv 

eyopEv” was the positive assertion of the Corinthians who were Paul’s 

followers, who wrote the letter to Paul, or whether in these words we 

have a restatement, perhaps even a critical one, of views uttered in 

Corinth. The former seems to me the more likely, insofar as Gnosis 

was specifically connected with the eating of meat sacrificed to idols; 

all claimed to have the Gnosis necessary for this. 

286 The assertion, “It is ... an honor for the community when the 

pneumatic person receives his reward” (D. Georgi, [1], p. 298) is 
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indeed praiseworthy, because it concerns itself with a grounding for 

the widespread assumption discussed here, but it cannot be confirmed 

either from the ironic verse II, 12:13 or from religio-historical par¬ 

allels generally. Always under discussion in antiquity was the disputed 

right of the Pneumatic to support, precisely also in II, 12:14 ff. (contra 
D. Georgi, [1], pp. 234 ff.). 

Cf. note 276. 287 

On this, cf. I Thess. 4:3-8; see Vol. 2, pp. 113-14. Worth recommend- 288 

ing for our passage now is the exposition by E. Giittgemanns, pp. 226 ff. 

Seen as a whole, it is fitting, though abundantly lengthy. Cf. further 

K. Niederwimmer, Der Begriff der Freiheit im Neuen Testament, pp. 

202 ff.; R. Freudenberger in ThZ 23 (1967): 106. 

For Paul such a principle means that God is blasphemed: Gal. 6:7-8 289 
= Vol. 2, pp. 37-38. 

Cf. Hermas, Sim. V, 7.2: “Guard yourself against giving room to 290 

the idea that this flesh is perishable and hence misusing and staining 

it.” Cf. also Rom. 16:18 = Vol. 2, pp. 167 ff. 

Thereby also arises the unique, but for Pauline anthropology note- 291 

worthy, statement that the xoiAta is perishable, but that the ocoga 

would arise. To the Gnostic such a distinction in principle between 

KoiAia and acoga is incomprehensible. Both are crapf; and therefore in¬ 

dependent of ethical judgment. Paul is thinking from the standpoint 

of ethics and therefore, when he justifies his ethical judgment with the 

substance thought of the Gnostics, he comes to that curious distinction 

between eating, which pertains to the perishable koiAicc, and Tropvda, 

which pertains to the imperishable acoga. Here a comparison of vs. 

13c with vs. 14 shows that Paul equates oxoga and “man”: man is 

oxoga and has a xoiAia. From vs. 13c on, therefore, Paul is theologically 

on his own. Cf. E. Giittgemanns, pp. 226 ff., who correctly points out 

(p. 229, n. 26) that Paul in non-Gnostic fashion has the perishability 

of the sarx grounded in the eschatological work of God. 

Not only II, 10:8 and 13:10, but also I, 8:9 as well as I, 9:4, 5, 6, 12b, 292 

and 18 show that Paul is using the concept c^ouofa in a Gnostic man¬ 

ner. Indeed, in chap. 9 he speaks, not of special permission to let him¬ 

self be supported by the community, but of the freedom and power 

of such a right to support which is given with the apostolic office. The 
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e^oucria is never simply unrestricted liberty, but the power and au¬ 

thority pertaining to a definite position: to the Gnostic Pneumatic, to 

the apostle, and to the Stoic sage. Hence for Paul even the TrdvTcc poi 

e^Ecrnv does not mean “everything is permissible for me,” in the sense 

of unrestrained libertinism. Rather, the meaning of the formula is 

limited for Paul’s mind from the very outset by the previously given 

technical usage in Gnosticism (and the Stoa). Positively speaking, this 

limitation appears, e.g., in passages like I, 2:15; 4:3; 6:2; 7:17 ff.; 8:8-9; 

9:19 ff., etc.; negatively in our passages; I, 6:12: ou -ttocvtcc aug^epci; and 

I, 10:23: ou TravToc oiKoSopeT. 

293 “Some justified promiscuity with an appeal to liberty and to the 

perishability of the body” (F. Biichsel, p. 376). 

294 Cf. now also C. Maurer, “Ehe und Unzucht nach 1 Kor. 6,12-7,7,” 

in Wort und Dienst, 1959, pp. 159 ff., esp. p. 161, who to be sure in¬ 

correctly has 7:2-7 also directed against libertinism. 

295 H. v. Campenhausen (in SAH 2 (1957) : 21) also connects vss. 2-6 

with the conduct of married Christians. That this interpretation had 

“not previously been set forth” is not surprising to me; cf. further 

E. Kahler, Die Frau in den paulinischen Briefen, pp. 22 ff. 

296 The reflections in vss. 17-24 are connected with all the previously 

mentioned cases. 

297 H. Conzelmann, p. 139, n. 11, declares: . . this means to attribute 

to the community a significant degree of ignorance of language and 

customs, even to the point of stupidity. In the last analysis, even then 

iTopvda was a concept.” However, I do not understand how a com¬ 

munity which was influenced on one side by libertinism and on the 

other side by an eschatologically motivated striving for continence 

would be displaying stupidity when it asked its apostle for a compre¬ 

hensive statement of position on problems of marriage and sex. In this 

situation the simple prohibition of Tropvda, which cannot have been 

new to the Corinthians, does not answer all the open questions, and, 

contrary to Conzelmann’s opinion, I have not denied but rather 

affirmed that in Corinth continence was being advocated by individual 

members of the community. Only it will not do to label every sort of 

sexual continence as asceticism in the technical sense. And if the Co¬ 

rinthians’ inquiry was simply, “Is sexual intercourse (at all) per¬ 

mitted?” (ibid., p. 139), then not only does Paul’s detailed answer 
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in chap. 7 become a puzzle, but it also remains unexplained how an 

entire Pauline community could come to the point of renouncing 

sexual intercourse for reasons of asceticism. For Paul as for early 

Jewish and Christian tradition as a whole, sexual intercourse in gen¬ 
eral was never an ethical problem. 

“With the assertion, ‘I believe that I also have the Spirit of God,’ 298 

Paul is not justifying the principle that marriage is permitted, but 

rather the advice to the widow to refrain from remarriage. From this 

it results that the Pneumatics attack the Pauline esteem for the un¬ 

married state . . .” (F. Biichsel, p. 376). 

Cf. further H. Schlier, [3], p. 272 (Literature) ; R. H. A. Seboldt, 299 

“Spiritual Marriage in the Early Church,” Concordia Theological 

Monthly 30 (1959): 103-19; 176-89; E. Kahler, p. 38. 

The originally wholly non-ascetic practice of postponing marriage 300 

because of the impending messianic woes thus is rooted in apocalyptic 

thought and presupposes the apocalyptic imminent expectation of the 

end. Here and there it may well have gained admission from Jewish 

apocalyptic circles into early Christianity. Paul undoubtedly did not in¬ 

vent it or introduce it. Cf. further RGG (3rd ed.), IV, cols. 560-61. 

Thus also W. Schrage, Die konkreten Einzelgebote in der paulini- 301 

schen Paranese, p. 217, n. 141, according to whom the texts speak 

“clearly enough for a double front,” namely one against Gnostic liber¬ 

tines and one against Gnostic ascetics. Nevertheless: if one wishes to 

speak of an ascetic “party” in Corinth, this party can have been formed 

only by the opponents of the Gnostic libertines, not on the contrary 

by these themselves. Thus the people with “ascetic” tendencies are 

hardly Gnostics, but are seen in protest against Gnosticism. For the 

fact that libertinism as well as asceticism can be an expression of the 

same Gnostic self-understanding does not mean that the same Gnostic 

group could propagate libertinism as well as asceticism. And that one 

Gnostic group was divided on the question of libertinism versus 

asceticism—thus E. Guttgemanns, pp. 228-29, n. 25—is an extremely 

improbable assumption, one in no way demanded by the text. D. 

Georgi’s charge ([3], p. 38) that I have “denied the connection between 

libertinism and asceticism altogether” is not correct, insofar as the 

point in question is the common anthropological background of the 

two kinds of conduct. It is true that I deny that the same Pneumatics 
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at the same time demand asceticism and libertinism, for reasons of logic 

as well as the lack of religio-historical parallels for such a procedure, 

and for the Corinthian situation moreover on the basis of the texts, 

which neither require nor suggest such an interpretation. 

302 Cf. Lev. 18:8; 20:11; Deut. 23:1; 27:10; Phocylides 179 = Riessler 

869. Of course according to the older rabbinical view which was in 

force in the time of Paul, marriage with one’s stepmother was per¬ 

mitted to the Gentile (Billerbeck, III: 345-46). The proselyte also, 

even after his conversion to Judaism, might marry his stepmother 

(Billerbeck, III: 354 ff.). The Roman law which forbade such mar¬ 

riages was binding only on Roman citizens; cf. H. Balternsweiler, “Die 

Ehebruchsklauseln bei Matthaus,” ThZ 15 (1959): 350-51. Cf. further 

Philostratus, Apoll. I, 10; VI, 3. 

303 Cf. further: “They have their women in common .... The man 

leaves his wife and says, ‘Arise and make love to your brother’ ” (unde? 

Epiphanius, according to W. Schultz, Dokumente der Gnosis, p. 162). 

According to Eus. CH IV, 7.11, the Gnostics bring the whole church 

into disrepute “wq Sf] aOspiToiq -rrpoq [iTympac; Kai &5£A(f>ac; pi^Ecriv.” 

304 On this cf. E. Kahler, pp. 43 ff.; G. Delling, Paulus Stellung zu Frau 

und Ehe, pp. 96 ff.; H. Schwantes, Schopfung der Endzeit, p. 12; M. D. 

Hooker, “Authority on Her Head,” NTS 10 (1964) : 410-16. 

305 Cf. Billerbeck, III: 427 ff. 

306 When K. Wegenast (Das Verstandnis der Tradition bei Paulus und 

in den Deuteropaulinen, WMANT 8 [1962]: 112) gives it as my 

opinion that in I, 11:2 ff. Paul is attempting again to introduce “a 

custom created by the Corinthians,” he has obviously misunderstood 

me. The custom of women covering their heads during worship is 

ancient tradition in the Pauline communities and may go back to Paul, 

who, as vs. 16 shows, knows a different custom in none of his com¬ 

munities and in this practice must have been following a synagogal 

custom; cf. J. Jeremias in TLZ 91 (1966), col. 431. 

307 Thus already W. Lutgert, pp. 130-31. Cf. E. Haenchen, Die Bot- 

schaft des Thomas-Evangeliums (1961), p. 72: “The women in the 

community who are prophesying with uncovered head, against whom 

Paul sets himself in 11:2 ff., were in all probability Gnostic prophetesses 

(11:5, TrpocpqTEuouaa).” 
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Clem. Alex., Strom. Ill, 13.92. Cf. Coptic Gospel of Thomas 23; 308 

Acta Petri 38; Acta Phil. 140; Test. Dom., ed. Rahmani, p. 65; Sophia 

Jesu Christi, ed. Till, pp. 228-29. 

Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 298. Cf. further, from the writ- 309 

ing “On righteousness” attributed to the Gnostic Epiphanes: “But 

these all see (the creation) in common; for there is no distinction 

between rich and poor, the people and the princes, the foolish and the 

wise, man and woman, sex vants, fieedmen and slaves .... The Creator 

and Father of all things made no distinction between woman and 

man” (Clem. Alex., Stiom. Ill, 6.1-2; 7.1). From this the Gnostic 

drew the inference of having the women in common. In the Coptic 

Gospel of Thomas it is said in Logion 114 (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 26; 

Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 522): “Simon Peter said to them: 

Let Mary go forth from among us, for women are not worthy of the 

life. Jesus said: Behold, I shall lead her, that I may make her male, in 

order that she also may become a living spirit like you males. For 

every woman who makes herself male shall enter into the kingdom of 

heaven”; i.e., that the Pneurna takes away the distinction between 

man and woman. Thus in the Book of Baruch of the Gnostic Justin it 

is said: “f) pcv yap iJjuxp ecmv ’ESep, to Se TrveOpa ’EAcocip, EKcrrepa 

ovTa ev iraaiv avOpanroiq kcci OrjAEai xai appeal” (Hipp. V, 26.25 = 

130.25 ff.). “. . . at the place where there is neither man nor woman, 

nor are there figures there, but an indescribable light” (Pistis Sophia 

143 = Schmidt-Till, p. 245.32 ff.). 

Cf. now also G. Klein, Die Zwolf Apostel, FRLANT NF 59 (1961) : 310 

195; J. Jervell, pp. 294-95; Coptic Gospel of Philip 49; 102. 

Cf. further Hipp. V, 14.3; VI, 18.4; V, 6.5, et passim; Corp. Herm. 311 

I, 9, 15 ff.; Papyr. Berol. 8502, p. 28.3 = Till, p. 97, et passim. 

Cf. J. C. G. Greig, “Women’s Hats—I Corinthians 11:1-16,” Exposi- 312 

tory Times 69 (1958) : 156-57. 

On this, cf. now J. A. Fitzmyer, “A Feature of Qumran Angelology 313 

and the Angels of I Cor. XI, 10,” NTS 4 (1957) : 48 ff. 

Cf. further J. P. Asmussen, “Bemerkungen zur sakralen Prostitution 

im Alten Testament,” StTlx XI (1958): 191-92; M. Dibelius, Die 

Geisterwelt im Glauhen des Paulus (1909), pp. 18 ff.; Heliodorus, 

Aithiopica: “You must therefore without fail show me the phylactery 

314 
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which according to your account was exposed with the child and which 

you received along with the other identifying signs. I fear that this 

phylactery contains some sort of definite magic and is inscribed with 

magical signs, which make your daughter so abrupt and unapproach¬ 

able” (Bibliothek der Alten Welt [Zurich, 1950], p. 109). From Jewish 

tradition I cite the following passage, following Billerbeck, III: 439, 

from Wagenseil, Sota, p. 43: “Those who know the tradition write, 

Where a woman’s hair comes out (that is, out of her coiffure, so that 

it is loose around her head), there the evil spirits come and sit upon 

it and corrupt everything in the house; and the Gemara lists three 

things that are a shame for a woman: when she cries aloud, when she 

shows her body, and when her hair is loose.’ ” Cf. also Lidzbarski, 

Manddische Liturgien, pp. 4.13 ff.; Philostratus, Apoll. VII, 22: the 

prayer frontlets bound on the head also possessed apotropaic signifi¬ 

cance for the rabbis; cf. Billerbeck, IV: 273. 

315 He has “d^oucnav . . . Trpoq to Kupieueiv r]5r| tcov apxovTcov Kai TTOiTyrcov 

toGSe tou Koopou” (Iren. I, 25.3). 

316 Most recently E. Kahler, pp. 74 ff. 

317 Thus most recently J. Leipoldt, Die Frau in der antiken Welt und im 

Urchristentum (1955, 2nd ed.), pp. 190-91; W. D. Marsch in RGG 

(3rd ed.), II, col. 1071; E. Schweizer, Church Order in the New Testa¬ 

ment, n. 783; G. Fitzer, “Das Weib schweige in der Gemeinde,” Theol. 
Existenz heute 110: 1963. 

318 Cf. A. Oepke in TDNT I: 786-87. 

319 Note also Rom. 16:1 (Phoebe); Phil. 4:2 (Euodia); Acts 18:26; 
Rom. 16:3 (Priscilla). 

320 This is shown by the connection of the passage with the entire four¬ 
teenth chapter. 

321 When G. Blum writes (Novum Testamentum 7 [1964/65]: 149-50), 

“The complete denial of the theological relevance of the reality of 

the creation on the Gnostic side and the practical consequences result¬ 

ing from it were for Paul only the immediate impetus for his view and 

ruling that in Christian worship none but men are called to the various 

ministries of the proclamation of the Word,” the “only” is disturbing. 

It incorrectly makes the prohibition of women’s speaking a “funda- 
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mental, theological” ruling instead of a confession of the creator and an 

insight into differences rooted in creation. 

Correctly G. Blum, “Das Amt der Frau im NT,” Novum Testa- 322 

mentum 7 (1964/65) : 149-50, who also further follows the explanation 
offered here. 

Therein the Montanists appeal with vigor, and rightly, to Gal. 323 

3:26 ff.; Epiph. Haer. XLIX, 2. 

Cf. further Rev. 2:20; Theda in Acta Pauli et Theclae, e.g., in 39; 324 

41; 43; Herm., Vis. II, 4.3; Iren. I, 13. 2-3: the Gnostic Marcus leads 

women into speaking in tongues; Tert., de earn. Chr. 6; de praescr. 

haer. 6; 30; Eus. CH V, 13: Philumena in the company of Apelles; 

Epiph., Haer. XLII, 4.5: Marcion lets women baptize; Tert., de 

praescr. haer. 41.5: “Even the women of the heretics, how impudent 

they are: they dare to teach, to dispute, to exorcize, to promise heal¬ 

ings, perhaps even to baptize” (cf. Syr. Didasc. Ill, 9) ; women from 

biblical history who stand in some esteem among the Gnostics are, 

e.g.. Eve, Norea, Salome, Mary, Mary Magdalene, Mariamne, Martha, 

etc.; extensive material on this in L. Zscharnack, Der Dienst der 

Frau . . ., pp. 156 ff.; on Mary Magdalene as medium of the revelations 

of Christ, cf., e.g., the Gospel according to Mary, and therein esp. p. 

10.1= Till, p. 69; cf. further H. Kraft, “Gab es einen Gnostiker 

Karpokrates,” ThZ 8 (1952): 434-43; G. G. Blum, Tradition und 

Sukzession (1963), pp. 128 ff. 

A. Oepke in TDNT I: 786-87; Billerbeck, III: 467 ff.; J. P. Asmussen 325 

in StTh XI (1958) : 173 ff. 

In the defense against Gnosticism, then, the silence of women be- 326 

comes an emphatic regulation of the church (cf. already I Tim. 2:11- 

12; I Clem. 21.7; Syr. Didasc., ed. Achelis-Flemming, TU NF X, 2 

[1904]. 76.11 ff.), which did not hold universally for the primitive 

church, as is seen not only in Paul but also, e.g., in Acts 21:9. 

Cf. also I Clem. 21.7. 327 

The Gnostic is thereby fundamentally distinguished from the ad- 328 

herents to the mystery cults. 

Here Ignatius deliberately calls the eucharistic bread not crcopa, but 329 

cr&p§ Kupiou: Philad. 4; Trail. 8; Rom. 7.3. This is the sharpest rebuff 
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to the Gnostic Docetism against which he is contending (Trail. 10) . 

Further, the eucharistic discourse in John 6:51c-58, the anti-Docetic 

tendency of which is indeed well established (cf. W. Wilkens, “Das 

Abendmahlszeugnis im vierten Evangelium,” EvTheol 18 (1958) : 

354 ff.), shows how one could argue from the church’s side against 

Gnosticism with the demonstrative emphasizing of crdp£ and alga of 

the incarnate Christ as the elements of the Supper. A tendency, of 

Gnostic origin, of criticism of the Supper may also be present in the 

fragment of the Ebionite gospel which Epiphanius (Haer. XXX, 22.4) 

transmits as follows: “They (scil., the false teachers) have the disciples 

say, ‘Where do you desire that we should prepare for you the Passover 

meal?’ And they have him answer, ‘Do I even desire to eat meat with 

you in this Passover?’ ” Cf. also from the Coptic psalm book (All¬ 

berry, A Manichaean Psalm-Book), 87.18: “I have purified you, my 

God, from sarx and blood (?).” 

330 Cf. the Coptic Gospel of Philip 43. 

331 Cf. further Corp. Herm. IV, 4. If in Gnostic circles a purely sym¬ 

bolic understanding of baptism was not consistently assumed, discrep¬ 

ancies were unavoidable (cf. Mark 16:16). G. Strecker ( pp. 204 ff.) 

has demonstrated them for the “Kerygmata Petrou” in the Pseudo- 

Clementines. He also refers to Exc. ex Theod. 78.2 (Stahlin, III, 131. 

16 ff.) : “However, it is not the washing alone that liberates, but also 

the Gnosis.” According to Hipp. VI, 41.2-4; 42.1, Gnostic baptism is 

something preliminary and unimportant in comparison with the “re¬ 

demption.” 

332 Cf. further K. Rudolph, [2], pp. 379 ff.; G. P. Wetter, Der Sohn 

Gottes, pp. 43-44. 

333 Cf. also I John 5:6, and on this, W. Wilkens in EvTheol 18 (1958) : 

365. 

334 G. Bornkamm has written a significant essay, “Herrenmahl und 

Kirche bei Paulus” ([2]), on this section. He rightly proceeds from the 

assumption of the one line of battle in I Cor. and for this reason—a 

fully correct methodological decision—takes the basis of his interpreta¬ 

tion from the pasage I, 10:1-22: “for there the Corinthians appear 

... as very massive sacramentalists, and in vss. 1 ff. Paul must ener¬ 

getically hold before them the fact that the possession of the sacra¬ 

ments in no wise guarantees eternal salvation” ([2], p. 317). This char- 
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acteristic of the Corinthians is not established by Bornkamm himself, 

but only by a reference to H. von Soden’s investigation of “Sakrament 

und Ethik bei Paulus.” In fact on p. 23 we find the following descrip¬ 

tion of the “Corinthian Gnostics,” who “are eccentric enthusiasts of 

the pneuma-belief”: “They do not place their confidence decisively 

in the rational reflection that there are no idol-gods—for even they 

will not have denied the existence and effectiveness of demons—but in 

the fact that those who have been consecrated with Christ’s sacraments 

are immune to all powers and therefore have limitless e^oucna . . . . 

For them the Christ-sacrament is the absolute insurance.” 

(This view is shared also by E. Kasemann in EvTheol 7 [1947/48]: 

270 ff. The impossible combination in this description of “eccentric 

enthusiasts” and “massive sacramentalists” is puzzling. What exegesis 

supports this description?) 

In von Soden, I find (on pp. 7-8) only the following sentences which 

can be considered as justification: “Even the fathers in the generation 

in the wilderness, so Paul explains (10:1-12), had received the spir¬ 

itual consecration, the sacraments; they were baptized in the cloud and 

in the sea, they had partaken of the spiritual food (the manna) and 

the spiritual drink (from the miraculous fountain); in the form of the 

traveling rock Christ was in effect with them and gave them drink. And 

yet the majority of them were not well-pleasing to God and died in the 

wilderness without having seen the promised land. This took place as 

a warning for us Christians. For what had those who were lost in spite 

of the bestowal of the Spirit done? They had yielded to £Tn0u|iia (the 

opposite of dycmT]), they had practiced idol worship and immorality, 

they had tempted God and murmured against him. Thus also one 

who thinks that he has a firm footing—who is initiated and has Gnosis 

—still can fall. At that time there was nothing more to idols in the 

world than in the Christian era. What is required, however, is not to 

fear idols but to fear God; apostasy from God or rebellion against him 

means the worship of idols! The sacraments are not . . . .” 

I have quoted this section at such length because on the basis of it 

the thesis of the Corinthian sacramentalists is at the point of being 

hardened into a scientific dogma which requires no more testing. But 

does this section offer any proof at all for the alleged sacramentalism 

of the Corinthians? Not at all! 

Von Soden has of course correctly recognized the meaning of the 

section. In 10:1-22 Paul warns the Christians against false security. 

For not all who run in the race win the prize (9:24-27). Even of the 

Jews who were led out of Egypt, most of them died on the way, 

although they all had shared in the spiritual gifts of the present 

Christ (10:1-13). 
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The occasion for this warning is the fact that Christians in Corinth, 

in false security, took part in the cultic sacrificial meals for idols. In 

order to make clear to them the impossibility of such conduct, Paul 

draws the parallel, in 10:14-22, between the pagan sacrifices and the 

Christian Supper. One cannot participate in both rites! Of course this 

says nothing about where the “secure ones” in Corinth found their 

security, with which they took part in the idol feasts without peril. 

(H. v. Soden would like above all to show in his essay that here 

Paul is not arguing animistically but historically [pp. 24 ff.]. This is 

successfully proved. However, it is completely independent of the ques¬ 

tion of whether the Corinthians are sacramentalists or not.) 

The fact that in the interesting midrash 10:1-13 Paul portrays the 

“Christian” existence of the members of the old covenant typologically 

as participation in the sacraments now apparently forms the reason 

for the assertion that the Corinthians were sacramentalists. But this 

reason does not hold up. Certainly Paul would also have had other 

possibilities for setting forth the “Christian” status of the generation 

in the wilderness. But he had to do it somehow. He does it in a pre¬ 

sumably traditional but in any case most ingenious typology. This is 

explanation enough. That he chooses this typology may be determined 

in part by the fact that in 10:14-22 he is arguing with the parallelism 

of the Supper and the idol feasts. But with all that it is not in the 

least indicated that the Corinthians were sacramentalists. In the imme¬ 

diate context of the typology Paul does not at all say what it is upon 

which their security rests; in principle all possibilities are open for it. 

Thus even v. Soden reckons with two such possibilities: because one 

“is initiated” and because one “has Gnosis.” 

But the Corinthians cannot have been sacramentalists, for the 

reason that they were “eccentric enthusiasts.” Naturally the Gnostics 

in Corinth did not deny the existence of demons. But they were 

immune against all powers, not by virtue of having received the sacra¬ 

ments but through their Gnosis, the possession of which guaranteed 

the perfection of their pneumatic self. All parts of both epistles unani¬ 

mously indicate this, and in them hardly anything of a sacramental- 

ism of the Corinthians is to be found (see below). Instead it is ex¬ 

plicitly affirmed in I, 8:1 that the TrocvTa poi e^ccrnv as the Gnostics in 

Corinth practice it in their attitude toward the worship of idols is 

grounded in the ttcxvtec; yvcboiv £x°ffev- Finally, when Paul attempts in 

10:14-22 to convert those who are participating in the pagan cultic 

meals by first enlightening them as to the significance of the Supper, 

which effects a close communion with Christ—-and Paul does argue 

thus!—then he cannot at the same time have been of the opinion 
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that the strong ones in Corinth on account of the close association with 

Christ achieved in the sacraments participate in the idols’ sacrificial 

meals and in 10:1-13 combat the security thus grounded. 

In brief, von Soden’s thesis is not only unjustified but also untenable. 

This fact naturally has its consequences for the interpretations of 

I, 11:17-34 which are based upon it; for this passage obviously does 

not yield anything for the thesis of sacramentalists in Corinth, but 

rather most pointedly contradicts it. 

H. Conzelmann (pp. 228-29) again follows the exposition of H. von 

Soden. Against my exposition he objects: “It is abstract speculation, 

that the Gnostics must have thought thus under the compulsion of 

their purported system” (p. 229, n. 20). This principle can just as easily 

be used against Conzelmann himself: It is abstract speculation that 

the Spirit enthusiasts, under the compulsion of their alleged sacra- 

mentalism, must disrupt the table fellowship. But of course such flat 

judgments in fact say nothing at all. The decision lies with the 

exegesis itself, which of course is performed by Conzelmann only very 

incompletely. For example, it does not tell us why sacramentalist Spirit 

enthusiasts wish to disturb the community of mealtime celebrations, 

and why they are even of the opinion that loveless reveling serves 

them “for spiritual edification” (p. 229). Further, we do not hear 

why Paul quotes the words of institution, what meaning awjia has in vs. 

29, and so on. In other words, Conzelmann’s explanation does not 

result from the exegesis of the text. Instead, the presupposition that 

Paul’s opponents are in any case sacramentalists relieves us in this 

case of the necessity of exact analysis of the apostle’s statement. 

On this subject cf., e.g., H. Lietzmann in Kleine Schriften III (TU 335 

74, 1962): 11, 48 ff.; W. Bauer, Der Wortgottesdienst der dltesten 

Christen (1930), pp. 1 ff. 

B. Reicke, pp. 32-33, thinks that Paul “basically” is of the opinion 

that the Supper is a meal for satisfying hunger. 

But even the Supper in Troas, of which a pre-Lucan account is 

handed down to us in Acts 20:7-12, was a eucharist without the actual 

character of a meal; cf. E. Haenchen, [2], p. 520. 

There is no documentation to show that in primitive Christianity 336 

there was ever a meal for the satisfying of hunger between the partak¬ 

ing of the bread and the partaking of the wine. G. Bornkamm ([2], 

p. 349) places this regular meal for the Pauline praxis before the cultic 

meal, yet he cannot appeal to the [ae-ra to SeiTTvrjaai as evidence for 

such a common meal in connection with the cultic meal in Paul; more- 
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over, he himself sees that for Paul the |jiet& to Senrvfjcrat was “only an 
old liturgical formula” (NTS 2 [1956]: 203). 

337 Thus I do not at all dispute this set of facts, as G. Bornkamm ([2], 
p. 343) thinks. 

338 The questions in vs. 22b are probably meant rhetorically, precisely 
like the question in 22a, and Paul knows that they will be answered 
in the negative. Thus they say nothing about the background of events 
in Corinth beyond what is said in vs. 21. 

339 G. Bornkamm ([2], pp. 348-49) objects that in 11:20-21 Paul is not 
at all protesting against the common meal as such and deduces that 
therefore he could not do so in 11:22 and 11:34a. I do not understand 
this logic. In 11:20-21 Paul is not objecting to anything, but is describ¬ 
ing the Corinthian situation: people were not observing the Lord’s 
Supper but were having a common meal. In 11:22 then he is objecting 
to these practices, by simply banishing the common meals to their 
houses. This cohesive and self-complementing sequence of thought is 
incapable of misunderstanding and cannot possibly be taken apart. 

340 It is understandable that the explanation of the passage just rejected 
enjoys great popularity; for insofar as the exegetes find the disorders 
reproved by Paul only in the common meal preceding or joined with 
the actual sacrament, they render quite manifestly easier the answer 
to the difficult question about the motives for the disorders which are 
being reproved. Now one can, of course, account for the unworthy 
conduct—which was bad enough, as we have seen—with a general 
lovelessness. (In view of this it does serve as a welcome insight into 
the difficulties here, though it does not represent any advance in the 
explanation, when G. Bornkamm, [2], connects the loveless conduct 
of the dva^ioi with their alleged sacramentalism. For where would 
there be parallels for a lovelessness grounded in sacramentalism, espe¬ 
cially among the sacramentalists themselves?!) 

The real problem of the passage, however, arises now out of the 
question as to “how far the appeal to the Lord’s sayings and the ex¬ 

position of the significance of the celebration are to serve the purpose 
of combating Corinthian immorality” (J. Weiss, [2], II: 648-49), if 
indeed the abuses do take place only within the regular common meal 

and the cultic meal had in no way been profaned! G. Bornkamm ([2], 
pp. 341 ff.; cf. W. G. Kiimmel in H. Lietzmann, p. 186, and the litera¬ 

ture cited there, p. 59, 1. 3. G. Bornkamm’s thesis has been taken over 
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by, among others, his pupils U. Wilckens, [1], pp. 212-13; D. Georgi, 

[2], p. 94) answers—and it is the merit of his essay to have given a 

sharp definition to the statement of this problem—that the decisive 

thing is the interpretation of the words of institution by Paul. In other 

words, Paul interprets the oxbpa of the words of institution to mean 

the assembled community, and pf) SiccKpivEiv to acbpa “means to under¬ 

stand that the body of Christ given for us and received in the sacra¬ 

ment unites the recipients into the ‘body’ of the community and makes 

them responsible for one another in love” ([2], p. 342). Accordingly 

Paul does not quote the words of institution because the cultic meal 

was being wrongly celebrated, but because the Corinthians misunder¬ 
stood the meaning of the meal. 

But I regard this interpretation as impossible. For since crcbpa in 

vs. 24 because of the to u-rrep upcbv, and in vs. 27 because of the parallel 

to alpa, undoubtedly must be understood to mean the crucified body, 

the simple to crcopa in vs. 29 cannot mean anything else. (Cf. K. 

Sturmer, “Das Abendmahl bei Paulus,” EvTheol 7 [1947/48]: 50 ff.) 

Apart from that, vss. 27 ff. do not offer an interpretation of the words 

of institution—only vs. 26 does this—but from their simple wording, 

the meaning of which is presupposed by Paul as obviously well known, 

they draw the implication—wore—for the situation in Corinth. Thus 

what concerns Paul is the sharpening and focusing of the words of in¬ 

stitution themselves, not their interpretation, and this means again: 

the problem in Corinth concerned the cultic observance. It is not that 

the concept crcopa is discussed and interpreted, but that the contempt 

for the crcbpa in the Lord’s meal is reproved. 

This has been correctly seen by J. Weiss ([1], pp. 283 ff.), H. Lietz- 

mann (Mass and Lord’s Supper, pp. 207-8), W. Liitgert (pp. 131 ff.), 

E. Kasemann (ZNW 41 [1942]: 40), and most of the early exegetes. But 

just then there arises the difficult question: From what cause did such 

disregard for the sacrament arise? H. Lietzmann has attempted (Mass 

and Lord’s Supper, pp. 207-8) explicitly to give an answer to this: The 

Jewish Christian heretics wish to replace the Hellenistic cultic observ¬ 

ance with the Jerusalem custom of a non-sacramental table fellowship. 

Since it starts out from the situation in Corinth, this answer is meth¬ 

odologically correct, even though in substance it stands or rather falls 

with the theory about the Judaizers and is hardly tenable because the 

abuses reproved by Paul can hardly arise from an eschatological table 

fellowship with the exalted Lord, which moreover even in itself is not 

proven as a primitive Christian observance. 

Cf. also B. Reicke (pp. 252 ff.), against whose thesis, that Jewish 

Christian fanatics for purity had not wanted to eat with Gentile Chris- 
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tians, the same reservations arise as against H. Lietzmann’s explana¬ 

tion; cf. further G. Bornkamm, [2], p. 315, n. 2. 

U. Wilckens ([1], pp. 6-17; [2], p. 91) builds his interpretation of I, 

1:12 again upon the thesis that the apostle slogans reflected the view, 

widely held in Corinth and stemming from the mysteries, that through 

baptism the baptized one entered into an especially close relationship 

with the baptizer, and that the forming of groups in Corinth rested 

on that fact. The eyco dpi XpicrroG, which does not fit in with such an 

interpretation, is excised by Wilckens as a later gloss. 

The fact is, first of all, that there is not a single bit of evidence that 

in the mystery cults, even when people gathered themselves around 

the mystagogue, they called themselves by his name. Even the re¬ 

peatedly cited passages in E. Dieterich, Eine Mithrasliturgie, pp. 52-53, 

146 ff., say nothing of this sort and are not interpreted by Dieterich in 

this sense. The eyco eipi toG . . . always denotes the appeal to the deity 

of the mystery. 

But be that as it may, only the conception that the initiate is named 

for his God—I can only repeat what has been said—forms the founda¬ 

tion of Paul’s argument in I, l:12-ff. Paul says: No one has been bap¬ 

tized in my name, especially since I in any case have baptized hardly 

anyone; thus the slogan eyco dpi llauXou is absurd. Baptism is per¬ 

formed only in the name of Christ. Hence one cannot be named after 

men at all, but only after Christ: eyco dpi XpicrroG (I, 3:23). 

Since Paul had baptized hardly two families, and Peter, who accord¬ 

ing to the opinion of most exegetes was never in Corinth, possibly had 

baptized no one at all, but in any case not many Christians in Corinth, 

the baptizers cannot have been the occasion for the forming of the 

parallel groups bearing the names of Paul, Apollos, and Peter. People 

can have appealed to Paul, Apollos, and Peter only as the normative 

teachers. Thus the slogans for the first time make sense as a compre¬ 

hensive description of the Corinthian community: Paul and Apollos 

were, with their respective co-laborers, the two mutually independent 

missionaries of the Gentile Christian community in Corinth, and Peter 

the missionary or teacher of the Jewish-Christian house churches. 

U. Wilckens, who correctly demonstrates from I, 1-3 the penetration 

of Gnostic teachers of wisdom into Corinth, would not at all have 

been able to say that the division in Corinth goes back to the apostles’ 

groups: For these teachers of wisdom in any case do not appeal to one 

of the “apostles” named, but to their “Christ.” 

But Wilckens himself sees that then even the eyco dpt XpicrroG can¬ 

not be discarded. On p. 211 he gives this as the Gnostic slogan, while 

on p. 17 he excises the same formula because it is out of place when 
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one connects the slogans with the baptizers instead of with the 

teachers; for Christ certainly does not come into consideration as one 
who baptized. 

One cannot, after all, infer a sacramentalism of the Corinthian 

Gnostics even when one relates the slogans in I, 1:12 to the “apostles” 

as baptizers; for these Gnostics obviously do not call themselves by the 

name of a baptizer. The mistakenly presumed sacramentalism in 

Corinth would have to be interpreted as an anti-Gnostic reaction. 

R. Baumann (pp. 58 ff.) rightly judges this question. Cf. also H. 

Koester in Gnomon 33 (1961) : 591, who correctly shows that the bap¬ 

tizers cannot stand behind the party labels. When J. M. Robinson, 

agreeing with this, infers that people were appealing to their having 

been baptized by those who stood in a line of succession from Paul, 

Peter, or Apollos (ZThK 62 [1965]: 304, n. 11), Paul’s argument pro¬ 

vides no basis for such a construction. 

Recently E. Kasemann reckons in a most massive way with a bap¬ 

tismal sacramentalism of the Corinthian heretics when he affirms that 

“all the grievances in Corinth” are based upon a sacramental realism 

“which sees perfect redemption already achieved in that with baptism 

a heavenly spiritual body was bestowed and the earthly body was de¬ 

graded into an unreal, perishable cloak” (ZThK 59 [1962]: 273). Un¬ 

fortunately Kasemann does not indicate from what passages of the 

Corinthian epistles he infers this connection of baptismal realism and 

genuine Gnosticism. Cf. also W. G. Kiimmel (in Feine-Behm-Kummel, 

p. 201), who connects the apostle slogans or “parties” with the bap¬ 

tizers and is thereby compelled to conclude that we can “in no Avise 

determine” what is meant by the “particularistic claim to belong to 

Christ.” 

Migne, PSG LXI, col. 347. 342 

On this, as the most recent attempt at an apologetic exposition: 343 

M. Raeder, “Vikariatstaufe in 1 Kor 15,29?” (ZNW 46 [1955]: 258 ff.) ; 

cf. J. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries, pp. 36-37. 

A detailed survey of the study of the matter was recently given by 

M. Rissi, Die Taufe fur die Toten (1962). 

Cf. further most recently K. C. Thompson, “Baptism for the Dead,” 

Studia Evangelica, Part 1 (1964), pp. 647-59. He punctuates the text 

as follows: ’Erid ti uoiricroucnv oi PaTm^ogEvoi; uirep tcov vekpcov; d oAcoq 

v£Kpoi ouk eydpovToa ti kcu (3oarri£ovTai urrep auTuv; i.e., freely trans¬ 

lated, “What do these who are having themselves baptized expect to 

achieve in their baptism? Do they submit to baptism because death does 
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after all have the last word? If this is really so, then why do they let 

themselves be baptized at all?” In this way baptism for the dead is elimi¬ 

nated, but at the price of an act of exegetical violence. J. K. Howard, 

“Baptism for the Dead: A Study of 1 Corinthians 15:29,” Evangelical 

Quarterly 37 (1965) : 137 ff., has a view like that of M. Raeder: Pagan 

relatives of deceased Christians have themselves baptized and become 

Christians in the expectation of being reunited with the departed ones 

at the resurrection. But this cannot be expressed with unip twv veKpwv. 

Cf. further J. D. Joyce, “Baptism on Behalf of the Dead,” Encounter 

26 (1965): 269-77. 

344 Cf. further Clem. Alex., Exc. ex Theod. 22.1-3. 

345 Cf. Jeremias, Infant Baptism in the First Four Centuries, pp. 36-37. 

346 As much as pure Gnostic thought excluded magical sacramentalism, 

just so much did the substance-oriented thought of Gnosticism possess 

an affinity for sacramental praxis, to which the later Gnostic systems 

therefore not infrequently succumbed. But this in no case is justifica¬ 

tion for inferring from the baptism for the dead a general sacramental¬ 

ism of those who had this custom. On the contrary, baptism for the 

dead does not at all signify the later administering of baptism because 

of the importance of this act, but a substitute for Gnosis. Thus neither 

Marcionites nor Cerinthians nor Montanists, among whom baptism 

for the dead is attested, show detectible sacramentalist features. 

A substantive parallel to the baptism for the dead of the Corinthian 

Gnostics is offered by the Mandaean ceremony of the feast of the dead, 

which bears the name “Lofani.” “It involves a . . . meal which the 

family can give at any time on behalf of a deceased person. . . . The 

meaning of this ceremony is evident: The food is supposed (according 

to ‘magical analogy’) to empower the ascending soul and happily to 

advance it through the Matarata (interim hell) to its goal; it is ‘travel 

provisions’ for the ‘soul’s journey to heaven.’ Thus the meal establishes 

‘connection’ with the departed soul and is supposed at the same time 

to establish ‘fellowship’ for it with the world of light” (K. Rudolph, 

[2], p. 153). Cf. E. S. Drower, The Secret Adam, pp. 68 ff. 

See now also E. Giittgemanns, pp. 77-78. 

347 Cf. further Esnik von Kolb, Wider die Sekten, ed. J. M. Schmidt 

(Wien, 1900), pp. 204 ff.; H. Schauerte, “Die Totentaufe,” in Theo- 

logie und Glaube 50 (1960): 210-14. 
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Thus it is out of the question to say that Paul approves of this cus- 348 

tom as such. He states it only because it is useful for his argument, 

without passing judgment on it. M. Rissi (Die Taufe fur die Toten 

[1962]), who rightly does not attribute to Paul a magical view of bap¬ 

tism, but incorrectly has him sanctioning vicarious baptism, thinks 

therefore that baptism by proxy must be understood as an “act of proc¬ 

lamation and of confession.” “The one baptizing, the one baptized 

as proxy, and the community intended with this baptism to confess by 

means of a sign: We believe in the resurrection of this deceased one, 

for whom this baptism is performed” (p. 89). Since according to 

Rissi those who practiced proxy baptism were people who denied the 

resurrection, this explanation, which is in itself curious and cannot be 

inferred from the words of Paul, and which completely ignores the 

religio-historical parallels, is all the more untenable. 

On the other hand, E. Dinkier (RGG [3rd ed.], VI, col. 958, art. 

“Totentaufe”) has rightly pointed out that I, 15:29 yields nothing for 

Paul’s view of baptism, and that what is involved in the proxy bap¬ 

tism for the dead is a Gnostic practice. Of course his reference to Iren. 

I, 21.4 in addition to the passages cited above for this latter assertion is 

a mistake; Irenaeus relates nothing of a baptism by proxy. 

“This is generally recognized,” writes J. Jeremias in TLZ, 1955, col. 349 

745. Cf. also W. Grundmann, “Eschatologisches Denken des Apostels 

Paulus,” NTS 8 (1961/62) : 17 ff. 

P. Hoffmann (pp. 286 ff.) has convincingly shown that in Phil. 1:23 350 

Paul takes his point of departure from the Jewish conception of an 

intermediate state between death and resurrection which was already 

understood in late Jewish circles as a state of blessedness. Even though 

this late Jewish theologoumenon could be hellenistically influenced, 

it still remains in the sphere of non-dualistic Jewish anthropology, and 

there is no reason to remove this motif from the Jewish context in its 

application by Paul. 

Pp. 1 ff.; the most important recent studies on II, 5:1 ff. are taken 351 

up there also. Cf. further A. Feuillet, “La demeure celeste et la des- 

tinee des chretiens (2 Cor. 5,1-10),” Rech. de Scienc. Relig. 44 (1956): 

161 ff., 360 ff. E. E. Ellis , “2 Cor. 5:1-10 in Pauline Eschatology,” NTS 

6 (1960) : 211-24. Cf. also P. Hoffmann, p. 265, n. 68, who points to 

earlier attempts to explain II, 5:1-10 in terms of the polemical situa¬ 

tion. 
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352 Cf. also C. H. Dodd, New Testament Studies (1953), pp. 83 ff.; 

J. Jeremias in TLZ, 1955, col. 745; J. Dupont, ZYN XPi ZTQI (1952), 

pp. 165 ff.; R. Berry, “Death and Life in Christ,” SJT 14 (1961) : 60 ff. 

Earlier literature in K. Deissner, Aujerstehungshofjnung und Pneuma- 

gedanke bei Paulus. 

353 On the following, I point with emphasis to P. Hoffmann’s (Die 

Toten in Christus, pp. 267 ff.) exposition of these verses. It is a 

thoroughly successful attempt, in method as well as in substance. 

Cf. R. Bultmann, [1], p. 10; [2], I: 169, n. 1. 

354 Thus also R. Bultmann, [1], p. 4. 

355 Cf. R. Bultmann, [1], p. 10. 

356 Thus also R. Bultmann ([1], pp. 9 ff.) apparently understands the 

verse. 

357 Cf. further P. Vielhauer, Oikodome, Diss. Heidelberg, 1939, esp. pp. 

34 ff.; R. Bultmann, [1], p. 6; S. Laeuchli, “Monism and Dualism in the 

Pauline Anthropology,” Biblical Research 3 (1958) : 15 ff. 

358 “And I was clothed with the garment of thy Spirit and put off from 

me the garments of skin” (Od. Sol. 25.8). “Having divested himself of 

these perishing rags, he clothed himself with the imperishability” 

(Evang. Veritatis 20.30 ff. [The Gospel of Truth, trans. Kendrick 

Grobel, pp. 66, 68]). 

359 Cf. already W. M. L. de Wette, Kurze Erklarung der Briefe an die 

Corinther (1855, 3rd ed.), p. 213; further, H. Lietzmann, in loc. Paul 

uses a similar argument in Rom. 8:18 ff. 

360 “That is precisely the Gnostic hope as it is broadly portrayed in 

Corp. Herm. I, 24-26; yupvcoBeic; ooro tgov Trjq dppoviaq Evs:pyr||j&TCov the 

redeemed one ascends to the Ogdoad. In XIII, 6 the dXr)0£q, which 

forms the opposite to the Bviyrov, among other predicates which desig¬ 

nate the incorporeal nature, is characterized as to yupvov. According to 

Philo, de virt. 76, Moses senses, at the end, that the component parts of 

which he is composed are being dissolved: tou pev acbporroq . . . -rrepiou- 

poupevou, Trjq 8e tjjuxnq aTroyupvoupevriq kcu tt)v Korra cpucnv evBevSe tto- 

Qouarjq pETavdcrTacnv” (R. Bultmann, [1], p. 5). In the same place 

Bultmann also refers to Hierocl., in aur. Pyth. carmen, p. 179.18 ff. 

(Mullach); Porphyr. Abst. 1, 31: yupvoi te kou axiTcoveq ... dva(3aivco|i£v; 
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Corp. Herm. VII, 2. Cf. further Saying 37 from the Coptic Gospel of 

Thomas: “His disciples said: On what day wilt thou be revealed to 

us, and on what day shall we see thee? Jesus said: When you unclothe 

yourselves and are not ashamed, and take your garments and lay them 

beneath your feet like little children, and tread upon them, then . . . 

ye shall not fear’’ (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 16 = Hennecke-Schneemel- 

cher-Wilson, I: 515); Saying 21: “Mary said to Jesus: Whom are thy 

disciples like? He said: They are like little children dwelling in a field 

which is not theirs. When the owners of the field come, they will say: 

Yield up to us our field. They (the children) are naked before them, 

to yield it up to them and to give them back their field” (Leipoldt- 

Schenke, p. 14 = Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: p. 513); Pap. 

Oxyrh. 655, I b, see in Hennecke-Schneemelcher-Wilson, I: 111; Clem. 

Alex., Strom. Ill, 13.92; Saying 36 from the Coptic Gospel of Thomas 

is also to be interpreted from this perspective: “Jesus said: Be not 

anxious from morning to evening and from evening to morning about 

what you shall put on” (Leipoldt-Schenke, p. 16 = Hennecke-Schnee¬ 

melcher-Wilson, I: 515); the Coptic Gospel of Philip 23: “Some are 

afraid lest they rise naked. Because of this day they wish to rise in the 

flesh, and they do not know that those who bear the flesh [it is they 

who are] naked; those who.themselves to unclothe themselves 

[it is they who are] not naked” (H. M. Schenke, TLZ 90 [1965], cols. 

326-27; this translation from R. McL. Wilson, The Gospel of Philip, 

p. 87); Gr. Physiologus, chap 9; Lidzbarski, Ginza, 432.25 ff.: “The 

envoy who had come to Adam responded and said, ‘What is it about 

the stinking body in which you sojourn, Adam, that pains you and 

affects you? Is there a body in the house of life? A body does not ascend 

to the house of life.’ ” Lidzbarski, Ginza, 517.22: “Naked I was brought 

into the world, and empty I was taken out of it.” Philo, de gigant. 53, 

speaks of that kind of men who “irocvTa dira|ji$iacrd|JEVOv to ev yeveaei 

Kal TO ectcotoctco KCCTaTreTaopoc Kai TrpoKdAupua Trjq 6o£r|<; dveipevfl kcu 

yu|ivrj Trj Siavoic? Trpdq 0eov a^ETai”; cf. further the passages from 

Philo in J. N. Sevenster, “Some Remarks on the TYMNOI in 2 Cor. 5,3” 

(Studia Paulina, 1953, pp. 204-14), pp. 208-9; leg. all. II, 53-70. 

Cf. further Hipp. V, 8.44; the (second) Apocalypse of James, ed. 

A. Bohlig/P. Labib, pp. 68, 78, 80; H. Windisch, pp. 164-65; H. Lietz- 

mann, p. 120. 

It is true that the ancient and particularly Jewish conception that 

the soul in the heavenly spheres wears a garment is also widespread 

in Gnosticism (see pp. 266-67). But this is not the original Gnostic con¬ 

viction. For the conception of the celestial garments of the individual 

soul presupposes the expectation of personal immortality of the indi- 
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vidual soul, while according to pure Gnostic views every soul is only a 

splinter of the one person of the celestial primal man, who is reassem¬ 

bled to unity and eternity out of the sum total of the souls. The asser¬ 

tion of the nakedness of the soul is in harmony with this basic myth¬ 

ological outlook. This is found most clearly expressed in the 14th 

Anathema of the synod at Constantinople (543), at which the teach¬ 

ing of Origen was condemned: “All spiritual natures will become a 

unity, and the hypostases and the numbers alike will be taken away 

with the bodies. And the knowledge of spiritual things is followed by 

annihilation of the worlds and the laying aside of bodies and the 

taking away of names, there will be oneness of knowledge as of hy¬ 

postases, and in the full restoration they will be only naked spirit” (cf. 

in Koetschau, Origenes, V: 286; H. Jonas, [2], p. 203). 

When in Gnosticism the return of the individual pneuma-spark to 

the fullness of the pneuma treasury is described in such a way that the 

individual pneuma puts on the “perfect man,” the “new man,” the 

“Christ,” and so on, this figurative language still does not contradict 

the assertion of the nakedness of the soul. For the entering into the 

“perfect man,” or something of this sort, denotes the “putting on” of 

his Self, not of an alien garment. Similarly the common saying about 

putting on indestructibility, of brilliance, of light, of life, or the like, 

after putting off the body often is figuratively meant for the liberation 

from death and does not presuppose any special garment which the 

Pneumatic receives instead of the body of death. 

Also R. Reitzenstein, Hellenistische Wundererzahlungen (1963, 

2nd ed.), pp. 67-68, misunderstands the passage. Cf. Hipp. V, 19.21; 

V, 8.44; Pap. Berol. 8502 (Apocr. Joh.) 69.5-6 = Till, p. 179, et 

passim. 

In my judgment, the explanation that for Paul those who die before 

the Parousia live in a state of nakedness, and that Paul feared this con¬ 

dition, an interpretation which is most recently represented by H. 

Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, pp. 154 ff., 307-8, does not do 

justice to the text. It is also in total contradiction to the statement 

made, e.g., in I Thess. 4:13 ff. and Phil. 1:23, that death before the 

Parousia is in no wise to be feared. 

In view of the religio-historical parallels alone the interpretation of 

“nakedness” given by D. W. Oostendorp, Another Jesus, pp. 71 ff., is 

utterly misleading. “Clothed” is said to be a Pauline figure for right¬ 

eousness and salvation, and “naked” on the other hand a metaphor for 

unrighteousness and an unsaved condition. In II, 5:1 ff. Paul is al¬ 

legedly speaking of Israel, which it is true already has many advan- 
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tages, but now must also be clothed as well with the righteousness of 
Christ, in order not to forfeit salvation! 

Parth. Gliedhymnen AR VIII, 4 = Colpe, p. 87: “I am clothed in a 362 

garment of light”; Coptic Psalm-book = Allberry, pp. 50.24 ff., 83. 

21 ff.; Act. Thom. 7; cf. E. Preuschen, Zwei gnostische Hymnen (1904), 
pp. 14-15. 

Cf. further Od. Sol. 11.11; 25.8 (but 8.9); Act. Thom. 111-12; 363 

G. Widengren, The Great Vohu Manah and the Apostle of God 

(1945), esp. pp. 35-36, 49 ff., 76 ff.; K. Rudolph, [2], pp. 181 ff. 

Therein the widespread conception that the soul is surrounded by 364 

celestial light or brilliance may lead from the idea of nakedness to that 

of a particular celestial garment. 

Cf. further H. Schwantes, pp. 85 ff. R. Bultmann ([1], p. 6) presumes 365 

that with the polemic against nakedness, Paul had “taken up only the 

negative aspect of the opposing view,” that is, the desire to be freed 

from the mortal body, so that the expectation of an immortal gar¬ 

ment, a pneumatic body, is not ruled out by the Corinthian Gnostics. 

This is possible, but not probable, especially since even in II, 12:2-3 

the interest of the Corinthian heretics in the liberation from the crco|ia 

becomes quite evident (see pp. 209 ff.). 

D. Georgi would like even to draw from II, 5:1 the positive inference 

that the Gnostics in Corinth affirm the existence of a celestial garment 

([2], p. 92). The common ground, asserted by Paul in II, 5:1, in the 

anticipation of a heavenly dwelling place refers to a common ground 

with the Gnostics which is known to the apostle, according to Georgi. 

But then the polemical remark in vss. 3-4 would be incomprehensible. 

According to Georgi ([2], p. 95) of course II, 5:1-10 has “no clearly 

polemical tendency.” “Another conclusion is more probable: Paul 

feels himself compelled by a new situation in Corinth to show how 

close to him the Corinthian Gnostics are, in any case nearer than to 

the new instigators of anti-Pauline agitation who now are coming in 

from without and of whom II Cor. 3:1 is speaking.” At this point in 

our study there is no need for further establishment of my view that 

both points—the double battlefront in the epistles to Corinth which 

is presupposed here and the close proximity, asserted here, of the 

Corinthian Gnostics to Pauline theology—are excluded (see further, 

pp. 289 ff.). If Georgi is supporting his opinion about Paul’s conscious 

approach to the Gnostics in Corinth—who curse the crucified Jesus!— 



406 Gnosticism in Corinth 

in Epistle C on “the thoroughly positive use of the concept yvcocriq, 

phrases in common use among the Gnostics (3:18; 4:4 and 6:3; 3:17£> 

and 5:16),” the question would be what he would deduce, using this 

method, from such passages as I, 2:6-16; I, 14; Rom. 6:1 ff.; 8:2 fh; Phil. 

2:6 fF., etc,, with respect to the community being addressed. Since the 

epistles to Corinth without exception address the community and 

warn against the false teachings, the assertion that the oTSagev in II, 

5:1 includes the Gnostic opponents moreover is quite wrong. 

Georgi’s curious exegesis becomes comprehensible only if one con¬ 

siders that ^according to Georgi, Epistle C, to which II, 5 belongs, is 

no longer directed against the Gnostics at all, but against the purported 

new opponents. Under this presupposition, under all circumstances 

the anti-Gnostic character of II, 5 must be denied. 

366 See H. Windisch, pp. 372-73; A. v. Gall, Basileia tou Theou, pp. 

325 ff.; Kautzsch, Pseudepigraphen, p. 447, and on Gr. Bar. 4; Asc. 

Jes. 10.9. 

367 The relative independence of vss. 6-8 is correctly recognized by H. 

Windisch, p. 165, among others. 

368 According to R. Bultmann ([1], p. 4), 5:6 takes up the vs. 4:16 again. 

The “we” in 5:6 then would be the apostolic “we.” This is not en¬ 

tirely ruled out, but it appears to me to be not very likely. This would 

not change much in the interpretation, for even in this case the 

apostolic existence in 5:6-10 would only be an example of the existence 

of Christians in general. 

369 H. Windisch, in locremarks on this, in substance correctly: “Here¬ 

with the basic idea of 4:7 ff., 16, that already in the present an inner 

life is being powerfully formed in us, which already holds within itself 

the conquest of death and the mystical union with the living Lord, 

is practically denied.” In fact the “to be absent” is not understood 

dialectically as elsewhere in Paul. For our present passage we may 

say that Paul becomes “an apocalypticist to the enthusiasts and an 

enthusiast to the nomists, not in order to assert apocalypticism against 

enthusiasm and enthusiasm against nomism, but in order with all 

means to affirm the gospel as the word of the cross” (E. Jiingel, “Die 

Freiheit der Theologie,” Theol. Studien 88 [1967]: 23). 

370 Cf. P. Hoffmann, pp. 335 ff.; also, p. 320: “The debate with the ad¬ 

versaries in Corinth shows . . . how the pure Hellenistic belief in im- 
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mortality just the same remained foreign to the apostle.” The opposite 

view is held by H. Koester, “Haretiker im Urchristentum als theolo- 

gisches Problem,” in E. Dinkier, ed., Zeit und Geschichte (1964), pp. 
75-76. 

Here the emphatic Touq yap TravTaq ppaq specifically has in view the 371 

opponents who imagine themselves clear of such responsibility, as L. J. 

Riickert has observed in his commentary on II Cor. (1837), in loc. 

The (pavepcoGrjvai, unusual in this context, might possibly also refer, 

as in vs. 11, to the favorite concept of the Corinthian Gnostics (see 

pp. 190-91), who with their cpavepcocnq claimed already to be at the 

eschatological goal. Over against this, Paul states that the real (pavepco- 

cnq, i.e., the open confirmation in the presence of God’s eschatological 

judgment, is still in the future for everyone. 

The sense is best translated without any more exact definition: 372 

“Whether we stay at home or away from home,” i.e., whether we know 

ourselves to be perfected or not. 

Cf. further Gal. 3:5. 373 

E. Kasemann has seen this in essence correctly: “The doubt about 374 

the presence of the apostolic signs casts suspicion on . . . Paul’s pneu¬ 

matic status” ([1], p. 35; cf. pp. 50-51). Of course by “apostolic signs” 

Kasemann also understands miracles like the aripeTa reported in the 

Synoptic Gospels and in the book of Acts. But this understanding is 

equally foreign to Paul and his opponents, as then conversely also the 

Synoptic miracles are never meant to identify the miracle-workers as 

Pneumatics. 

Of course it is based upon the Jew’s acquaintance with the inspired, 375 

though not ecstatic but understandably worded discourse of God’s 

prophets; cf. D. Luhrmann, pp. 36-37. 

“The apostle chooses the designation common in the community. 376 

Otherwise it would not be evident for what reason he particularly 

mentioned the prophets,” thus G. Heinrici, Meyer Kommentar V 

(1896, 8th ed.) : 437. 

In his analysis of the opponents’ self-designations, D. Georgi ([1]) 377 

does not mention the title of prophet. This is explained by the restric¬ 

tion of his study to II Cor. On the other hand, he thinks that from 
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II, 11:23 Siaicovoq Xpicrrou can be inferred as a self-designation of the 

Corinthian heretics, and II, 11:13 cpyotTriq. I am unable to agree with 

this; see pp. 207-8, esp. note 251. 

378 S. Schulz’s and D. Georgi’s way of interpretation is approved in 

principle by D. Liihrmann, pp. 46 ff., 55 If. The interpretation of an 

anti-judaizing thrust is followed again by D. W. Oostendorp, pp. 35 ff. 

Quite unsatisfactory is the article by H. Ulonska, “Die Doxa des 

Hose,” EvTheol 26 (1966) : 378 ff. 

Properly critical of all such attempts are the expressions, among 

others, of W. C. van Unnik, “With Unveiled Face, An Exegesis of 2 

Cor. 3,2-18,” Novum Testamentum 6 (1963) : 153-69; H. Conzelmann 

in NTS 12 (1966) : 253-54; U. Luz, “Der alte und der neue Bund bei 

Paulus und im Hebraerbrief,” EvTheol 27 (1967) : 324-25: “Most of 

all, the apostle’s fighting his adversaries by glossing one of their texts 

would be utterly unconvincing to me. What would decisively distin¬ 

guish him from his opponents, namely the assertion that the old cove¬ 

nant as a SiccKovia toG Gavcrrou is inferior, is in fact not at all proved 

by Paul but is presupposed. Paul does not wage a polemic against 

Moses. Moreover, Gal. and II Cor. afford adequate examples of how 

one of Paul’s polemics actually looks.” 

379 Similarly—though tentatively—H. Windisch, pp. 25-26. 

380 W. Ellis, “Some Problems in the Corinthian Letters,” Australian 

Biblical Review 14 (1966) : 33 ff. 

381 That even this would be a very poor case is evident from the simple 

observation that in the Pauline usage, Xpioroc; kotoc crapKa cannot be 

any sort of “historical Jesus” whatsoever; see pp. 310 ff. 

382 The passage which I missed is found in D. Georgi, [1], p. 15; thus 

his argument is self-contradictory. Moreover, the letters of recommen¬ 

dation could simply have attested the personal integrity of their 

bearers, as was customary and necessary in antiquity. Nothing can be 

inferred about their content, which by no means must have been 

known to Paul, from the fact that Paul skillfully uses them in polemi¬ 

cal conflict upon given occasion. 

383 On the criticism, cf. also E. Giittgemanns, p. 147, n. 29; pp. 285 ff. 

et passim; also in ZKG ’ll (1966) : 126 ff. 
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Similarly J. M. Robinson in ZThK 62 (1965) : 336, feels prompted 384 

to concede that one could “reckon altogether with a hidden continuity 

in the Corinthian ‘heresies.’ ’’ So then also D. Georgi must at least posit 

for II, 5:1-10 the Gnostic opponents from I Cor. as Paul’s partners in 

conversation; cf. VuF, 1960, p. 95. 

Similarly also J. M. Robinson, Kerygma und historischer Jesus 385 

(1967, 2nd ed.), pp. 68-69; also in ZThK 62 (1965): 326 ff„ to be sure 

with occasional criticism of Georgi’s quite particularly unfounded 

assertions; H. Koester in ZThK 65 (1968) : 197-98, according to whom 

there were of course at the time of I Cor. still no “theological parties’’ 

at all in Corinth (p. 195), “in spite of the fundamental theological 

questions which are broached here’’ (p. 196) ! 

Yet see above, p. 78, n. 197. Recently J. Roloff (Apostolat—Ver- 386 

kiindigung—Kirche, p. 80) again describes Paul’s opponents in II Cor. 

as “representatives of a gnosticizing Judaism,’’ but then must also 

speak of the “heterogeneity of their self-understanding’’ (p. 81) and 

refrain from adducing religio-historical parallels for this divided prod¬ 

uct of syncretism. 

K. Rudolph in the Sonderheft 1963 of the WZUJ, p. 93: “The exis- 387 

tence of a pre-Christian Gnostic tendency in sectarian Judaism thus 

can no longer be denied.’’ 

Of course this again is the point of what H. Conzelmann indicates 388 

concerning the Corinthian situation. He parries the question about 

influences “from without” and proposes rather to understand the 

situation in Corinth from questions like these: What ideas did the 

Corinthian Christians bring with them into the community? How does 

the Christian faith affect these? In what direction is their imported 

thinking turned? and so on. 

Pauline beginnings gradually form "what is later presented as ‘Gnos¬ 

ticism,’ that is. Gnosticism in statu nascendi. One may characterize 

the Corinthians as Proto-Gnostics.” Out of the Pauline credo of cross 

and resurrection is developed the conviction that death is abolished. 

“The faith is turned into the movement of the spiritual ascension with 

the redeemer. This movement can be confirmed by means of the ex¬ 

periences—inaugurated in Corinth by Paul—of the Spirit in ecstasy, 

which delivers the Pneumatic out of the world into heaven. Thus the 

Spirit is no longer criterion and dppa(3cbv, who sustains me as a believer 

in the world and leads me here in a new walk of life. The experience 
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of the Spirit becomes the experience of self, and Christ becomes a 

cipher for the same. One can also be led in the same direction by the 

catchwords introduced by Paul, ‘wisdom’ and ‘freedom.’ In the sense of 

the pneumatic self-experience the liberty of faith is transposed into a 

world-view principle which is supposed to actualize the release of the 

Pneumatics from the world. All the phenomena which appear in I Cor. 

are explained in terms of this transformation of faith related to the 

word into the spiritual experience of self . . (pp. 30-31). 

All this may be clear enough: in Corinth Paul is battling his own 

shadow. Gnosticism is syncretistic hyper-Paulinism, an acute helleniz- 

ing of Christianity. Pneumatic self-glorying and libertinism are rooted 

not least of all in Paul himself. 

It appears to me beyond question that with all this one is actually 

fair neither to Paul nor to Gnosticism. A century of religio-historical 

research and of hermeneutical reflection is here too quickly thrust 

aside. Conzelmann writes: “The Corinthian position is not to be re¬ 

constructed on the basis of general religio-historical possibilities. Only 

what is to be inferred from the text is certain” (p. 29). In these words, 

what belongs together in the hermeneutical circle is represented as an 

antithesis. In my judgment the result is a religio-historical impossi¬ 

bility, in behalf of which Conzelmann improperly appeals to the 

text. Where does Paul indicate that he regards himself as engaged in 

battle with a misconceived interpretation of his gospel? 

It is not accidental that in his view of the circumstances at the time 

of I Cor. Conzelmann must completely leave out of consideration the 

further course of Paul’s correspondence with the Corinthian commu¬ 

nity; for the ecstatic Pneumatics and false apostles who are opposed in 

II Cor. undoubtedly have invaded the community from without. 

Conzelmann consistently ignores II Cor. without in any way informing 

the reader as to the reasons for this procedure which, methodologically 

speaking, is more than questionable. Precisely if the proto-Gnostics in 

Corinth developed the Pauline views into their own, this development 

would have to be evident and demonstrable in II Cor. in its further 

progress. Conzelmann however prefers to invoke Romans for the 

illumination of I Cor. (p. 16, et passim). There would be no objection 

to this only if the heuristic function of II Cor. did not at the same 

time remain wholly unnoticed. 

In other words, it has to do with turning from the service of the 

visible to the service of the invisible, from life that arises out of what 

is tangible to life that comes from God. 
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“Thus the passage is effectively closed with the t<5> eyepBevTi: the last 390 

word is left to life” (H. Windisch, p. 183); cf. also Rom. 4:25. 

Of course it is in itself hardly conceivable that Paul could somehow 391 

concede a pneumatic knowledge of Jesus to those who curse Jesus (I, 

12:3) and have “another Jesus” (II, 11:4) than he has. 

Like Georgi also J. M. Robinson, Kerygma und historischer Jesus 392 

(1967, 2nd ed.), pp. 68-69; also in ZThK 62 (1965) : 328. For G. Fried¬ 

rich (in O. Michel, pp. 190-91) the Xpioroq koctc£ crapKa is the “his¬ 

torical Jesus,” to whose teachings Paul’s opponents appeal. D. W. 

Oostendorp (pp. 54-55) revives F. C. Baur’s explanation and connects 

koctcx crapKa with the Jewish-nationalist conception of the Messiah of 

Paul’s opponents. According to P. Stuhlmacher, EvTheol 27 (1967) : 

383, n. 25, in II, 5:16 Paul “is refuting a view of Jesus as the crucified 

deceiver of the Christians . . . , in other words, the same view which 

had once led Paul himself in his persecution of the Christian com¬ 

munity.” For H. Flender, Die Botschaft von der Herrschaft Gottes 

(1968), p. 72, the “Christ according to the flesh” is the “minister of cir¬ 

cumcision,” whose earthly mission limited to Israel only has been 

superseded. 

Agreement with the foregoing analysis of II, 5:16 is expressed, e.g., 393 

by U. Wilckens, Ofjenbarung als Geschichte (1963, 2nd ed.), p. 71, 

n.; E. Guttgemanns, pp. 282 ff., with renewed detailed and, on the 

whole, convincing justification; cf. G. Klein in ZThK 57 (1960) : 278. 

Even the switching of subject and predicate, as it is again most 394 

recently proposed by P. Galetto (“Dominus autem spiritus est,” 

Revista Biblica 5 [1957]: 245-81), would change nothing in this re¬ 

spect: the Spirit (subject) is the Lord. 

W. Kramer (Christos, Kyrios, Gottessohn, ATliANT 44 [1963]: 395 

163 ff.) thinks that the identification of Kyrios and Spirit as a “bound¬ 

ary saying” is possible. Paul means simply the close connection of the 

Kyrios with the Pneuma.” But with the catchword “Pneuma” Paul 

refers back to vs. 6 and explains: “The Kyrios belongs entirely to the 

sphere of the Pneuma; stated in other categories, he has his place en¬ 

tirely in the new covenant.” But the reader could hardly understand 

this unmediated reference back to vs. 6, particularly since the counter¬ 

concept ypd(j|ioc is lacking. And the wording of vs. 17a does not permit 

us to quibble about the plain identification of xupioq and irveupa. 
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Cf. W. Bousset, Kyrios Christos (ET, 1970), pp. 222 ff. 

Cf. H. Conzelmann, Outline of the Theology of the New Testament 

(1969), p. 83: “The Spirit is the effective presence of the Lord.” When 

Conzelmann (ibid.) states that the sentence 6 Kupioc; to TrvcOpd cotiv 

does not mean that “the Kyrios is a sort of fluid in which we are mys¬ 

tically immersed,” we readily agree. But when he continues: “. . . it 

means, rather, in that particular context that the Lord is freedom,” 

the problem is avoided. For it is in the following sentence that Paul 

first speaks of freedom. That he previously identifies Kupioq and m/eOpa 

calls for an explanation in itself. 
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