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truth which 1s necessary for our salvation is in our hands,
and letters which may have been lost probably served their
purpose and were permitted to be lost by the dlvine plan, 1In
vlew of all the efforts made to destroy the inspired books
whlch we have in our possession, we should rsther be grateful
that they have been preserved to us than grieve over the loas
of a few which portained only to local and unimportant matters
as for as our goul salvation is concerned. So also Calvin
speske: "The epistle of which he here spesks (I Corinthians 5,
9) is not now extant., Nor is 1t to bes doubted that many others
have perished; but it i1s sufficient for us that these resain
which tho Lord saw to be needful,"# And Lenskl, "Yet we have
nc rcecascn to acsume on this account that the lew Testament
Janon 12 1incomplete, or that the doctrine of ilnspiration is
in any way affected., Cod's providence did not consider it
necesceary to preserve this lstter to us, and that suffices
entirely."?

We return then to the problem before us, There are
several gpecific points to which reference is made, pro and
con, in regard ﬁo the lost-letter view. Arguments have been
advanced on the besis of grammatlcel construction, literary
style, and from the historicel point of view., Critics vho
examine the problem from elther of the two points of view
present their arguments in conclusive and convincing style,
but when the evidence as presented by one of opposing viewe 18
" 4. Bernes, loc. oit.

5. R.C.H. Lenski, The Interpretation of St, Paul's First and
Second Epistle to the Corinthians, p. 228,
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also presented, the problem becomes real and the final verdict
must remain to individual Judgment., We shall l1list the argu-
ments, welgh them, and draw our conclusions on the question
which 1s the safer ground,

The Corinthians have written a letter to Paul, and in
answering, the apostle, so it is mainteined, refers to a letter
which he hed written previously. The argument centers around
Paul's statement in 5,9, &;:ng;h' _Q_.*g 2y _1;_; FlLL T::_I,s?- which in
translation reads, "Iwrote unto you in an epistle." If we but
glance at these wordes superficially, our immediate conclusion
must be that the apostle had actually written a previous letter
to Corinth. But the problem is not that easlly solved,

Defenders of the two=letter theory agree bhat.e;?¢¢f mnay
be taken as the epistolary aorist, and a parallel in I Corinthians
9,15 is referred to, They would thus refer this phrase to the
letter which Paul is now writing, making him say in effect, "I
have written to you already in this letter which I am now
writing." However, the context does not allow the epistolery
aorist. According to context, 9,15 and 5,9 are not parallels,
Instead, a parallel may be found in II Corinthlans 7,8 where
with this very phrase Paul also refers to a previous letter., It
is, therefore, quite impossible that this phrase should refer
to the letter inm which Paul was then engaged in writing. It
is his purpose here and in the succeedlng verses to correct a
perversion of an admonition which he had given his flock in a

previous letter, Would the Corinthians twist and misunderstand
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a sentence of this letter before they had received it? Can we
assume that Paul 1s afrald of a misunderstanding arieing after
they hed received the letter, and that therefore he ia warding
off the danger here? Hardly so, for as we shall see later, no-
where in thlis present epistle thus far completed is such a warn-
ing found as 18 here given, The conclusion then must be that
ocne of Paul's letters has been lost..6
Again, the conservative defenders of some schools prefer

to delete the phrase ;__n4 2.7 But Moffat ansers that

for us by saying that such deletion is "Justified neither by
considerations qf rhythm nor by the apparent absence of the text

"8 5¢111 others maintain that if the apostle

from Chrysoston,
Paul were referring to a former letter, he would have written
izaceze.® To this, however, it may be sald that if Paul were
referring to the present epistle, he could also have explicitly
stated so with the phrase g ZauTy _w;_f,‘ Sir f,:».,[‘_,rf-‘.lo Hence, one
cleim balances the other, But in this ‘same vein, the conser-
vative school has advanced the argument that it 1s wholly in
accord with Paul's practice to use nothing more than the
article in the sense of "this," Further evidence for that view
is found in Colossisns 4,16: "And when THIS epistle is read
among you" (¥ grcstedy); or agsin in I Thessalonians 5,27: "I
charge you , . that THIS epistle (éﬁ;;&g;izgiqid be read, "1l

6. Ibid.

7. James Moffat, An Introduction to the Literature of the
New Testament, p. 11 «

T 8, Ibid.

9, John M'Clintock and James Strong, Gguloggdia of Biblical,
Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature, II, Dp. 511,

10. Moffat, 1 loc,_cit.

11, M'Clintock and Strong, log._cit.
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Thus the balances for the first time lean toward the conservative
view, but it may be added here that this 1s the only evidence
on the side of conservatism which is without refutation.

It was stated before that nowhere in the portion of the
present epistle thus fer completed is there a warning not to
essociate with fornicators., Nor is there anything that can
pessibly be conastrued as an equivelent to such a command, How=
ever, the cleim that the conservativee have falled to bring forth
a passage to which 5,9 might refer is without basis, for #'Clin-
tock 2nd Strong have, with others, pointed to the verses of
chapter 5 lmmedictely preceding the paassege in question.12 It
is malntained that the apostle Paul had really, in this epistle,
given the prohibition to which he refers, viz, verses 2 and 6,
His purpose -in the succeeding verses, then, is to explain that
prohibition so as to preclude the possibility of the Corinthians
interpreting it as referring to anything else than that they
should not mingle with immoral persons in the congregation. Can
this evidcnce estand unrefuted? It seems a forced reference to
make 5,9 allude to the preceding verses. Paul hes commanded
the Corinthians to remove an incestuous person., At first glance
that would seem ideontical with the commnand of 5,9. However,
the commend not to gssociate with the immoral is not a general
one in 5,1=8 as 1t is in 5,9. The light of verses 10 &nd 11

serves to clear the problem, for there Paul makes explanation

of the admonition which he had previcusly sent to the Corinthians

12, Ibid.
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and the admonition which he now gives, The Corinthians had
understood Peul to mean any and all fornicators, any and every=-
where., "Yet not altogether with the fornicators of this world,
or with the covetous, or extortioners, or with idolaters, for
then must ye needs go out of this world" (I Corinthians 5,10).
In view of such a weighty injuncture, the congregation regarded
it as an impossible requirement, and so discarded it entirely.
They failed, then, to cast out fornlcators even from their
own midst, Therefore, in verse ll Paul makes the distinction
between the epistle which he is now writing and the epistle
which he has written previously. He gave a commandment, The
Corinthlans misunderstood. And now Paul explains himself,
saying, "But now I have written unto you," This is an expression
which hardly would have been used had verse 9 referred to the
same epistle., "If anyone doubted the purport the former letter
carried, it shall be impossible to mistake my meaning now,"
This is the temporal sense of yiv. The conservative critics
reject this temporal sense and prefer the logical. They would
say, "But now - after this, or as it now appears - you must
understand that I wrote." Thus they would have Paul denote not
what he writes to them now as opposed to what he has written
before, but what he actually wrote as opposed to thelr mis-
construction of it. 2.T,J would then be made a repetition
of the former ;FT:UN .15 This latter rendition, however, is

R

difficult and forced, whereas the temporal sense is more

13, G.G., Findlay, The Expogitor's Greek Testament, II, p. 812,
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natural and more fitted to the entire .context, Similar uses
of viyv. J< may be found in II Corinthians 8,11 snd Ephesians
2,13, .

An argument from logic 1s next adduced to defend the two=-
letter view. Would it not be strange that the apostle Paul
should refer only in this brief and cursory manner to such an
important circumstance as his having slready spoken to them
concerning this sinful practice? Paul is expected to hzave
gone to scme lengthe in reminding them that he had already
written on this point, 3ut the manner of Paul is wholly natural
and cften paralleled in modern correspondence and in pulpit
sermoens.

Again, the argument is raised agalnst the losteletter view
that this suppocsed lost epistle 1s not referred to in the records
of the primitive Church, In Pearson's Annals of St. Paul there
is an interesting quotation from Whitby. "No father ever as-
eribed to Paul more than fourteen letters in all, including the
letter to the Hebrews, Eusebius, in enumerating the true, un- ;
controverted, and spurious epistles under Paul's name maskes no
mention of a third letter to the porlnthlana. No Christian
writer ever cited from this supposed epistle, and while the
epistle to Laodicea is cited by St. Jerome as an exploded book,
and while the acts of St, Paul are cited and rejected by Origen

and Eusebius, yet none of them make any mention.of more than

wl% pit in contrast to this,

two epistles to the Corinthians,

14, Bishop Pearson, Annals of St. Paul, p. 58.
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it is altogether probable that Paul wrote more 1et£ara than
the fourteen which remain to us tcday, He labored for many
yeersa, had founded many congregations, and surely often found
occaslon to write to them, It i1z not at all unlikely that scme
of these letters may have been lost, for even in the 0Old Testa=-
ment we know of books which have been lost and which were re-
garded as having authority by inspired men, The books of Jasher
and of Iddo the Seer have been advanced as examblee.ls Further-
more, regarding the lack of reference tc this letter, the pro-
ponents of the lcst-letter theory are agreed that the date at
whlch thls letter was lost can not be determined. It may well
have been that the Corinthians discarded the letter immedlately,
havinz regarded its contents as preposterous and impossible,
There remsin several other opinions with regerd to the lost
letter., One vliew proposes that Psul began or actually dild
write a previous letter, but that 1t wes never sent out because
of further newe coming from Corinth through the slaves which
shed new light on the matter and necessitated re-writ.:l.ns.l6
Another theory suggests that the whcle passage 1s a postscript
or a note which was inserted after the entire epistle had been
writben.lT And still another theory propocses that this passage
refers to Hebrews, @ theory resting solely on a fancled resen-
blance of thls command to that of Hebrews 12,16.18, But the
human imagination may frame peculliar ldeas, These views are

15, Barnes, log, cit.
16, Thomas Hartwell Horne, An Introduction to the Critical

Study and Knowledge of the Holy Soriptura, II, P. 335.
%. Alford, op. cit., P. 509.

18, Ibid., p. 5l1.
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the reauit of pure cocnjecture,

In the meln, then, the evidence resis in favor of a
"previous" letter., Modern comusntators are lesning more and
more to the lost-letter view, M'Clintock and Strong take
their stand apainst that view along with Chrysostom, Theo-
deret, and Fabrioclius, But the majority follow Calvin, Beza,
Grotius, and Witsius, Alford, Horne, Lenskl, Olshausen, Barnes,
Kretzmann and a host of cclleborators Jjoin Moffet and Good-
speed in accepting the “"faot" of this lost letter, although
their ways separste on theories regarding other lost letters,
Indeed, it is ths most natural and ohious interpretation, one
that would strike the great mess of men. The expreasion of
I Corinthiens 5,9 1s just such an exprsesion &8s Paul wculd
have uced had he written the former letter.l? And the ex=
oresaion of II Corinthians 10,10.1]1 at least corroborates the
view that I Corinthians was not the only letter which Paul had
written tc the locel congregation, Surely as we examnine the
possible contents of the lost letter, we must conclude that -
it could well be numbered with the Mg_._ o _{Lx_l‘;u_c_ S£irigtndae. .20

Whet are the date of Paul's "previous" letter? When and
why the letter waes written remains a metter of conjecture, It
was penned scmetime between Acts 18,18 and the sending of I
Corinthians, but the exact time cannot be ascertained, It has

been suggested®l thrt this letter was one committed to Timothy,22
19, Bernes, loc, ocit.
20. Moffat, locec, cit,
21, Alford, op. cit., pP. 509.
22, See I Corinthians 4,17,
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but this could not be so, for Timothy was not coming to them
until after they hed recelved I Corinthians. Thus the Corinth-
ians would not have comprehended Paul's meaning. It is more
likely that it was dispatched with Titus, though this, too,
cannot be accurately determined, In any event, the letter was
soon lost or discarded, for Clement of Rome knows nothing of
it, nor do any of the other fathers, HModern criticism has
attempted to find the letter embodlied in II Corinthians, but
of this we shall speak later under.the unity of II Corinthians,

The letter contained a command, 4v] _suvarsucrsosdve LU2LCDIS

This order had been misinterpreted by the Corinthiana and
teken in too strict a sense, Ve cannct doubt but that Paul was
deeply moved and agltated by the news of this incestuous and
immoral conduct which was belng resumed in Corinth, and that
he wrote in terse and commanding tones in reprimanding them,
It was perhaps qulte easy to misinterpret the injuncture. But
beyond this there were apparently other brief notes which Paul
added, In I Corinthlans 16,1 we find that the Corinthians
wanted directions as to the method of making the collection for
the poor saints in Jerusalem, When was that collection en-
joined and how? If Paul suggsested the collection in person
during a stay or trip to Corinth, would not the people have
asked for explicit directions at that time? Evidently that
letter contained this request also., And a third subject which
he apparently discussed was hls lmmediate future or his plan

for visiting the Church at Corinth, The plan included a visit
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on hia way to Macedonla and again on his return from Macedonia
(IT Corinthians 1,15.16). Because these plans were later
changed, Paul indlated, as the Corinthlans claimed, that he
wae one of irresolute conduct and of unstable character,
Before proceeding to a discussion of Paul's next letter
to his Corinthian congregation, a summary of events is in place,
Paul was in Ephesus, By degrees the news came to him that
his people in Achala were slowly drifting beck into their
former vices, Alford and others infer from II Corinthians
12,20.21 and 13,1 that he made & quick journey to Corinth in
order to correct those abuses, Still others hold that this

coming meant by lebter24

or that the passage should be inter=-
preted as meszning that thls was the third time Paul was ready
to come to them. It is qulite evlident that the correction in
that interpretation lies 1n the fact of a disciplinary Journey
btefore the wrlting of canonical I Corinthlans, as we shall see
when we dlsctiss this matter in connection with the critical
hypotheses, But in any event, Paul penned a letter in response
to the ncwe which had come from Corinth. Further news of
perty strife then reached him, and Timothy and Erastus were
dispatched by way of Macedcnla to set the troubled house in
order, But before they arrived, the slaves came to Paul with
the letter from the Corinthians, Thus far we have come.

24, Alford, loc. cit.




Chapter III
Firat Corinthians

Paul's first canonical epistle to the Corinthians was
occasioned in a twofold manner. In the first place, he had
received news, while at Ephesus, from some members of the
household of Chloe, from Apollos, and from general report
concerning the disorders at Corinth, There were schisms and
notorious scandals at Corinth, Impurity, incest, covetousness,
litigation, and idolatry were prevalent within the very ranks
of this Christian congregation, There was want of decorum in
public worsi:ip, gross profanation of the Lord's Supper, and
even false doctrine concerning the resurrection and the life
eternal, Secondly, Paul had received a letter from Corinth
through the slaves in which the members there confldently
begged their leader's advice in matters of marriage, things
sacrificed to idols, spiritual gifts, and concerning the
collection for the saints in Jerusalem,

Herein, then, lies the purpose of Pgpul in writing this
letter to his congregation, He would apply sultable remedles
for the abuses and disorders of his congregation, and at the
samc time he would answer satisfactorily on all the points
concerning which they had asked. Hls theology, both doctrinal
ané practical, his literary style and command of the language,
his eptitude a8 a thorough-golng shepherd of the flock = these
have been the subjects of endless commentaries already written

on the two letters found in the New Testament canon. It shall

25
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suffice our purposes here to quote the characterization of
this epistle as given by Wm. Taylor,
"It is truly a glorious epistle, standing before

us in 1ts mingled majesty end simplicity, like some

Alpine range whose peaks seem to plerce the sky while

round its base the pine forest waves in the breeze,

and the wild flowers exhale thelr fragrance. There

is rugged sternness of reproof, shaded by the verdure

of affection. . . « His hymn on charity and argument

on. the resurrection are like great sunlit pinnacles

rising up in purlty and repose, and seeming to belong

more to heaven than to earth."l

The genuineness of I Corinthians has never been seriously
attacked, "It would be a hard-boiled critic today who would
dare deny the genulneness of I Corinthians, The Dutch wild-
man, Van lanen, did indeed deny the genuineness by arguing that
Paul wrote no epistles, if indeed he ever lived. Such in-
tellectual banality is well answered by Whateley's Hlstoric

Doubts about Napoleon Bonaparte which was so well done that some

readers were actually convinced that no such man ever existed,
but is the product of myth and legend."2 Yes, even Baur
acknowledged the genuineness of these Corinthian letters, But
Van lanen does not stand alone in his attacks. There are many
more ultra-radical minds who have bepgun to cut up the text of
these canonical letters either to recover one or more of the
lost letters or to rearrange and reconstruct the letters alto-
gether. Eventually we have no letters left to 1nt.erpret..3 The
evenness of style and epistolary stamp are well marked, but

1, William Taylor, Paul the Missionary, p. 317.
2, A.T. Robertson, Word Plctures ;g_gﬁg New Testament, IV, p.65.

3. Lenski, op, cit., p. 10.
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despite that fect, mome critics have come up with drastic

hypotheses to the contrary. See what Hagge has done with this

perfectly ordered lettar.4 He has distinguished three epistles

in the following manner:
A, 1,1-18; 11,2=34; 7,1-8 13; 9,19-11,1; 1l2-14; 16,1-9;
}4,16-20; 16,10-21,24
B. 1, 9-4 15 21- II Co 10 1=11,4; I Co 15; II Co 11,5b;
I co 9 1-18 II Co 11 7-12.21, I Co 5=6; II Co 13,1-10;
I Co 16,22ff.
C. II Co 1-7 9; 13,11=-13,
And o2s though this hes not been enocugh cutting, he makes II
Corinthiens 8 & separazte note written by come l{acedcnian church
elong with Paul, V8lter and J., Wels ere also quoted by iHoffat

as heving done similer “Bplicing.“s

lfoffat admits readily that
whelesele theorles such ae these hardly merit even & bare
chronicle, but at the same timec he mekee ellowances for intere
polations which may poselbly have come in from marginal notes
or throeugh inserticns by editors for purposes of style.5 Here
Moffat slao oversteps the mark,

The testimony behind the letter of I Corinthians is abune

dent. GClement of Rome wrote to the Corinthians, jvaiyBors ziv

~ )
D gy
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Siliézodne Zo :,au.g,,; “;, ,, 2 v ran_glrs-.r::lsl Zo JLoArsC uite X
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.4__. _J+a”14L__._£ 4—Lwﬂ4+1.nﬂi Jl&LJL. £d zi daa.J;uE.qu_‘;

“,ﬁﬁh LS ZEsi ,' ,t. Similar testimony can be found in
Polycarp's works, the works of Athenagoras, Clement, and Ter-

t.ullian.8
---Z:-GZE;;;----:-Git s 113 6. Ibid,
5. Ibid. s By Te Cpe I COrlnthLans 1,l0f,

8, These quotations taken from Alford, op. cit., P. 46.




