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7. Those attending cultic meals with a senseaidrity must wake up to the
danger (10:11-13)

a. Paul reiterates that the O.T. episodes towe has referred
serve as negative examples for them and were wdtte/n as a warning for us, for those in
the time following Christ's incarnation.

b. That being so, those who think they are staiirm, i.e., those
who attend the cultic meals with a sense of sggumitist become aware of the danger they
are in or they too will fall.

c. Verse 13 reassures the church that the dahgegir falling is not
posed by overpowering external circumstances, diintethat falls upon them; God is
faithful and will not allow such tests to be ingsable. Rather, the danger lies in their
choosing to test Christ via idolatry (see, 10:22), in thetuntarily seeking out what is
contrary to his will. There is no escape from wdra actively seeks.

8. They must stop attending the temple meald.41D2)

a. The conclusion (v. 14) is that they must fteen idolatry. They
cannot continue to pursue it, to attend the temmaals, and expect to avoid God's
judgment. Their baptism and participation in tleed's Supper will not protect them.

b. Paul uses their knowledge of the natureet tird's Supper and
O.T. sacred meals to show how sensible his pradnbis.

(1) The Lord's Supper has profound spirituadnireg;
participating in it is an act of worship, not simghe eating of a meal.

(a) The cup of blessing, the fruit of the vifoe
which we give thanks and the bread which we brealiking the Lord's Supper is a sharing
with one another of the God-given symbols of tlemtland body of Jesus Christ. It is an
affirmation of our being bound together in the aigrdeath of Christ, of our being the one
community of redeemed people, the one body of €Ch@sir corporate taking of the one
bread, which is the body of Christ, says that vgetieer comprise that one body.

(b) The implication is that cultic meals ingpa
temples also carry religious significance in thesseof devotion to the idol and are therefore
totally incompatible with the membership in the pod Christ that is proclaimed in the
Lord's Supper.



(2) Paul adds a further analogy of the sacredlsnn Israel,
probably because the Lord's Supper did not inveatang food that had first been offered in
sacrifice (as did the temple meals). Those wheeshia the meal following the sacrifice
were in that act sharing together in the sacrifis@rship of Yahweh. The implication is
that eating the cultic meals in pagan templessis alsharing in the worship of the idol.

c. In vv. 19-20 Paul clarifies his argument take clear that he is not
implying that the idols to whom sacrifices are oéf&in the pagan temples are actually
gods. He and the Corinthians are in complete aggaethat there is only one God. Rather,
his point is that, though idols are not gods, ttheyepresent demonic powers. Paul does not
want them to be sharers in sacrificial offeringsgémons.

d. Inv. 21 Paul both warns and prohibits thévau cannot drink
the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you aapartake of the table of the Lord and
the table of demons."

e. Inv. 22 he asks, "Or should we try to pra/tie Lord to
jealousy?" meaning "Will you continue eating athbwteals and thus arouse the Lord's
jealousy, as Israel did in the desert?" Theymatiwin that battle because surely they are
not stronger than God!

9. Sacrificed meat that is later sold in the raplace for home consumption
(10:23-11:1)

a. Having finished his discussion of eatingtéraple meals with a
strong reiteration of his prohibition, Paul now eeles the subject of sacrificed meat that is
later sold in the marketplace for home consumption.

(1) Some in Corinth apparently were accusing Bbeing a
hypocrite with regard to such meat because on mesake would refuse to eat it but on
other occasions he gobbled it down.

(2) Paul spells out the Christian's freedomrassgonsibility
regarding sacrificed meat in a non-temple settirdy an the process, explains his own
actions.

b. The rule in such cases is indeed freedorhagitheir quoted
slogan indicated, but Paul reminds them that teisdom is not absolute; it must be
qualified by concern for the welfare of others.eTrminciple of freedom is clearly declared
in w. 25-27.

(1) The Christian is free to eat everythingisolthe meat
market. Before buying it he is not to investigdie meat's history for possible religious
contamination because, as suggested by Ps. 24dlis@we ultimate source of all food,
even food that was previously offered in sacrifiée implication is that nothing that is
done to food makes the food itself taboo (as opptséhe context of the eating).



(2) Likewise, the Christian who accepts an liaber's
invitation to dinner is free to eat whatever isyedrwithout conducting any kind of
investigation into the food's origin. All foodasceptable for eating, regardless of what
someone may have done to it along the way. Sogeosk is not to be a matter of
Christian conscience.

c.But if someone attending the dinner at the unbelisVetse
privately (implied in the word) informs the Chresti that the meat was offered in sacrifice,
then the qualification of freedom comes into ptag Christian is to abstain.

(1) It is probable that Paul's hypotheticabmifiant is himself
an unbelieving fellow guest.

(@) It is unlikely that a Christian who objedtto
eating sacrificed meat would accept an invitatma pagan dinner, but more importantly,
Paul has the informant describing the meat to timées@an in pagan terminology (“offered
in sacrifice™) rather than in Jewish-Christian terofogy ("sacrificed to idols™).

(b) Verses 32-33 suggest that the emphasgs agiin
9:19-23 to which he alludes, is on not hinderingiabeliever's path to salvation.

(c) The unbeliever may be trying to help theigian
out in the mistaken belief that Christians hadstaime view of sacrificed meat as Jews. In
other words, the unbeliever would tip him off teyent his Christian fellow guest from
unwittingly violating the dietary scruples that tingbeliever mistakenly ascribed to him. If,
for example, you thought a fellow dinner guest vedigiously opposed to consuming
alcohol in any form, you might warn him that theeie had been made with liqueur.

(2) Paul says that in such a situation, thes@an is to
abstain on account of the informant and consciethen he immediately clarifies that
he means the conscience of the informant, not kinsstzn.

(a) He adds the clarification because he db&vant
someone to conclude that the actual knowledge tegbéy the informant changes what he
has twice said about food not being a matter oistiéan conscience. He wants it clear that
the Christian is to abstain as a matter of freecgmarentitlement he is giving up, not as a
matter of conscience, not because he believesdtiay such meat is inherently wrong.

(b) The Christian is to abstain for the gobthe
informant who will potentially be harmed by the Bhan eating something which the
informant, for whatever reason, thinks he shouldoeceating (“conscience” in the broad
sense of moral consciousness or moral expectaiagese of ought). This dissonance
between the informant's expectations and the Gimistpractice may negatively taint the
informant's view of Christianity. Given that eagtisacrificed food is completely optional for
the Christian, the risk of such alienation is fgtahnecessary.



(c) It's similar to Paul's decision in Acts1-@ to
circumcise Timothy so as not to create an unnegesebatacle to his evangelism among the
Jews (see, 1 Cor. 7:19). If, on the other hantiedoad been insisting that abstaining from
sacrificed meat was necessary for salvation, tiseispect that the welfare of others would
demand that the Christian stand for the truthe#diom by eating the food, just as when
Paul refused to circumcise Titus when some insistaticircumcision was necessary for
salvation (Gal 2:1-5).

d. Having made the point that abstaining in sitthations is not a
matter of the Christian's conscience, Paul in 8-20 turns the discussion to his own
situation with the rhetorical question, "For whysld my freedom be determined by the
conscience of another?"

(1) The understood answer is that it should Inatthat is
precisely what they were doing in holding him te limits of the person's conscience to
whom he had deferred. He abstained at some pagaersl purely as an accommodation
for the good of another person, a concept theydoood seem to grasp, not because he had
any moral qualms about eating such food. His abstawas not an expression of his own
conscience on the matter.

(2) That being so, there was no justificationtheir charge
of hypocrisy, their reviling of him, for his eatirsgcrificed meat on other occasions. When
properly understood, his actions were perfectlysstant. He always believed it was
permissible to eat the meat; he simply decidedahatccasions it was not expedient to do
s0. As he asks in v. 30, "If | partake with gradi (i.e., with a conviction that it has been
provided by God for his eating) why am | reviled&ese of that for which | give thanks?"

e. Conclusion (10:31 - 11:1)

(1) The conclusion is that whatever optionaldiect a
Christian might engage in, whether eating, drinkorganything else, it must be done to the
glory of God, meaning in a way that brings him gldronor, and praise.

(2) An important aspect of this is to avoidrigea "stumbling
block" to Jews, Greeks or the church of God. Aigtian is not to use his freedom in such a
way that it hinders someone else from hearing tispgj or alienates someone who is
already a brother or sister. As with Paul, ourceon for the salvation of others is to control
our exercise of freedom. In that, we are to iraitat as he imitates Christ!

V. Conduct in the Assembly (11:2 — 14:40)

A. Maintaining cultural sexual distinctions iniedt(11:2-16)



Preliminary remarks

1. The impropriety involved in 11:2-16 is not wonm@aying and prophesying but their
doing so uncovered. Paul doesn't suggest thatsti@yldn't pray or prophesy; he says
only that they must be covered when they engagfeoise activities. So it is clear to me
and to virtually all commentators that Christianmaen were indeed authorized to pray
and prophesy publicly in some setting.

2. That makes it easier to understand how remawviednead covering, which | take to be
a culturally expected piece of female attire, haddme an issue. As | said last week,
public speaking in that day and age was a malgigctilf women in Christ were
authorized to pray and prophesy publicly, you e sow that authorization would feed
the notion we've already seen in Corinth that ssttndtions were no longer relevant to
Christians. They've entered the new age of thet$pid are now "like the

angels." They easily could interpret the fact gmaChristians they were authorized to
engage in the male activity of public speakingwgspsrting their view that sex
distinctions were obsolete.

3. For those women who believed that male-femdferdnces were indeed irrelevant in
the church, it would make sense to discard culsyaibols of sex distinction. Since sex
distinctions were no longer relevant, neither wierms of apparel that marked those
differences. In Christ they were free to pray praphesyas men, which meant without
the covering that distinguished them.

4. A question we wish Paul had answered cleanyhes e the women were authorized to
pray and prophesy. More specifically, we wantnow whether either or both of those
activities were authorized in the worship assemidyt Paul is not concerned here with
the issue of what public forums were appropriatesfomen to pray and prophesy. His
point is that wherever such speech is approprsa@ething he previously would have
passed on to them, it is appropriate only if dofité the covering, that cultural mark of
femaleness. So we are left to do some detectivi,vaod people come to different
conclusions in that process.

5. Rather than go through all the possibilities, jlist going to tell you how | see things.
Please let me finish these preliminary commentsrieefou decide to stone me. You'll
see at the end that the practical implication chtlim saying is not as radical as it may
sound. If you think my understanding is flawed jeltht may be, then by all means
reject it. I'm just a limited human being givirtdhis best shot.

6. It seems to me that at least some of the fesp@ech Paul is addressing in 11:2-16
took place in the worship assembly. This is suggeby several lines of evidence.

e 11:17-34 deals with an assembly in which the Lo&dipper is shared, so that is
clearly a reference to the gathering of the chéiochvorship on the Lord's Day.
Not only is there no hint of a change in settingMsen 11:2-16 and 11:17-34, but
the parallel language in 11:2 and 11:17 ("Now igegaou"; "But in giving this



instruction, | do not praise you") is a rhetorichle that there is some connection
between the two discussions.

* The phrase "on account of the angels" in 11:1@& bnderstood as a reference to
angelic oversight of the worship assembly of thepbe of God. Angels were said
to be present at the community gatherings at Qunarrah certain people (those
with a bodily defect) were excluded from the asslgridut of reverence for the
angels."

* When Paul appeals to the practice of "the churcime$4:33b, he clearly does so
with reference to the gathering of the whole chdoetworship. He makes a
similar appeal in 11:16.

7. So | am convinced that at least some of the lies@eech Paul is addressing in 11:2-16
took place in the worship assembly. You say, n@it & minute, 1 Cor. 14:33b-36
forbids any kind of female speaking in the assemiBigul there commands the women to
be silent. So neither female praying nor prophesgould have taken place in the
worship assembly.

8. But as you'll hear when we get to 1 Corinthiaésl don't believe 14:33b-36 is a
blanket prohibition of female speech in the assgmbi context, | believe Paul there
says that women are forbidden from participatinthimprophetic process in the
assembly, meaning they can neither prophesy ndledga (weigh) the prophecies
delivered by others. The rationale for the prdiohiis the same as in 1 Tim. 2:11-14:
women in the assembly are to express their divioedgred submissiveness to men by
refraining fromauthoritative speech. In other words, in the assembly womenatre
direct the men, not to set them straight, by deingeGod's authoritative message to
them. Women are forbidden from doing that eithezadly by prophesying or teaching
or indirectly by challenging the prophecies or teag of others.

9. I know this difference in roles rankles some, ibis not because women are less
intelligent, less capable, or less moral than mérs because God in his sovereignty
chose to place the leadership responsibility on.méwu say, well why limit prophesying
and teaching in the assembly to males given thmeswsomen are capable of doing it?
Why not open those roles to all who are capableediorming them regardless of their
sex? You just as well could ask why God gave tibbe bf Levi the exclusive
responsibility to care for the Tabernacle, or wieygave the family of Aaron the
exclusive responsibility of serving as priests. Wit those roles to people who
happen to be born in a certain lineage rather #tlawing everyone equal access to the
roles based on ability? Certainly there were ped@m other tribes who could carry the
tabernacle furnishings as well as Levites.

10. The answer is that it was God's sovereign ehtmiao so. And the refusal to accept

God's right to restrict roles to specific grouppriscisely what led to Korah's rebellion in
Numbers 16. Korah, a Levite, and 250 communitgéesa opposed Moses and Aaron on
the basis that they should have equal access to Bibtsrael was holy, so no one family



line should be exalted to the priestly functiohwés a challenge to God's right to choose
select groups for specific roles. And, as you kngarah, Dathan, and Abiram were
swallowed by the earth, and the 250 community lesadere incinerated by God.

11. Now, if I am correct in thinking that at leasime of the female speech addressed
in 11:2-16 took place in the worship assembly dndiso am correct in thinking that
14:33b-36 precludes female prophesying in the aslsetmen the female speech that
took place in the worship assembly was prayemtter words, my understanding is that
women in Christ were authorized to pray publiclyibim and out of the worship
assembly but were authorized to prophesy publinly outside the assembly.

12. Prayer, being a noninstructive expression wbtien to God, is not a way of
directing men, and therefore, in my understanding,not inconsistent with the
submission a woman is required to manifest in gsembly. | think Acts 1:14 and 4:23-
24 probably are examples of women praying publaly the gathered church, but that
conclusion is not certain.

13. I am aware that some believe that 1 Tim. 2t&ne& Paul says he wants "then in

every place to pray,” means that women are notag in the assembly, but | don't think
that follows. He does not say he wants the mgmag; he says he wants the men to pray
without anger and argument. He assumes they will be praying and urges tltedotso

with the proper attitude so that their prayers wit be hindered (e.g., 1 Pet. 3:7). If on
the brink of recess a teacher said, "l want thesltoyplay without fighting," no one

would think the teacher was thereby excluding drds playing. Rather, they would
conclude that the boys had a problem with fightimat the teacher did not want carried
over into recess.

14. 1 think the issue Paul is addressing arose reiglard to women in the assembly who
were seeking to pray without the covering. Pauliril3 identifies the specific focus of
his concern: "Judge for yourselves: Is it propat thwomarpray to God uncovered?"
Though the immediate issue is covering during praythe assembly, Paul mentions
women prophesying because the argument being rogalstity women praying in the
assembly uncovered also would justify women proyihgsoutside the assembly
uncovered. If the right to engage in the traddibgnmale activity of public speech justifies
doing so "as men," meaning without the culturessirditive mark of femaleness, then it
would justify doing so whether that public spee@swn or out of the assembly. Any ruling
on the assembly situation would by logic also baéliag on the non-assembly situation, so
for this purpose, Paul treats the two situationgdistinguishable.

15. Now, before anyone gets too upset with mearhlcorrect in thinking that women
prayed publicly in the assemblies of the early chuit doesn't necessarily follow that
women are permitted to "lead" prayers in a chuahering. Whether that's

acceptable boils down, in my judgment, to whetleendle participation in that role

would violate the biblical principle of male leadbkip. I'm inclined to think that it would
because that role has a sense of leadership that gesent in some other contexts. The
person who "leads" prayer in our assemblies iswmarely praying personally; rather, that



person is appointed to speak to God on behalfeoaisembly. | don't believe that is the
kind of public praying women did.

16. But in a context like "open praying" (i.e., whall are invited to pray personally
without any appointment or designation to speakterassembly), which | suspect was
more common in the house churches of the earlycbhtinat concern wouldn't seem to
apply. Of course, even in a congregation thaizetl "open praying" in its assemblies,
the potential impact on congregational unity wotdde to factor into any shift in
practice from all men to both men and women.

17. Wherever the women were praying and prophestegoroblem here is that some
women were pressing to do so without the custorfeanale covering.

1. Given continuing relevance of sexual distmasi for those in Christ, it is
inappropriate to reject cultural sex distinctiomsitire when speaking publicly to or on
behalf of God (11:2-6)

a. After praising the leaders for following {h@ctice he had passed
on to them, Paul proceeds to give them reasorikdqeractice, something they could surely
use in defending their position.

b. He begins by denying the notion that sexmmetely irrelevant
in the church. He does so by asserting that tagaeship between men and women in
Christ is not reciprocal with regard to leadershifen are given the leadership
responsibility in the church. Man is the head ofvan but woman is not the head of man.
He phrases the difference in these terms becaasdplays into the issue of head
coverings.

(1) This in no way means that man is supeaavaman in
character, intellect, or capabilities. They simipdywe been given different roles or
functions. The man is to lead and the woman Ieta helping partner in the joint enterprise
of glorifying God.

(2) Nothing makes this clearer than the staterthat “the
head of Christis God." A basic confession of@eistian faith is that the Son is one with
the Father in nature; he is in no way inferioressl worthy. The difference between the
Father and the Son is merely one of role or functibhe Son embraces the leadership of
the Father.

(3) Ithink James Hurley has captured thetspinmale
leadership in his booklan and Woman in Biblical Perspective. Though his comments deal
with a husband and wife, | think they are applieablmale leadership in general (p. 151):

The manner in which such decisions are handleduisal. The husband
may not be high-handed and stubborn, knowing thawsgll finally have



to give way. That is not the model of Christ'sdsdap. Neither may the
wife be grudging and resentful. That is not the ngarof our response to
Christ. In the last analysis, when the two camtiewio more time to
individual and joint seeking of the grace of Gog&rmit them to come to
one mind or to be willing to yield to the other, exchange along the
following lines is in order:

Husband: "Not because | am inherently wiser or migigteous, nor
because | am right (although I do believe | amwould not stand firm),
but because it is finally my responsibility bef@ed, we will take the
course which | believe is right. If | am beingfsity stubborn, may God
forgive me and give me the grace to yield to you."

Wife: "Not because | believe you are wiser in thigtter (I don't) or more
righteous, nor because | accept that you are (mgdause | don't or |
would not oppose you), but because | am a senfgabd who has called
me to honour your headship, | willingly yield towradecision. If I am
wrong, may God show me. If you are wrong, mayikie gou grace to
acknowledge it and to change."”

c. Given the continuing relevance of sex fossthwho are in Christ,
it is inappropriate to reject cultural sex distioos in attire, to engage in a kind of "cross
dressing,” when publicly speaking to or on behiaod?

(1) Just as it would be disgraceful for any riwapray or
prophesy with a female covering on his héad,it would be disgraceful for a woman to do
so without it. It is disgraceful because it isaah of rebellion against the created order and
as such it brings shame both on the rebel ancetied's leader/head.

(2) The sexual nature of the shame is evidewt.i 5b-6.
The woman who prays or prophesies without the coiggrraces her headot’ she is one
and the same thing as the woman who has been shavede 6 emphasizes the closeness
of the parallel.

(a) The shame of the woman who had been shaved
was the shame of appearing as a man, appearimaugotat her sex. A couple of passages
in the writings of Lucian, a second-century Greatkist, clearly show that short hair on a

! A head covering was culturally expected attireJewish, Greek, and Roman women appearing in public
See, e.g., Garland, 520-521.

2 Oster has shown that Roman men pulled a togatbe&rhead in the context of prayer and propheay, b
that covering must be distinct from the coveringemdiscussion, as the covering under discussion is
required for women andorbidden for men. Men praying covered is not an actuabfgm Paul seeks to
correct (Garland, 517) but something that woulddm®gnized as inappropriate. Garland’s sugge $iiain
men pulling togas over their heads would be recaghas inappropriate because of its connectioagam
devotional practices stumbles on the fact womercanemanded to wear the covering.



woman was considered mannfsiThere's no contemporary evidence for the viewshart
hair or a shaved head was the mark of Corinthiastiutes.

(b) Her shame was not from the short haiffitsé
from the fact short hair was culturally definedfaes hair of a man. In the same way, the
shame of going uncovered was not from the atgedfibut from the fact the lack of a cover
was culturally defined as the attire of a man.

2. Further reason why a man should not weardiiertsg but a woman
should and a word on mutual dependence (11:7-12)

a. Verses 7-10 provide a further reason why a shauld not wear
the cover but a woman should. This kind of "cidressing" not only violates God's
creation order; it also ignores the fact that wosaristence glorifies man (in addition to
God) whereas man's existence glorifies only Gduis difference in the object of
glorification has implications for who is a suitaldlandidate for wearing female clothing.

(1) Woman's existence glorifies man because"geare
birth" to woman and because woman was made talelman, to be a nonleading partner.
According to Gen. 2:20-23, God made Eve from pb#tdam's body, not independently
from the ground, and he did so that she mightha@er for Adam.

(2) Given that woman is the glory of man, ifitsng that she
be under a sign of authority when publicly speakogr on behalf of God because however
glorious man may be, he remains under the authafri®od. Since man is the glory of
God, a sign of authority over him would not be appiate because there is no authority
over God.

(3) The head cover qualifies as a sign of authprecisely
because it was a distinctly feminine piece of@attiGiven that women were assigned a
subordinate or nonleading role by both culture @od, clothing that was distinctly
feminine naturally symbolized being under the leskip of another. (Paul does not address
how or why certain items of apparel came to bendily feminine; he simply accepts that
some did.)

b. Verse 10 says that a woman should also haignaf authority
on her head, meaning the female covering, "on atagithe angels.” As | have already
mentioned, the best way to understand this iscogrze that angels observe the worship
assembly and are concerned that the creation bedeonored in that forum.

c. Vv. 11-12 make clear that the sex differerad@sut which he has
been speaking and which must continue to be horaweedot a matter of
superiority/inferiority. Men and women in Chriseanutually dependent, each needing the
other that mankind may be what God intended ietoBvidence of this mutual dependence

® There also is evidence that a shaved head mankedhan as an adulteress (see, Garland, 520),4tut th
seems less relevant than the sex angle.
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is that, whereas womankind initially came from Adathsubsequent men have come from
women, and all things (men and women) come fronotigeGod.

3. Appeal to cultural analogy of long hair (1116)

a. Paul appeals to what they already recograbedt long hair to
make his point that women should not pray uncove(@tie fact he mentions only prayer
lends some support to the notion that the two jwesbf praying and prophesying were in
some way distinguished.)

b. Their natural sense of sexual propriety tatight if a man in that
culture wore long hair it dishonored him but if aman wore long hair it honored or exalted
her. The reason was that long hair had been alljt@ssigned as a kind of female
covering; it was inappropriate on a man. Paulstpe that the head covering in question
functions the same way.

c. Regardless of whether some want to argupdim¢, Paul says that
neither his group nor other churches of God engatfe practice of women praying or
prophesying uncovered.

B. The Lord's Supper (11:17-34)
1. The problem of maintaining social division$:(17-22)

a. Paul had praise for the way the leaders bdride matter of
women praying (and prophesying) uncovered, butdgeno praise for the way the church
assembled to eat the Lord's Supper. He had heatrd/ben they came together there were
divisions among them.

(1) He is not referring here to "horizontaligigns" where
understood equals divide over different practiaasetiefs but to "vertical divisions" where
the body is being stratified by the maintenancsoafal rankings.

(2) Though his informants were not disintergstieservers,
he was willing at least partly to believe the ré@dmout the division, not only because of the
credibility of those who told him but also becabsehought that factions were necessary in
Corinth in order that the genuine believers magdieapart or distinguished from the
imitators.

(3) In other words, Paul's view is that diffezes need to
exist between genuine and imitation believers,iaed congregations such as Corinth
should be "factious” in that sense. By giving tan additional reason for believing the
report, he was casting the social divisions at gpeherings as divisions between genuine
and imitation believers. In other words, he's gstjgg that the discriminators, those who
are segregating themselves from their "lower" sttand sisters, are in fact not genuine
believers at all. That greatly raises the grawitihe situation.
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b. The fact they maintained social divisionghigir gatherings meant
that they had missed an essential aspect of ttlesLSupper. The Lord's Supper simply
cannot be eaten in a segregated, class conscermlaly; it denies the very oneness that the
Supper symbolizes (1 Cor. 10:17). Our fellowshighrist transcends social divisions and
maintaining them when assembling for the Suppetradicts that truth.

c. The social nature of the division is cleanirvv. 21-22.

(1) The Corinthians, along with other firshtugy Christians
often, if not always, celebrated the Lord's Suppeonjunction with a larger fellowship
meal. This is the "love feast" mentioned in JuBle The Supper proper, meaning the bread
and juice, probably was eaten at the end of the. nj€he fellowship meal was an optional
act of benevolence and fellowship that early on segmarated from the Lord's Supper,
which is a remembrance and proclamation of thehdead resurrection of Jesus. It
eventually was dropped, at least as a regularipeact

(2) When the Corinthians gathered, the wealtDgistians,
who no doubt supplied most of the food for theokeBhip meal, somehow were taking a
disproportionate share of it, eating their "ownpid' The haves had more than enough, as
indicated by the excess of wine they consumedhaubave-nots were left hungry and were
humiliated in the process.

d. In doing this, Paul suggests that the wealtbre showing
contempt for the church of God and repeats thaakeno praise for them in this matter.

2. Their keeping of the Supper was inconsistettt g original intent
(11:23-26)

a. Paul cannot praise them for keeping thettoaddf the Supper
because they did so in a manner that was inconsisith the Supper's original intent. He
points that out by reminding them of what he hajmusly taught them about the Supper.

b. As instituted by Christ himself, the Supeaimemorial of the
salvation that he has effected through his deadhr@surrection. By the wealthy
discriminating against the poor in the fellowshipat) they were negating the very point of
Christ's death -- to create a new people for hiseya redeemed community in which the
old distinctions of human fallenness no longer rsvlchy.

3. The seriousness of their sin regarding theo&uf11:27-32)
a. Given the significance of the Lord's Suppémever participates

in it in an unworthy manner, meaning those whateslhile maintaining social divisions,
"shall be guilty of the body and blood of the L&rd.
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(1) This probably means that by thus missimegabint of the
Supper, which is to proclaim salvation through €ttwideath, they place themselves under
the same liability as those responsible for thatlde

(2) Alternatively, it may simply mean that thene guilty of
sinning against the Lord in doing this.

b. To avoid that guilt, each person needs tonex@himself in terms
of his attitude toward the members of the body lgefarticipating in the Supper. If he fails
to do that, if he eats without recognizing theitgand oneness of the body of Christ, as
some of them were doing, that person will incur €patigment.

c. Because some were participating in the Supjileout
appreciating the body, because they had not beeniekg themselves in that regard, God
had permitted sickness and death to come uporothenanity, but he had done so as a
form of discipline. He was trying to get them torect what they were doing wrong.

4. The solution (11:33-34)

a. Paul here gives the solution to their probMfhen gathering to
eat they need to "receive" or "welcomeKkdechomai] one another in the sense of
demonstrating normal Christian hospitality. (Timeaning is preferable to "wait for,"
especially if the verb in v. 2jolambano] is translated "devours” or "consumes" rather
than "eats beforehand.”) The haves cannot contindiscriminate against the have-nots in
the distribution of the food.

b. If one of the well-to-do is hungry, he shosddisfy that hunger at
home rather than seeking to satisfy it in the fedloip meal at the expense of the have-nots.
As Paul has already indicated, maintaining sudacekdivision when assembling to eat the
Lord's Supper will result in judgment.
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