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fiir die die Schiloh-Erwartung aus Gen 49, 8if als messianische Erwartung
des Pentateuch eine entscheidende Rolle spielt. Der Evangelist will durch
die Darstellung des theologisch uneinsichtigen Verhallens von Phari-
sdern und durch die Rede vom Gericht, das sich die zuziehen, die schen
und doch blind sind, ebendiese Pharisder zum Glauben an Jesus fihren
und zeigt ihnen den auch fiir sie theologisch verantwortbaren Weg iber
Jes 42,6f zu Gen 49,10 auf. Diese kontroverstheologische Situation
scheint noch offener zu sein, als es durch den sicher spéteren joh Ein-
schub in 9,22f den Anschein hat, Man spricht und argumentiert noch
miteinander.

So stellt die joh Uberarbeitung einer Blindenheilungsgeschichte aus
der Tradition eine fachtheologische Auseinandersetzung dar, in der
Kenntnis rabbinischer Argumentationsmethode, kombiniert mit der Me-
thode des joh MiBverstandnisses, sichtbar wird: Heiland eines Blinden,
Licht der Weit — das ist der Schiloh, dem Proskynese gebiihrt, auch von
Jiingern des Mose, die sich um das Verstindnis von Gen 49, 10 miihen A0,

Erlangen, 16. August 1977, Glinter Reim.

A Response to Gerhard Dautzenberg on 1Cor, 12.10

In his brief study «Zum religionsgeschichtlichen Hintergrund der
Stdxprarg mveupdtwy {1 Kor 12, 10)» !, and later in his book, Urchrislliche
Prophetie?, Gerhard Dautzenberg argues that 1 Cor. 12. 10 speaks not of
*distinguishing between spirits* but of “interpreting the revelations of
the Spirit" (which are spoken through prophecy). Ol &a SraxpryéTwoay
in 1 Cor. 14,29 then means, “let the others interpret® {what each prophet
says). Professor Dautzenberg has done valuable work in challenging
some of our uncritically-held assumptions about the meaning of Sinvpioets
rveupdtwy in 1 Cor. 12.10, and has also called to our atlention many
lexical and historical data useful for understanding oracle and dreamn
interpretation in the ancient world. But it may be questioned whether
he has established & convincing argument for translating 1 Cor. 12. 10,
*interpreting the revelations of the Spirit". It is possible to summarize
his argument in five points:

3 Erstaunliche Parallelen zu Arbeitsweise und Theologie des Evangelisten
in Joh 9 gibt es in joh Material in Joh 4:

a) Joh 4,13-15 f Joh 9,5: Deuterojesajanische Selbstpradikation als Wasser,
das jeglichen Durst stilit (Jes 55, 1-3) hzw. als Licht der Well {Jes 42, 61).

b) Joh 4,13 / Joh 9, 7: Der Messias kann getrunken werden bzw. in ihm kann
man sich waschen.

) Joh 4,19 / Joh 9,17: Die vorlaufige Erkenntnis, dal Jesus Prophet ist -
wohl das hichste Zugesténdnis, das die joh Gespréchspariner hinsichilich der
Beurteilung Jesu haben machen kénnen. Der Evangelist nimmt dieses Zuge-
sténdnis als Vorstadium zum vollen Glauben an Jesus positiv aul.

d} Joh 4, 25 | Joh 9,35b-38: Das Gesprich mit dem Messias, in dem dieser
sich dem Gesprichspartner offenbart.

e) Joh 4,29 / Joh 9, 30, 32f: Die Verkiindigung dessen, dem man begegnel ist,
als (evtl) von Gott.

f) Joh 4, 20-24 / Joh 9,38: Gesprdch iiber Proskynese bzw. vollzogene Pros-

kynese.
g) Joh 4, 41f ] Joh 9, 40f: Glaube bzw. Unglaube von Zuhdrern.
1 BZ 15 (1971}, 93-104. 2 Stuttgart, 1975, pp. 122-148,
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1. The gift of & i
2.1 andg14. S 3.l xptotg wveupdtwy is connected with prophecy in I Cor.

2. Awexplyo and Btdyw - :
ptai¢ mean “inte i ion” i
these verses, for several reasons. rpret” and “interpretation” in

a. Aukxprorg and Staxplve belon
g to Greek interpretation terminol
;&s such, they are used interchangeably with suwyxplva/elyxpiag to tr‘;ﬂ'
ate Hebrew [ Aramaic “ND/ W04, P ’
b. Since there is often a connectio

Since s 0l n between revelation and -
prf}a}lon in post-biblical Judaism, a reference to such interpre:::iire
activity would have been understood by the Corinthians %,

¢. This position would allow Guxxpl d
with the sa 0 plve an b‘:dr.xgwt; to be translated
tiong} & same sense (something not normally possible with other posi-

d. The other proposed meanin
. ) 1 gs for 12.10 and 14, "di ish”
judge”, and “test”, are all unacceptable?. 14:29, "distinguish’s

3. The history of religions ar i

,, 3. The gument in favor of the t
distlmgmshing between spirits®, is inadequate, for neither 1 'I;':HSSI?E-O;{
nor 1.Jn, 4, 1-6 nor Did. 11 provides an adequate parallel b, .

4, Iveupérwy in 12 10 means “revelations of the Spirit” 7,
5. The context of 1 Cor. 12-14 requires this position:

a, If 1 Cor. 12, 3 provides a test for distingui
. ishin
that same interpretation is excluded for 12.% 10, g between splrits, then

b. We have no evidence of a problem of false prophecy at Corinth at

this point, but to translate “distingui its”
B B e e, istinguishing between spirits”, one would

setc(.)in ltgor. 12~14 the gift of Sudxpioig nyevpdtwy is no “super-charisma”
5 elz; e ofthers. but if it were a gift of distinguishing between spirits
it would certainly have come to assume such superior status '2, .

It now remains to subject each of i
these five argument
scrutiny, to see whether they compsl cur acceptances,, s to rigorous

An Analysis of Dautzenberg’s Arguments

1. Atdxproe i
s g o ¢ mveupdtwy is connected with prophecy in 1. Cor.

i tDafulz‘enbe'rgs‘argument in 12. 10 depends on his ability to divide the
st of nine gifts in vss. 8-10 into four unequal groups, namely (i} Adyog
I pp, 1221,
4 UP, }gg, «Hintergrunds, 94-102,

¢ UPp, 1231, 126,
7 UP, 126-129.
8 Up, 120-135,
:ol.lr;‘,’ 135-142.
, 143-146; «Hin
non e, ' tergrunds, 93,
12 Ibid.
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goglag and Aéyog YyhoEWS; (i1) mlotig, xeplopata lopérwy and Evepyijpacx
Buvépewy; (i) npogyraia and Buaxploeig mveupdtwy; (iv) yéyn yAwaody and
tppyvela Yhwoody. He says, «Wenn man jedoch die sachliche Zusammen-
gehdrigkeit von pistis, charismata jamaton {12,9) und energemala
dynameon anerkennt, wird das folgende Nebeneinander von Prophetie
und diakriseis am besten durch ihr Neben- bzw. Nacheinander in der
Gemeindeversammlung erklart (14,29)» 13, Yet there are several difficult
guestions which must be answered before this classification can be
accepted.

{a) Is the connection beiween members of the first three groups the
same kind of connection which exisis between longues and inilerpreta-
tion? The answer must be no. The connection between tongues and inter-
pretation is unique because they necessarily function together in the
congregation. Interpretation cannot be exercised without tongues, and,
according to Paul, tongues chould not be exercised publicly without
interpretation (1 Cor. 14. 5,13, 27-28). But that is not the case with the
other groups which Dautzenberg suggests. A word of wisdom can cer-
tainly be spoken apart from a word of knowledge. A miracle can be per-
formed separately from a healing. Consequently, even if we were to
admit some kind of relationship between prophecy and Buexploeig
ryeupdtwy in 12, 10, it would not peed to be the kind of relationship
which Dautzenberg seeks to astablish, a relationship of functional inter-
dependence. Even if these two gifts were related in some way, we could
still follow the analogy of Dautzenberg's first two groups and conclude
that Sidxptoig mvevpdrwy is a gift that could function apart from prophecy.

{(b) Are there grammatical or stylistic indications that would enable
Paul's readers io recognize these four groups? Again the answer is no.
‘There is no explicit division made by Paul at any point in the long sen-
tence. Moreover, if there is any stylistic alteration at all it is found
between yaplopata lapdvwy and Eyepypare Suvdpewy, where Paul ceascs
to mention the Spirit with each gift. But that change, if one thought it
significant, would put works of miracles with prophecy and Staupioets
myeupdtay, a classification different from the one Dautzenberg needs in
order to establish his case.

Dautzenberg also suggests that there is a conscious arrangement by
Paul so that the gifts which the Corinthians most overvalued are placed
last, and also those which they would already have recognized as
*pneumatika” 14, But on neither ground could one explain why prophecy
is fourth from the end. Certainly Paul was not concerned that the Corin-
thians would overvalue prophecy — quite the opposite (14.1, 5,39} And
gsince gifts of healing or miracles, which would certainly have been
acknowledged as “pneumatika®, are placed only fourth and fifth in the
list, it is difficult to think that there is any conscious arrangement from
“less acknowledged” to “more acknowledged® gifts. Indeed, such an
arrangement would mean that interpretation, the last gift in the list, wos
the one "most acknowledged® by the Corinthians! It seems much easier
to think that tongues, the problem gift at Corinth, was consciously

R,
3 UP, 122.
W Up, 123.
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rgservecl fctr last, .and interpretation was joined to it, while the other
gifts were listed with no conscious order intended,

<) Do other Pauline passages indicale additional relatio
any m.ro gifls such as the special relationship between :on;:::izs tf‘::fe?
pre'tauon‘? Here also the answer must be no. The only special relationships
which mlghl'be suggested are found in Rom. 12.6, where prophecy is
connected with faith (efte wpopyrelay xatk iy dvaloylay tfig nlotemsg)
a:d in 1 Cor. _13. 2, where prophecy s connected with knowledge. Bu;:
these connectlon§ argue against Dautzenberg’'s supposed groupings in
1 Cor, 12.8-10, since there prophecy is separated from both faith and
k‘nowlgdge. And even these are not functionally interdependent rela-
tio_nshlps of the tongues-interpretation type, for one might have a gift of
fa.lth or knowledge without the gift of prophecy, and one might prophecy
without having a special “charisma” of faith or knowledge. In 1 Cor
I*}il. 29 one might say that there is a special relationship between pro-'
phecy and Sigxpiotg mvewpdtwy, but that contention depends on an
assumpllion that 14.29 refers to the gift of Sukxpiolg myevpdtwy, an
ass‘l/l\lrnhptmn utrhich will be challenged in some detail below, ’
ereas tongues and interpretation are explicitly groupe

by Paul again and again in a way that his readl;rs co‘{ll?;l noltJ r:!stso g([fzthfg
[\{vhere it is Eppmvele Ylwoody], 12.30, 14.5,13,26,27,28), Paul can
discuss prophecy in several places without any mention of Staxplosig
nveupdtwy (Rom. 12,6, 1 Cor, 12,29, 14,5, 24-25) 15, In these contexts, if
Budxpang mstfu&.tmv had been essential to the proper functioning ror
u‘nderstandabxlity of prophecy, we might have expected it to be men-
tlonE{d. Sc_r it is doubtful whether 1Cor, 12,8-10 implies any special
rglatxc:nshnp between two or more gifts, other than the special rela-
tionship between tongues and interpretation.

(d]. Is "faith, healings, miracles” really a convincing group? Can one
perceive, as Dautzenberg suggests, a «sachliche Zusammengehdrigkeits
among these three grifts? Once again, it is necessary to express some
doubt. Of course, this is not to deny that faith is in some way related to
the gifts of healing and working of miracles. But because of its funda-
mental natun_a faith can be said to be related to several of the giits, such
as pro_phecy in Rom. 12. 6. The question, rather, is whether there is' such
an evident unity among faith, healings and miracles that we are com-
pellgd_ to say that Paul intentionally grouped them together, Neither
stylistic 'evidence, nor discussion elsewhere, nor the intrinsic nature
?f !he gifts, makes one sure that the group *faith, healings, miracles”
indicates an intentional assembling by Paul of gifts which'by nature
belonged Eogelher And if we have serious doubts about whether these
three are intentionally juxtaposed, then can we entertain any certainty
about whether there is in { Cor. 12. 10 an intentional relationship between
prophecy and Staxploetg myeupdtwv?

(e) Might Paul have simply listed several gifts in 1Co
nfley came to mind, without inlending to fmpsiy any spec;;:uiiiferlrilzf
uons{ups among them? In view of the preceding considerations, this
certainly must be considered a strong possibility. Of course Paul 'must

15 | discuss 1 Cor. 14. 29 below
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have consciously reserved tongues, the problem gift at Corinth, until the
end, and with it its necessary concomitant, interpretation of tongues. Bul
except for that special pair, one wonders if Paul had any other pairs or
groups in mind. When he began to compile a list of gifts to show the
diversity of the Spirit's working he may well have mentioned individual
gifts as he thought of them. Adyog copiag perhaps reminded him of Adyog
yvibaews, and from there many gifts came not in groups but individually
to mind.

One probably cannot reach complete certainty on this question. But
at least it can be said that the supposed connection between prophecy
and Suaxploetg wyevpdtwy in 1 Cor, 12.10 1s certainly not an obvious one.
Indeed, one may well question whether Paul intends to indicate any
special relationship at all.

In 1Cor. 14.29 the question is different. Here Paul clearly relates
prophecy and the activity indicated by the verb Suoxpivw: mpogijtat 13
Bbo 7 tpels Aaeltwoay, xal of &hhot Buax wétwony, But it may not be so
readily assumed, as Daulzenberg does 4, that the activity designated
here by the verb Buaxplvw is the same as that designated by the phrase
Buxxplosg myeupdruy in 12,10,

In favor of such a connection are two factors, the proximity to a
mention of prophecy in both 12.10 and 14.29, and the fact that Sxxpive
in 14,29 is the verb which corresponds to the noun Sudxprotg in 12.10.
As for the first factor, I have argued above that it is very difficult lo
show that the juxtaposition of prophecy and Saxploctg myeupdtwy in
12,10 is anything other than fortuitous, And to use 14,29 as evidence
for a special relationship between the two gifts in 12, 10, while using the
relationship between the two gifts in 12. 10 to show that the same gilt is
discussed in 14,29, would simply be to argue in a circle. Dautzenberg's
case for one verse must be firmly established on independent grounds
before he can use it to argue his case for the other verse.

Concerning the use of Sidxptotg in 12. 10 and Sraxplve in 14. 29, it must
be noted that both the noun and verb have an extremely wide range of
meaning V. It is not at all impossible that Paul would have used Sidupiotg
in 12, 10 to mean “distinguishing” (among different kinds of spirits) while
using Siwexplvw in 14,29 to mean something quite different, such as
“evaluate” or “judge” (prophetic utterances). In fact, in 1 Cor. alone Paul
uses Sixxplvw in several senses: in 11.31 it means "evaluate®, in 1 Cor.
11, 29, "distinguish" (or “evaluate”}, in 6.5, "give a legal judgment”, and
4.7, “distinguish”. In Rom. 14.1 he apparently means "arguments” or

“disputes” by Swoxplostc. In view of this wide range of Pauline meaning,
it would be overly bold to assume that Sikxpeorg in 12. 10 must have the

16 On p.123 he refers to general recognition of this connection in the
literature on 1 Cor. But such a connection Is surely not as generally recognized
as Dautzenberg implies. Note the following commentators who hold that el
&\kot dtaxpivétwoxy in 14.29 refers not to those who have the gift of
*distinguishing between spirits” but to the entire congregation: Barret!, 128;
Bruce, 134; Godel, II, 303[; Lielzmann, 74; also B. Cothenet, «Prophélisme dans
le Nouveau Testaments, in: Diclionnaire de Ja Bible. Supplément. Vol. 8, cd.
1. Pirot et al. (Paris, 1972}, col. 1296.

V7 Barreil, 1 Corinthians, 274, says, "It is impossible to [ind a consistent
rendering of the word distinguish (dtaxplverv), because Paul did nol use it

consistently”.
{7 Dibl. Zeitschrift, Neue Folge, 1978, Helt 2
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same sense as Swxxplve in 14.29, and must refer to the same kind of
activity or gtft.

So if we are asking whether of &Akot Sixxpivétwoay in 14. 29 refers to
the gift of Sixuplaeig nvevpdrwy in 12, 10, the only two positive arguments,
an alleged connection between prophecy and &iaxploeig myveupdtwy in
12.10, and a somewhat parallel form of expression, both turn out on
examination to be quite weak.

At this point it must be recognized that only by assuming the correct-
ness of his view of 12. 10 can Dautzenberg conclude that the same gift
is in view in 12.10 and 14,29, If we assume that 12,10 means “inter-
preting the revelations of the Spirit which are spoken by prophets”, then
of course we could conclude that 14. 29 means, "let the others interpret
what the prophets say”. But it is hardly fair to assume the conclusion in
order to support one of the arguments in its favor. Again, this would be
circular reasoning.

1f we disallow such circular reasoning here, and if instead we accept
for a moment the more common views of 12. 10 and 14, 29, then there are
strong reasons why 14.29 does not refer to the gift of Sudxpiog
mvevpdtwy. First, the objects are different. In 14,29 it is the speeches of
the prophets which are evaluated or judged. Dautzenberg himself admits
that the prophetic speeches, not the prophets themselves or the spirits by
which they speak, are the cbjects of Staxplvew in 14,298, But in 12. 10,
if we do not assume Dautzenberg's conclusions, it is spirits that are
distinguished.

Second, there are different groups of people mentioned. In 12. 10 only
a limited number of people in the congregation have this gift, as with
any other gift Paul mentions {&Xi¢ B2 Saxploeig nvevpdrwy, and cf.
12.29-30). But in 14.29, if Siaxplvw means “evaluate”, then there would
seemn to be no reason for thinking that only those with the gift of
*distinguishing between spirits® could evaluate prophecies. Could not
teachers, administrators, apostles, other prophets, and indeed all believers
at least silently evaluate (Suxxplvw) a prophecy as they heard it ¥? Where
judgment of speech before the church is mentioned elsewhere in Paul's
writings, it seems that all the congregation is involved {1 Cor. 12.3, 1 Th.
5:21; cf. 1 Jn. 4. 1-6, Ac, 17. 11), So in 14. 29, in contrast to 12. 10, Suaxplve
refers to an activity carried out by the entire congregation. Thus, on the
more conmmon view of 12 10 and 14.29, both different people and
different objects are involved.

These two considerations make it very unlikely that the gift of
Sudnpiotg mvevpdtwy is referred to by the phrase of &lot Sraxpivétwony
in 14.29. Of course, if Dautzenberg could establish his view of 12.10
as “interpreting the revelations of the Spirit® on other grounds, then
14.29 could be made consistent with that interpretation. But until that
view of 12. 10 is established on other grounds, he should not be allowed
to claim 14.29 in support of his case, as if it obviously contained a refe-
rence Lo Sudupiolg mvevpdtwy,

In conclusion, Dautzenberg claims that the gift of Sudxpiotg mveupdtoy
is connected with prophecy in both 1 Cor. 12. 10 and 14.29. But on closer

18 up, 124
1? 1 discuss the phrase ol #let in 1 Cor. 14.29 in more detail below (p. 269).
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examination it appears that we must retain serious doubt about the
connection in both verses. In 12, 10 it seems unlikely that there is any
intentional or meaningful connection between the two gifts, and in 14,29,
unless Dautzenberg can prove his view of t2. 10 on independent grounds,
it is very improbable that there is any reference to the gift of Budxplot;

TyeupdTwy.

2. Avaxpive and Bidwnptocg mean “interpret, interpretation®
here.

Dautzenberg has correctly pointed out that &idxpeaic and Slaxplye
can be used as technical terms for the interpretalion of dreams in
Philo®, in Symmachus’s translation of Gen. 40.87, and in Pausanias
and Artemidorus (both 2nd c. A.D.) 2 To his list should be added the
two instances in T. Abr. (A) 48,

He also notes that Suaxplve is used in Jos. A.8.148 (= Ap. 1.114) t‘o
speak of "solving” riddles % and at least once in Greek literature is
used of the interpretation of signs?®, Finally, there is one instancg t?f
Btaxplyw to mean “explain, interpret” spoken oracles (pavteier). This is
Stobaeus, Ekiogaf 4.50.95 (5th c. AD), where he is quoling Juncus (a
philosopher, perhaps from the ond ¢. AD, known only through the
writings of Stobagus} 2, Dautzenberg's one example of Staxplve tro;n the
Apostolic Fathers, Herm, Sim. 2.1 7, can be omitted here, for it simply
means “consider, ponder” (& vine and an elm).

These instances of Stdxpiog and Staxplyw can be summarized as
follows:

Meaning Number of Dates

inslances
1st-2nd ¢. AD (Philo,
Symmachus, T. Abr,
Paus., Artemid.)

Interpretation of dreams 20

Solving riddles 2 1st ¢, AD (Josephus)
Interpretation of signs 1 1st ¢. BC (Diod. Sic}
Interpretation of oracles 1 5th c. AD {Stobaeus),

or perhaps 2nd ¢, AD
{Juncus)

It is certainly safe to conclude from this evidence that Braxplye gnd
Suéxpiaig could be used as technical terms to refer to the.interpretation

% «Hintergrund», 991, Dautzenberg lists Sixxpivw In Jos. 90, 104 and 143, and
Adapiorg in Sg::!. 2.7 and Jos. 93, 110, 125, 269. To this list should be added
Zraxolve in Som. 2. 4 and Jos. 248, and dudxpeorg in Som. 2. 110 and Jos, 98 and 116.

21 «Hintergrunds, 89 {Stzxplvu and 3udxpoig ance each).

22 «Hintergrundw, 84f (Arlemid. Oneirocriticon, 4, Prooem; 4, 1; Faus. 1,34, 5).

23 This text s of uncertain date, but perhaps may be placed in the ist cen-
tunzr‘AD (DBI, 212‘. 101

«Hintergrunda, .

5 «Hintergrund». 95. He lists only Diodorus Siculus 17.10. 5 (st c, BC). CI.
also (perhaps) Mt. 16. 3,

2618, xxvii, xxxVi.

% «Hintergrund», 102,

17¢
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gf dreams, at I‘east from the 1st ¢, AD. Whether they could also have
een used to interpret prophecies is still difficult to say. The single
example from Stobaeus is the closest paralle], but it is ver}.' late amiqit
..’. ._'.',! "et_c.'e_ar tow similer this oracle was to ezrly Christian p'c'mhecv
A beiter decisicn can be made afier taiing inio accoun! more ;.u.:'or:::é-.
tion about the functions of Sudnptotg, Siaxpivie and other words used for
interpreting obscure oracles or prophecies in the time of the New Testa-
ment. In this regard, several observations can be made.

w (@) Acaxply o and 5t dt wptotg are nol generally used fo translate
.ED and 700, This contention is contrary to Dautzenberg's implication
in UP, 125 and «Hintergrund», 100, 103, but it is clearly seen if ail the
data are examined, The following list gives the total number of times
eagh Hebrew or Aramaic word is translated by the Greek words listed.
This list includes every available example of direct translation of these
words from the LXX, Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion A,

LXX Ag., Sm., Th.
Aramaic
wa  (verb) ouyxplve 2

WD (noun) adyxptog 8 olyrptotg 25 (all Th)

aoyxpipe 4 obyxptpe 4 (all Thy)
xplaig 4 %plpe 1 (Th, Dan. 5.16)
wplve 2 tnlluog 1 (Sm. Dan. 2.25)
Hebrew
we Abmg 1
{Eccl. 7.30)
09 ouyxplvw 7 Ex{diw 3 (all Aq)
dmeyyéd 1 Btexplve 1 (Sm. Gen. 40.8)
LY abyxpiotg 2 trlworg 1 (Ag. Gen. 40.8)
Swodgnong 1 Bugxprorg 1 {Sm. Gen. 40, 8)
Totals of all instances: auyxplve, etc. 52
xplvo, ete. 7

tmadw, dnliuag 5
Stanplve, Budxprotg 2 (both Sm. Gen. 40.8)
3

other
total 69

The most remarkable result of this compilation is to show that out of
51 examples of a Greek translation of the Aramaic W8, it was not
translated once by Suxplve or Sibxpistg. One may well question, there-

75 These are the only examples of direct translation which are relevant for
our purposes. Dautzenberg also mentions Philo’s recounting of the Joseph story,
but Philo often wanders so far from the Hebrew text in his discourse that, unless
there are specific indications that he is attempting a translation at some point,
his language can scarcely be counted as evidence for determining which Greek
\];vords v;ere acceptable llftal;)slations of z Hebrew word. {These lists were made

y me by comparing a Hebrew concor ance with Hatch-Rs jeld"
Hexapia, and with the LXX text]) h-Redpath, with Field's
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fore, whether Dautzenberg is justified in considering many examples of
“WD-exegesis from Qumran as legitimate background material for undet-
standing Sugxptaig in 1 Cor. 12,107,

With the Hebrew ~C05. '"T'E, and the loanword 'S, out of 18 examples
we find two instances of translaiion wih Saneaw amd favgey Thess
are both in Symmachus’s 2nd-century AD translation and can be taaen da
further evidence of the fact that iaxpivw and Buexptatg .could serve as
technical terms to refer to the interpretation of dreams. But that does not
necessarily imply that they could be used o translate 3D in other con-
texts.

Moreover, when members of the W® and 0D word groups are trans-
lated 52 times by suyxplve and related words and only twice by Sidupiots
or Blaxplyw, it seems to be an unjustified blurring of the evidence for
Dautzenberg o make such general statements as, «guyxpivw und Saxpive
haben ihr Gewicht als Deuteausdriicke gerade durch das griechisch spre-
chende Judentum erhalten» 0, or, «In jiidischen Texten begegnen
avyxplve und Swxpive als Ubersetzungsvarianten fiir o /e s N, The
avidence is not nearly as strong as those statements would suggest.

{b} In Jewish and Christian literature, Suvdxpiotg and Fraxp lvw
are not generally interchangeable with other %p{v-words in inter-
pretalion contexls. Dautzenberg correctly points out that Philo in Mig. 19
and Jos, 158 uses olyxpiotg instead of his usual Sukxpioig to speak of
Joseph’s interpretation of dreams. This does pot show that Stéxptaig and
alyuptolg are precise synonyms, but simply that at this particular point -
the interpretation of dreams — the range of meaning of sbyxplaig came to
overlap with that of Budxprang {at least in Philo's usage). One can under-
stand how this might have been 50, when “combine” and “compare” were
common meanings for ouyxplyvw, and »evaluate”, “understand correctly”
and "separate” were acceptable meanings for Btexplve. Each of those
activities played a part in interpreting dreams, and each term could have
come to have the general sense *interpret” when applied to dreams.

Now this semantic overlap might or might not have occurred wilh
Buaxplve and cuyxplve in other contexts, such as interpreting prophecies,
or writings, or parables, etc. We cannot predict in advance whether that
would happen or not. It is possible that one word group or both would
remain as a technical term for interpreting dreams and would not be
used in any other contexls t¢ mean “interpret”. In fact, in some contexls

plvw as "combine’ and Btaxplyw as “separate” (or Bukxptotg, “separa-
tion"} are used as exact antonyms: Philo speaks of death as the separation
(Biduprarg) of things that had been in combination (t@v cuyxptdivuv)
{Leg. All, 106; cf. Quod Deus 82), namely, soul and body.

What we do find throughout Jewish and Christian literature is that
members of the cuyxplve and Swexplyw word groups are never inter-
changeable and never have overlapping meanings outside of the parti-
cular context of dream interpretation (Philo, Mig. 19, Jos. 158, and Symm.
Gen. 40.8), Distinct meanings are maintained in ail other contexts

_
2 «Hintergrunds, 1601,
2 «Hintergrunds, 100.
4 (Hinlergrunds, 103; cf. UP, 125, 138.
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throughout the NT, the LXX, the Apostolic Fathers¥®, Joseph i
Symmachus, Theodotion, the major Greek Pseucleiaigralg)l'u';l:‘s:3 'aﬁgmtilaé
rest of Philo. This is true for the 161 extant examples of the' ouyxplved
wqrd group and the 215 extant examples of the Staxpivw word group ¥
!t is hardly legitimate, therefore, for Dautzenberg to adduce non-drean;
instances of auyxplyw (such as the notoriously difficuit 1 Cor. 2.13)% as
examples of places where it is synonymous with Sxxptvw, '

Nor can other xply-words simply be exchange i
Dautzenberg lists many instances whe;{e wpiyw o1 xpgm;d ca‘;ltrl;eai:afig‘t?::
pret”, and it is true that wpfvw in Classical Greek had a range of
meanings very similar to that of Suexplvw ¥, However, by the NT period
:llie meanings of xplvw and Slaxplyw seem to have become distinct enough

at there are no instances where xplyw means “separate, distinguish® %,
whereas that is the most commeon meaning of diexplyw. When Dautzen:
berg .says.m ®oon s‘achlich gibt es keinen Unterschied zwischen %plye und
:o‘w.xpww» , he is simply not giving adequate attention to actual usage
in the NT. ‘The differences in ranges of meanings are even more pro-
nounced with other words using the root xply-. Dautzenberg himself
gotes that Smoxplvopos @ and dvaxpive 4 have meanings different from
taxplvw in Biblical usage, and one could think of other clearly different
examples such as droxplvopar, Eyxplve or xataxplve.

So once again the precise nature of the kind of eviden
seeking with respect to Swdxptotg in 1 Cor. 12.10 and am‘:tv;esf fca::
14,29 must be defined more carefully than Dautzenberg has done. It is.
?_ot enough to show that some words based on the root xpiy- can mean
cmte;pret, explain®. It.must rather be shown that Sidxpiotg and axplvw
p:gph :cn;felves mean “interpret, explain® when used in connection with

{c) Avéxprorg and Scaxplvw are never i
Chris'ﬂan literature lo refer (o lhg interpretation or l:tﬁa;zuiiw;?hprz
phec_:e.s or other obscure words. When we come to seek precise and
specific parallels to Dautzenberg's suggested meaning for Sidxpiog and
BtuxPlvu in 1 Cor. 12,10 and 14.29, we find not one example F'in all of
Jewish and Christian literature: nowhere in more than 200 occurrences
are these words used to speak of interpreting prophecies or other kinds

2 1-2 Clem., Did., Barn,, Ign., Pol
" ., . e Hermas
3 The co g Y avai '
hov;fver. ncordance is not yet available for the ovyxplvo word group,
‘Works checked were those for which a ¢
oncordance was a :
; vhéiatl:;:béerse.ezhi p‘l;isatla::;ents rofB the :welve Patriarchs, lheaiif: a;}akl&aag: :1:&
! ypse of Baruch, 1 Enoch, the Apocal i E
Paralipomena of Jeremiah, the Apocalypse ' 3 L et ey
the:;sre_ls_:lamtel:t loff Sol?‘mon .ancl thep Leltzl? of Xiiffedarsa.(:h' the Psalms of Solomon,
e total for the cuyxplve group will b
the aiosephus concordance becomgs awl::ilalble.-.a Increased when that volume of
«Hintergrund», 103f; UP, 138-140.
¥ Cf. LS, 399, 996.
38 BAG, 452; Lampe, 778.
¥ «Hintergrunds», 95.
4 «Hintergrunds, 100.
41 yp, 123, n. 7; 248-230.
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of obscure words 42 Indeed, in all of Greek literature, Dautzenberg has
produced no examples of Budxpolg or Siaxplvw used in this way excepl
the one late quotation in Stobaeus ¥, So the sense he proposes for
Siduprotg in 1 Cor. 12. 10 would be unique and unprecedented for ils time.

{d) Jewish and Christian authors prefer other terms when speaking of
the interprelation or explanation of prophecies and other obscure words.
This is a highly significant factor. Since Siéxpiatg and Sranplyw are used
of interpreting dreams (and perhaps also of “solving" riddles}, we should
realize that they might have come to be used of interpreting prophecies
or other obscure words as well. But when we examine the actual data, it
becomes clear that Jewish and Christian writers consistently prefer to
use other terms when they have accasion to talk about the interpretation
of utterances or writings which are difficult to understand. The following
list includes a large number of instances where Jewish or early Chri-
stian authors use a Greek term to refer to the interpretation or explana-
tion of any spoken or writlen words. (Terms used to refer to *translation”
from one known language to another are not included here.)

Words Used to Mean “Interpret, Interpretation, Interpreter”

Inlerpretation or explanation of Scripture passages for Mosaic laws)

Breppyvede Lk. 24.7 {of OT prophecies, at least in part); Philo,
Sob, 33

EEqybopat Jos. A. 18.81, B. 2.162; Philo Hyp. 7.13

EEfrnoie Jos. A. 1.12; Philo Vil. Conl. 78

EEqyThs Jos. A. 17. 149, 214, 216; Philo, Spec. Leg. 2. 159

txlivotg 7 Pet. 1. 20 {of prophecies)

Emhdo " Philo, Vit. Conl. 75

tpprvedw 1k, 24.27 (D); Jos. A, 20.264

xplotg Jos. B. 6.3124
Interpretation or explenation of obscure sayings, or words difficult to
understand

EEqyéopan Jos. A. 19.196

—_——

a2 probably the closest instance would be Jos, A. 8,148 (= Ap. 1. 114), where
it is said that Solomon sent riddles io Hiram of Tyre, proposing that *dv 3¢ ph
auvytévie Juxxplvae 1 Aboavn yphuete dmotivers®. {(Josephus gives this as a
quotation from an otherwise unknown Phonician historian, Dios.) Awzxpivat here
may mean "lo understand” (the riddles) or “to discern, to distinguish® {the
solutions), for Muw is used both here and a few lines Jater to mean “solve”.
Argxplvo might also be taken to mean “solve’, as a synonym for Mow but this
would certainly not be a clear example. When not quoling someone else,
Josephus himself chooses dmbw to speak of solving riddles and hard questions

in A. 8 167,

43 There is one other problem with the quotation from Stobaeus: it refers not
to interpreting a npogytele but to interpreting a paviels, a lerm which oflten
refers to mantic ecstasy among the pagans, and a term which Jewish and

Christian authors never use of their own prophecies,
44 1 have not atlempted to compile a complele list of the times xplotg and
xplvm are used to mean “interpret”. BAG. 452-454, give no instances [or carly

Christian literature.
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Eppmyela Ag. Prov, 1.6, Th, Prov iti
2 , 1.6, . . 1.6; of writ :
' o i iting on wall:
OYAPL A (of writing on wall): LXX Dan. 5.7,7, 78,9, 12,16
_ 26,30; Th. Dan. 5.26 e
auyxplvw (of writing on wall);: LXX Dan. 5. 7; Th. Dan. 5. 16
THYRPLOLG {of writing on wall); LXX Dan. 5.17; Th. Dan, 5.7, 8
12,15,16,17 “
Interpreiation or explanation of parables which were otherwise enigmatic
Bwfumpéw Mt. 13.36
imitfazg Herm. Sim. 5.5.1, 5.6.8, 5.7. 1
AW Mk. 4. 34, Herm. Sim, 5.3.1, 5,.3.2, 5.4,2
Eppnvela Sir. 47.17 547543551

Interpretation of tongues
Steppaveutdic 1Cor. 14.28

Steppyvedn 1Cor. 12,30, 14.5, 13, 27
Epprvela 1Cor. 12.10, 14.26
Eppnventihic 1Cor. 14.28 (B,D%)

This list shows 58 instances where Jewish or early Christi
had occasion to speak about the interpretation or exp¥uati§;l:l: ::;;:::?Jli:
or obscure words or sayings. The kinds of interpretation included here
are com;eptually the closest possibie parallels to prophecy: they all have
to dc? with spoken or written material, and they refer to Scriptural pro-
ph‘egles. to other types of Scripture, to enigmatic sayings (often of divine
Z;frl‘nc)’.nteoipatrables, and to tongues %5, It is significant therefore that not
gven one | tlsrpa;g::tiv;::. found where Stdxpiatg or Siaxplyw referred to this

This evidence implies that if Paul had wanted t
prelation of prophecies in 1 Cor, 12,10 and 14.29 ]'::;s\?:)?lllcdoilglssiné:;:
tainly have used one of these terms which were commonly used to speak
of the interpretation of prophecies and other kinds of speech similar to
prophecy. He would not have used Siéxptarg or Sraxplveo.

’[‘!m other iwo positive arguments Dautzenberg proposes, the con-
nection betwgen revelation and interpretation in post-bihlicall Judaism
and the possibility of translating Sikxptoig and Swexplyw in the same
sense, do not retain much force in light of the preceding evidence, There
co_uld also be revelation which needed no interpretation 4 and. words
with such broad ranges of meaning as Sukxpiatg and E;axpivc’n could cer-
tainly take different senses in different contexts .

(e} “Distinguishing between spirits”™ is a much i
more likely meanin
for 1Cor. 12.10. Here Dautzenberg objects that in all olhel?’ proposeg

41 have included ton

| ud gues here because this kind of speech migh i
Ien:en pr;:;l:;ﬂsreet;:lv sllll;nellgolt; Spr??thelcfy in that it was consi;:iered algspteggliﬁgilp:

A ) pirit. someone should prefer to count th

stances as “translation” and th i o o
Sances 2 o :1 te:esf:.re dissimilar to prophecy, the total number

45 See the examples on p. 265 below,

47 Cf. pp. 262-263, above,
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examples where Biudxplolg means *distinguishing between®, the two
classes of things to be distinguished are always explicilly named {for
example, Heb. 5. 14): mpdg Sudnproty wahol TE wl xanod) 4. So if Grkxplotg
were to mean -distinguishing” in 1 Cor, 12. 10, the verse would have 10
say something like Brdxupiarg xnehdY xol REHDY TYEURETOV.

Dautzenberg's objection is inadequate here because he only examines
the examples given in Bauer’s lexicon (Bauer, 367 = BAG, 184). When
other examples of Sthuplorg are examined, it is clear that there are
instances when the whole class of things among which distinctions are
to be made is named {as in 1Cor 12.10, if it means “distinguishing
between spirits”). Philo, Som. 2,39, speaks of the man who “aims at
analysis and distinction of things® (4 Bt wopfjg xal Sraxpiogwg TpaypaTLOY
{hwthe) ¥, In Som, 2.35, Dan is the symbol of distinguishing and
analyzing matters (Bioxploewg 3¢ xal Topdis npaypdiwy). Plant, 45 says
that God placed man's mind in the universe to be played upon by
opposing forces, that it might be cailed to distinguish between them
(¢nt Ty Subxpioly 1€ adTdY) 2,1 Cl. 48. 5, which speaks of a man gogag &v
Buaxploer Aéywy, should probably be translated “wise in the distinguishing
of words (or arguments)®: Dautzenberg's objection that good and bad
words are not specified®! sounds again like circular reasoning:
(a) Stdxpotg can only mean *distinguishing™ when both items are named,
pecause (b) it does not mean *distinguishing” in 1Cl. 48.5 er in other
similar places; (c} it does not mean “distinguishing” in 1 Cl. 48. 5 because
(d) both items are not named 2,

Tar from being linguistically unprecedented, as Dautzenberg claims,
the interpretation ~distinguishing between spirits” has several good
stylistic parallels in Jewish and early Christian literature and should be
considered a very likely meaning for 1 Cor. 12. 10.

To summarize this linguistic investigation: the transiation *inter-
preting the revelations of the Spirit* in 1 Cor. 12, 10 uses a meaning of
Sudxptorg which was unprecedented at the time of the New Testament.
Furthermore, there were several other terms which Jewish and Christian
anthors regularly used to speak of the interpretation of prophecics or
other obscure words, If Paul had meant “interpreting” in 1Cor. 12,10,
he would almost certainly have used one of these other words, nol
Budnpratg. By contrast, ~distinguishing between spirits” uses a common
and widely-understood meaning for Sthxpiatg, and the stylistic construc-
tion has several good parallels.

48 UP, 126f, 128,

4% The {mmediately following context requires that daxploswg mean “distinc-
tlons®, and not “interpretations”, and so does the passage in Som. 2.35 lo which
this refers.

50 *Making decisions” is a less likely translation here, because duduptoig
generally has that sense only as a technical term for judicial decisions (L3, 399).

£ Other examples grammatically similar to { Cor. 12.10 but with different
meanings for dudxpioig, are Rom. 14. 1, Philo, Op. 136, Leg. Al 1. 206, Mos. 1.212,
Job 37.16 (AB}. In none of these cases, are both items mentioned; rather, the
whole class of things among which separations or divisions are to be made is
named. Other texts which use Jduprolg lo mean =distinguishing” are Jos. B.
2,303, 4. 654; Philo, Cher. 127, Som. 2. 24, Spec. Leg. {. 100, 340; perhaps T. Naph.

2.8
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3. The history of religions argument.

Dautzenberg in this section attem i

pts to show that neither 1 Th. 5. 19-21
nor 1Jn. 4. 1-6 nor Did, 11.7 is sufficiently similar to the situation one
wc?u'lcl.have to suppose in 1 Cor. 12. 10 if it meant "distinguishing between
spirits”. It is interesting that these are the three texts he chooses to
sa:‘arl{zel,{fo?' Ol’;]}’ one of them - 1.Jn. 4.1-6 — has any mention of evil

irits. He is of course correct in deciding that the other t

little to do with 1 Cor. 12,10, ¢ e two texts have

Yet the fact that Dautzenberg chose to deal only wi
three of which mention prophecy, shows that he ‘l[laslizagl: s:nt‘:’:\t?realu
unwarranted assumption. He has assumed that Sidxpiolg mvevpdtoy i?x
1 Cor. l%. 10, even if it deals with "distinguishing between spirits”, only
deals with distinguishing between spirits of the prophels. But 'lCor
12.10 does not say Swxxploetg mveupdtwy wpogntdy it simply says;
§taxp£ae‘t; aveupdtwy, It is not legitimate to presuppose that 1 Cor. 12.10
is restricted to the testing of prophets and prophecies. Bitt.ling'er for
instance, mentions as examples of Swwxploeig mvevpdtwy some of. the
::so:cisr;l; lt:f Jesus where he knew there was a demon present, and the
s of Elymas (Ac 13.8ff) and the soothsaying girl {Ac, 16,16-18) %,
Rol:rertson and Plummer define the ability as, "The gift of discerning in
:ﬁl‘lOl.lS cases (hence the plur) whether extraordinary spiritual mani-
festations were from above or not® , If we resist the temptation to read
into the text a limitation to the testing of prophecies, then a more
general definition, like the one just mentioned by l'lobertsou and
Eﬁx:l?eeﬁfi:hln order. So_mething like "the ability to recogrnize the in-
S e Holy Spirit or of demonic spirits in a person”, might be
This means that any situation in which first i

have seen demonic influence was a potential o;‘::::ﬁ:yng rfig:i:lr:: ::;ugi
?he gift of Sudxpiotg Rvevpdtwy. Was some sickness the result of demonic
influence (cf. Mt. 12,22, Mk. 9.32-34)? Then the person with this gift
couIv.:l recognize it, and the demon could be cast out. Was an evil s Eilrit
causing someone to inlerrupt preaching or teaching or worship serv?ces
(cf. Ac, 16, 16-18)? Then the person with this gift could recognize the
so;u'ce of the trouble. Was someone prophesying by the power of an evil
sp ri.t (1 Jn, 4. 1-6)? Then the person with this gift could call attention to
{t. Sm;e it was thought that demons were involved in pagan worship
in Connt!x (ef. 1 Cor, 10, 20f), one can imagine a large number of cases
where ltlus gift would have been thought useful. Once Simxploeig myev-
;::El::v is understood in this way, Dautzenberg's third objection loses its

33 Bittlinger, Gilts and Graces, 46, O
. . Gill , 46, Other commentators who see “di -
gfgt,:::;meez lis'?!m? as applying to more than just prophecy [nc?uge lg:'tg:gu ;sﬁg
o8 e, "f. Findlay, 889, and Lenski, 503f. Those who do restrict it lo'pro-'-
P s‘y]ggnejramyir re[ezrﬁ;o 1Jn, 4. 1-6 and Did. 11, but give no further arguments.
orinthians, . They soon say, “Perhaps th ;
to the prophetic gift", but they do not r‘;strlcl it Ft,g tth:Lexpression chiefly refers
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4 The meaning of myeupdtwy in 1 Cor. 12.10.

Dautzenberg tightly points to 1 Cor. 14.12, where myepata means
manifestations of the Spirit’ 5, and 2 Th. 2.2, where myedjc apparently
means "revelation of the $pirit” %, He concludes that "revelations of lhe
Spirit" is a possible rendering of mveupbruy whereas “spirits® is unlikely,
because Paul never used myebpete to refer to both good, and evil spirits.

This argument is unsatisfying on both counis, however. The major
problem with it is that there was a much better and less ambiguous word
which Paul could have used if he had meant to speak of ‘revelations af
the Spirit spoken by prophets”, namely, mpopyreiec (1 Cor. 13.8, 14.6,
1 Th. 5.20). In 1 Cor, 14.12 and 2Th. 2.2, the use of mvelpe to mean
“manifestation of the Spirit" allows for a much broader reference, in-
cluding several kinds of gifts in 1 Cor. 14,12, and perhaps any kind of
*gpiritual” communication in 2 Th. 2.2, such as a vision, a dream ©or a
bath qgol, as well as a prophecy: by using a general term, the reference in
both cases is left as broad as possible.

But in 1 Cor, 12. 10, according to Dautzenberg, the reference is not to
many kinds of spiritual manifestations, but simply to the interpretation
of prophecies. It is even a different gift from the interpretation of ton-
gues. In this case, Paul would not have used a general word like
xyeupdtwy which would have been ambiguous to his readers. He would
rather have written mpogrreldy.

With regard to the second objection, one need not have a specific
Pauline example to show that myeSpata conld easily be used and
understood by first century Christians 10 refer both to evil spirits and
to the Holy Spirit, 1 Jn. 4.1 {Sownipalets & mvedpase) is one clear example.
And mvelpe could certainly be used to refer to an evil spirit (Mt 8.16,
12. 45, Ac 19,12, 23.8, 9, 2 Cor, 11.4, Eph. 2.2, 2Th, 2.2, 1 Tim. 4. 1, Rev.
16. 14, etc). In fact, in all of early Christian literature, the meaning
“manifestations of the Spirit” is quite upcommon for myedpate, and the
meaning “spirits” (of whatever kind) is of course very common.

So the meaning ‘revelations or utterances of the Spirit through pro-
phets®, while possible, is unlikely in 1 Cor. 12.10, It is doubtful whether
Paul's readers would have undersiood mveupdtwy in that sense when
another word, "prophecies’, would have expressed it so clearly. It is
much more likely that the Corinthians would have understood Tyevpdswy

in its common sense, “spirits”.

5. The argument from the context of 1Cor. 12-14.

Dautzenberg's primary argument here is that 1 Cor, 12.3 already pro-
vides a test for distinguishing evil spirits, and one which anyone could
apply. Therefore, 1 Cor. 12. 10 cannot speak of some similar ability which
is limited only to a few individuals ~,

The weakness of this argument is that it fails to recognize the diffe-
rences which could exist between 12.3 and 12.10. First, it fails to
recognize that several of the gifts Paul mentions are simply special or

———
55 Up, 137,
56 UP, 1401
& UP, 143-146.
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“highly developed” abilities which correspond to general abilities pos-
sessed by all believers. Faith, words of wisdom and knowledge, teaching,
administration and “helps* (1 Cor, 12,28) are a few examples; more are
found in Rom. 12.7-8. So 1Cor. 12.3 might provide a general test for
distinguishing those who are speaking under the influence of an evil
spirit, and 1 Cor. 12,10 could speak of a special ability possessed by
those who were very proficient in evaluating speakers who were sup-
posedly under some “spiritual® influence.

Second, there may be a difference in the type of evaluation done.
While 12, 3 speaks of an objective test which could be applied to deter-
mine whether spoken words conformed to a certain explicit standard,
12,10 may describe a more subjective or internal kind of evaluation.
Robertson apd Plummer say, “An intuitive discernment is implied,
without the application of tests* 5,

Third, the test in 12, 3 seems to be applicable primarily to those who
speak before the congregation, while 12, 10 may speak of an ability to
evaluate many other people as well, such as those who are ill, those who
perform miracles, ete,

These suggested differences are enough to show that the existence of
one kind of test for evil spirits in 1 Cor, 12. 3 does not necessarily pre-
clude the mention of a related but different ability in 1 Cor, 12, 10.

The other two arguments which Dautzenberg raises from the context
of 1 Cor. 12-14 also make certain unjustified assumptions. The objection
that there is no evidence of a problem with false prophecy at Corinth is
based on an assumption that 1 Cor. 12. 10 would have to deal only with
“distinguishing between the spirits of the prophets”®, an assumption which

has been seriously challenged above. The objection that "distinguishing
between spirits” would become a "super-charisma” if it existed, fails to
recognize that distinguishing between spirits, like other gifts (such as
words of wisdom, words of knowledge, teaching or administration), may
well have been subject to confirmalion or reevaluation by other mem-
bers of the congregation.

So Dautzenberg's last argument, the argument from the context of
1Cor. 12-14, does not raise any unanswerahle objections against the

view that 1 Cor, 12, 10 speaks of the ability to distinguish between spirits.

Further Objections to Dautzenberg's Position

Each of Dautzenberg's five arguments has now been examined in
some detail, and each one has been found to have serious deficiencies.
However, there remain some additional weighty objections to Dautzen-
berg’'s position which should be mentioned.

1. Dautzenberg's view lacks hislorical confirmation.

We must realize that there is simply no evidence that early Christian
prophets ever actually spoke with the aid of an interpreter, When there
are examples of prophets in Acts, for example, no interpreter is ever

38 1 Corinthians, 267.
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1.10-11). Furthermore, these
joned [(cf. Ac. 11.28, 19.6, 21.4, 21.9, 21. I( her, s
Ei’:;,zg?es [at least seem to have needed no mlsrpretau;:)r;. ;l::yl:\ L’ra;
i the hearers (cl. . 11,38,

immediately undersiandable to :

Z]I)P: rezlin;ro-ll). Yet 1 Cor. 14.29 certainly seems to be a generalI |3ru'
ce‘du'ral .rule which Paul expected to be followed for ebvery 1;1':?:: 1:53 .
1 or all of the members ¢ .

And at least two, and perhaps severa T O ntore
i hended in of &AAot Gtonpivétwoay, So i ¢
e rect, should we rophecy would have lo
i ect, should we not suppose that every proph ‘
;fa\f:r‘:)een interpreted, and by two or more peoplfz in every case?‘T!'m;
would make “interpreting the revelations of the Spirit” a very promlrll]u:r
activity, and it would be difficult to understand why we have no othy

mention of it.

9. 01 &:Xot in 1Cor. 14.29 implies evaluation, not interpretation.

It must be noticed that Paul's instructions for the inl_erprelalifmt of
tongues are general enough to allow the tongue-s;:;eaklt:r l}lrtr;:;I:ellos Lno :lr&
: xat &lg Beppmvevétw. The elg who In
pret his own utterance: xa he ¢ e
14, 13). This is acceptable
be the one who speaks {(cf. 1Cor. is. d o ne
j is in vi But Paul's instructions with respec
evaluation or judgement is in view. with respect
i s wal of EMAot Sraxptvétwoany. Now if only
to prophets are different: xa ] . o oY ol
i i f the prophecies was intended, ) ‘
e o o oo Teason ophet himself from being his
seem to be no good reason to forbid the pr P . . !
“ t*. But if evalualion
i reter by saying, “Let the others interpret’. i
gr?u::lngt:urﬁant of t{e prophecies was intended,dthen thf prolf_hes“l:rllm;rc‘:l
ici i i judgement on his .
would not be sufficiently impartial to pass judg on his own b
. Then the phrase of &Akot would become very ‘
;;l:;:ry; must evalugte the prophecy, for the prophet himself cannot do it.

3. Daulzenberg’s position is foreign to Paul's emphasis on ihe under-
standable nature of Christian prophecy.

i trast between the gift of
ughout 1 Cor. 14 Paul emphasizes the conl _ :
ton'lg;?l;(; g:vhlch are unintelligible and thereforel;'eqmre an ;;;mn::fg
' gi is intelligible, If someone <
and the gift of prophecy, which is in e speaks fn &
him (14.2). but one who prophec pea
tongue, no one understands _ e iy
ds an interpreter in order
to men (14. 3). The tongue speaker nee o o Tomgucs ats
hurch, but the prophet apparently does no .5}
u&;xein(t:el‘llir;ﬂ;le {14.9), and drive unbelievers away (14.'23]. But prophccy.
calls unbelievers to account and comricctls tl:emdc;?[ sin {14, 24-25), pre
bly with words which they could understand >,
suul?owyit is true that the revelation to the prophet may not alv:vays :)e
completely clear to him, and may in fact sometimes be obscure in p:r 5.
But there is a great differences between an u1‘1de1:siandable ]:m:'g1 :in:\:
with a few obscure details, and a prophecy which is so obscure that i
needs an interpreter in order to edify others.

i ies to make 14.24-25

alizes the force of this objeclion and tries .
spe’:kDoaf“:zil;‘;ggl'function of plropélgecy,l %1:: t;i nth‘_lz;;f;.lsh;g??;[ [gal:;l'?g;':r'ji
is si ecial pleading: . 14.24 y .

ggeﬁiﬁ t?;: lfhsemifslz sopf propr;lecy instead of uninterpreted longues in the

worship service.
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It is not enough, then, for Dautzenberg to object that, unlike tongues,
prophecies are Intelligible (that is, they are spoken in words which the
congregation can understand), but they are nol understandable {that is,
their meaning is obscure). This position stil! does not explain how
apparently uninterpreted prophecies can benefit the congregation.

Conclusion

Professor Dautzenberg's proposal that Sudxptatg mvevpdtwy in 1 Cor.
12.10 means “interpreting the revelations of the Spirit® (which are
spoken by prophets) is supported by five major arguments. Each of these
arguments, upen careful analysis, turns out to be unconvincing. In parti-
cular, it was found that many different words are used by Jewish and
Christian authors to refer to the interpretation of prophecies and other
inspired or obscure speech, but Sthxpiotg is not one of them. Nor was
TveupkTwy a clear word to apply to “revelations of the Spirit" spoken
through the prophets: mpogwreidv would have been much better. Dautzen-
berg's view also lacks historical confirmation and seems to conflict with
Paul's emphasis on the understandable nature of prophecy and his desire
that others respond to the prophecy (1 Cor. 14,29}, So the more common
translation, "distinguishing between spirits”, is still to be preferred,
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Frau und Mann nach 1 Kor 11, 11f

Nur wenige Stellen im Neuen Testament sind beziiglich ihrer Deutung
50 ungesichert und damit fiir eine iiberzeugende Ubersetzung so proble-
matisch wie die beiden Verse 1 Kor 11, 11f. Sie finden sich in jenem Ab-
schritt, in dem der Apostel die Forderung ausspricht, daB die Frau in der
gotlesdienstlichen Versammiung - wenn sie «betet oder prophetisch
redet» — einen Schleier auf ihrem Haupt zu tragen habe 11, 3-16, Im Zu-
sammenhang gehen den beiden Versen die Sitze voraus: «Das Haupt
eines jeden Mannes ist Christus, das Haupt der Frau ist der Mann, und
das Haupt Christi ist Gott 11,3 .., Darum soll die Frau (das Zeichen
der) Macht (2Bousle) auf dem Haupte tragen, der Engel wegen» 11, 10.
Hier nun schlieBen sich die Sitze 11, 11f an. Sie machen deutlich den
Eindruck eines kldrenden Zusatzes zum eben Gesagten. Unmittelbar dar-
auf greift der Apostel nochmals seine Forderung auf, wenn er auf «die
Natur» hinweist, durch die der Frau «das Haar als Schleier gegeben» sei
11, 13-16.

Was bedeutet nun im Zusammenhang unser Einschub VV. 11f? Er be-
sleht aus zwei logisch einander zugeordneten Sitzen. Wir wenden uns
zunéchst dem Vordersatz V. 11 zu, Denn gerade bei ihm bewegen sich die
Erklarungen im Unsichern. Der griechische Text lautet: mhdy olite yuvy
xwpls &vdpdg olite dvip ywple yuvarxds &v Kuply. Fiir die bisher iiblichen
Ubersetzungen und das entsprechende Verstindnis ist - wie sich zeigen
laBt — weithin die lateinische Vulgala von verhéngnisvollem Einfluf ge-
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