
1 
Ted Kirnbauer  1 Corinthians 1:10–19 4/28/19 

1:10 Now I exhort you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you all agree and 
that there be no divisions among you, but that you be made complete in the same mind and 
in the same judgment. 

 
Verse 10 has one exhortation, namely, “that you all agree.” This is then explained (or, defined; hina— 
i[na) negatively and positively: let there be no divisions; be of the same mind and same judgment.  
 
Paul exhorts the Corinthians by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ. The “name” includes the character 
and reputation of Jesus. “In modern mass advertising, the ‘name’ carries with it an image and a kind of 
guarantee, and this resonates with the ancient usage” (Thiselton, 115). The Corinthians’ love and 
reverence for the authority of Christ should cause them to yield to Paul’s appeal. They were not to obey 
just to do Paul a favor, but out of their respect for Christ. Following rules is burdensome. Following 
Christ “renders obedience easy and elevating” (Hodge, 12). Paul’s mention of the name of the Lord also 
focuses their attention on where their unity really lies. 
 
The Greek word for divisions is schisma (sci,sma) from which the English word schism is derived, 
although here it does not mean “faction” or “party” as in English. It is used of rending a garment (Matt. 
9:16; Mk. 2:21) or of plowing a field. It was used metaphorically of a split opinion (John 7:40–43; 9:16; 
10:19–21 illustrate this). Division can be a difference of opinion (Jn. 7:43) or alienation of feeling or 
inward separation (Hodge, 12).  
 
 The divisions revolved around at least four issues.  
 
 (1) Believers in the church were rallying behind certain teachers (even though this does not 
mean that the teachers were seeking to rally people—1:10–12; 3:3–4, 21). That is, there was a power 
struggle going on among the people within the church.  
 
Hebrews 13:17 tells believers to “Obey your leaders, and submit to them; for they keep watch over your 
souls, as those who will give an account. Let them do this with joy and not with grief, for this would be 
unprofitable for you.” Leaders are surely not infallible in their decisions; nevertheless, God has placed 
them in a position of authority. Submission to their direction provides unity to the church. When, 
however, the church divides itself among different leaders, division is inevitable.   
 
 (2) The division was somehow being carried on in the name of wisdom (chapters 1–3).  
 
 (3) The division was caused by boasting and pride (1:29–31; 3:21; 4:6–7, 18, 19).  
  

(4) The division included questioning Paul’s authority (1:16–17; 2:1–3:4; 4:1–21).  
 
Divisions occur for other reasons, as well. In Romans 16:17 Paul warned about divisions in doctrine. 
There is no room in the church for those who disagree upon what is clearly taught in Scripture, but in 
areas that are not clear there should still be unity of purpose (Phil. 1:27).  
 
The original word for “made complete” (katarti,zw—katartizo) is literally, “to mend or repair.” It is used 
in Matthew 4:21 (cf. Mk. 1:19) of mending a torn net. Figuratively, it means to be united. The church 
was torn apart; it needed to be sewn back together. They needed to “be united in the same mind and 
the same judgment” (ESV). 
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“Mind” can refer to either intellect (way of thinking) or feelings (disposition, opinion). Being of the same 
mind is having a common outlook or attitude about something (Thiselton, 119). “Judgment” means 
“opinion” or “purpose.” The two ideas are nearly synonymous. They both speak of the unity in the 
Christian community (Thiselton, 120).  Christians should have a common attitude and be in agreement 
with the purposes of the “community” to which they belong. 
 
It is not enough to simply say the same things while disagreeing in our hearts. Christian unity should be 
genuine. There is never a perfect church, but people who strongly disagree with the doctrine, direction, 
or leadership of the church they attend cannot be happy or productive in their own Christian lives or be 
of any positive service to the congregation (MacArthur, 29). But more importantly, they do not glorify 
God in their hearts, which is the ultimate purpose of unity (Heb. 13:17; Eph. 4:3). We are to be “one in 
beliefs, standards, attitudes, and principles of spiritual living” (MacArthur, 28). 
    

1:11 For I have been informed concerning you, my brethren, by Chloe’s people, that there are 
quarrels among you. 

 
Verse 11 explains the reason why Paul exhorted them as he did in verse 10: Paul was told by Chloe’s 
“people” that there were quarrels in the church. “Quarrels” suggest that there was emotion and 
aggressive speech involved in the conflicts. The reason for these quarrels is stated in verse 12.  
 
Chloe’s “people” were most likely not her family, for family members went by the name of the father 
even if he was deceased. Rather, they were probably business associates or slaves acting on her behalf 
who traveled between Corinth and Ephesus and knew about what was happening in the church.  
 

1:12 Now I mean this, that each one of you is saying, “I am of Paul,” and “I of Apollos,” and “I 
of Cephas,” and “I of Christ.” 

 
Quarrels were developing over strong preferences toward various leaders, although it was unlikely that 
the leaders desired to gather a personal following. This was surely true of Paul who was rebuking the 
church for their attitudes. Apollos doesn’t seem to be at fault either, for in 16:12 Paul has favorable 
feelings toward him. Although Peter had problems in the past (Gal. 2:11–14), it is very doubtful that he 
would try to rally believers to himself knowing that he was causing division.  
 
Apollos was an eloquent speaker who was learned in the Scripture and whose deficiencies in the faith 
were corrected by Paul’s companions (Acts 18:24–28). His eloquence would surely be admired by some 
in the church. Paul saw the work of Apollos as being in harmony with his own (3:5–9). 
 
Peter was a pillar and leader in the early church and would easily draw a following, especially if some 
were saved and baptized by his ministry.  
 
“I follow Christ” is the most problematic expression for three reasons (Fee, 58): 
 
  (1) Placing the name of Christ in the same context as other church leaders is unusual.  

(2) The probability would be that all groups believed that they were following Christ. 
(3) Christ is the One whom Paul would want them to follow.  

 
In spite of the wording, the context is clear that the Corinthians who were claiming to follow Christ were 
as much at fault as the others. What they were implying when they said, “I am of Christ,” is conjectural. 
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The most popular view seems the best: this was a group who tried to rise above the others by claiming 
that their loyalties were not attached to mere men; they were simply “Christ’s.” The result was that they 
created a spiritual elitism and saw themselves as being above the others.  
 
Even though it would be hard to imagine that every single person in the church had taken sides, “each 
one” in the church was affected by the general divisive attitude that prevailed.  
 

1:13 Has Christ been divided? Paul was not crucified for you, was he? Or were you baptized in 
the name of Paul? 

  
In verse 10 Paul told the church to be united in the same mind and be of the same opinion. The 
rhetorical questions in this section challenge the church to form a unified opinion about Christ.   
 
Has Christ been divided? The question evokes the metaphor of the body of Christ. There is only one 
head and one body (I Cor. 6:17; 12:12–13; Ro. 12:5; Eph. 4:4–6; Jn. 17:21–22). Just as Christ cannot be 
divided, so His body should not be divided. In I Corinthians 12:25 Paul speaks of the fact that since God 
composed the body, Christians should be careful not to tear it apart. A divided body is an oxymoron; a 
body that is torn into pieces ceases to function; in fact, it is not a body at all.  
 
The next two questions (Paul was not crucified for you, was he? Or were you baptized in the name of 
Paul?) form a single sentence in Greek. Both demonstrate how ludicrous it is to substitute Paul (or 
anyone else) for Christ.  
 
Our allegiance to Christ is based on the relationship He sustains with us. Because He was crucified for us, 
we are His possession. No teacher bears that relationship to us. Paul was never crucified for anyone. 
Neither were Apollos or Cephas (the Aramaic of the Greek, Peter). “To elevate a human teacher to the 
point where the allegiance shatters the body of Christ means that we have lost sight of the infinite and 
overwhelming worth of a crucified Savior (Matt. 23:8). . . [we forget that] our sin is so great that we 
needed to be saved by nothing less than the horrid execution of the Son of God, and so did our 
teachers! . . . The cross breaks the back of all boasting. And so the cross undermines the deepest basis of 
disunity and lays a new foundation for unity” (Piper, Sermon on Jan 18. 1988, Desiring God). 
 
“When the Lord’s people quarrel and dispute and fight, they reflect against the Lord before the world, 
they weaken His church, and worst of all they grieve and put to shame the One who bought them—who 
died to make them one in Him” (MacArthur, 32). 
 
Furthermore, no one was ever baptized in any of these teachers’ names. Being baptized in the name of 
someone signifies identification with that person. Baptism among the Jews was a rite of initiation 
identifying oneself with a particular leader.  So, Christ made baptism a symbol of personal commitment 
to Himself (Matt. 28:19–20). “In effect, the initiant, by his submission to baptism, declared himself to be 
a disciple of Christ and committed himself to the kind of lifestyle pertinent to that declaration” (GTJ Vol. 
2/2; 1981, p. 288).  
 
The question, “were you baptized in the name of Paul?” expects a negative response: “No, I was not 
baptized in the name of Paul, I was baptized in the name of Christ!” This implies two things:  first, it 
assumes that they were all baptized in the name of Christ (not Paul)—and secondly, because they had 
identified with Christ in their baptism, their identity should be tied to Him, not Paul or any other teacher 
in the church. 
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1:14 I thank God that I baptized none of you except Crispus and Gaius, 
1:15 that no man should say you were baptized in my name. 
1:16 Now I did baptize also the household of Stephanas; beyond that, I do not know whether I 
baptized any other. 
1:17 For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the gospel, not in cleverness of 
speech, that the cross of Christ should not be made void. 

 
Crispis was a leader of the synagogue who was converted by Paul (Acts. 18:8). Paul only baptized a few 
others; Jesus baptized none (Jn. 4:2). To have been baptized by Christ would have brought with it the 
temptation to boast or to create one’s own following. 
 
I thank God that I baptized none of you. . . For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the 
gospel. By means of a negative comment about baptism, Paul is emphasizing the importance of the 
gospel. This is a rhetorical device known as contradicto (Collins, 83). “Paul does not denigrate the 
practice of baptism per se, but baptism must be subordinated to the gospel so that it does not sabotage 
the gospel, that is, that Christ was crucified for sinners” (Schreiner, Believer’s Baptism, 80). Through his 
rhetoric Paul distances himself from those who were saying, “I am of Paul” (1:12).  Paul was thankful 
that he had baptized so few at Corinth since it removed any notion that he was making disciples for 
himself.  
 
Verse 17 explains why Paul baptized so few people and also helps to clarify the relationship of baptism 
to salvation.  Christ sent Paul to evangelize; that was his essential task. Baptism was part of the process 
of evangelizing, but it was inferior to preaching the gospel. The gospel is what actually brings salvation 
(Ro. 1:16); baptism follows as the way an individual identifies with Christ. Both are important, but 
baptism would not exist as a rite in the church if it were not for the gospel.  
 
At the same time, baptism was not essential for salvation; if it were, Jesus and Paul would have surely 
baptized all their converts; they did not. However, we should not conclude (as some do) that baptism 
was unimportant. Baptism is connected to the gospel in that it is the biblical means of professing belief 
in Christ. Therefore, if baptism is practiced as an isolated act apart from the gospel, it will inevitably be 
distorted. Baptism does not effect salvation; at the same time, Paul would not believe that someone 
who refused to be baptized possessed genuine faith (Schreiner, Believer’s Baptism, 80 and note 38). 
 
In my mind, this raises issues with paedobaptism (infant baptism), as well. Most churches that baptize 
infants don’t believe that the baby is saved, or that baptism saves them. They are, therefore, 
disconnecting the individual’s personal reception of the gospel from baptism.  If baptism apart from 
belief was practiced by the early church, Paul’s argument would be meaningless. Paul is using baptism as 
a way of stating the individual’s personal identification with Christ; he is showing the inconsistency of 
someone who was baptized in the name of Jesus identifying with other Christian leaders. If they had 
identified with Christ through baptism, then why were they saying “I am of Paul,” and “I of Apollos,” and 
“I of Cephas” (1:12)?  If it were possible to be baptized without believing in the gospel, baptism could 
not be used as evidence of one’s identity with Christ, and Paul’s argument would fall apart.  
 
In spite of all the questions Paul’s comments raise regarding baptism, the real purpose of verse 17 is 
transitional, not instructional. Paul is not trying to teach about baptism; he is moving from an 
exhortation about “divisions” into the theme of 1:18–2:5; namely, how genuine Christianity stands in 
opposition to the wisdom of the world. The cross, then, becomes the antidote to the self-centered 
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factionalism in the church. It is more than an antidote for past sins; it provides the basis for Christian 
identity and the power to transform the Christian’s life (Thiselton, 147).  
 
Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the gospel, not in cleverness of speech, that the cross 
of Christ should not be made void. “Cleverness of speech” is literally, “wisdom of word” (evn sofi,a| 
lo,gou). In other words, Paul did not preach the gospel with human wisdom, manipulative rhetoric, or as 
a philosophy (1:17b). He did not depend upon his own eloquence or clever ways of saying things to get 
people to accept it.  Had he done so, the gospel would have lost its divine element and would have been 
received on a false pretense. Rhetoric may win the mind and even the will, but a proclamation of a 
gospel that doesn’t change a person in the depth of their spiritual nature has not been communicated 
adequately. If the gospel itself is the message of power, to change it to make it more appealing is to strip 
it of its power. “If men are persuaded by eloquence, they are not persuaded by Christ crucified” (Barrett, 
49). 
 
Paul’s comments should make every Christian think of how we communicate the gospel to the 
unbelieving world. “There is a sad irony in the seeming success of many Christian churches and schools. 
The irony is that the more you obscure biblical doctrines to make Christianity more attractive to 
unbelievers, the less Christian reality there is when they arrive. Which means that what looks like 
success in the short run, may, in the long run, prove to be failure. If you alter or obscure the biblical 
portrait of God in order to attract converts, you don’t get converts to God, you get converts to an 
illusion. This is not evangelism, but deception. . . One of the results of this kind of “success” is that 
sooner or later the world wakes up to the fact that these so-called Christian churches look so much like 
them and the way they think that there is no reason to go there. If you adjust your doctrine to fit the 
world in order to attract the world, sooner or later the world realizes that they already have what the 
church offers” (sermon by John Piper, Ro 9:1–5, November 10, 2002—John Piper. © Desiring God. 
Website: desiringGod.org). 
 
Often, it is not Christianity that is being rejected in modern society; it is the secularism taught by 
Christian leaders who have humanism as their core belief. At first the world is drawn to a religious form 
of “enthusiasm for humanity,” but then it wears thin and people realize that they can find humanism 
without the need to associate with Christianity at all. 
 
The Gospel—a contradiction to wisdom—1:18–2:16 
 

1:17 For Christ did not send me to baptize, but to preach the gospel, not in cleverness of 
speech, that the cross of Christ should not be made void. 
1:18 For the word of the cross is to those who are perishing foolishness, but to us who are 
being saved it is the power of God. 

 
Verses 17 and 18 are tied together by the repetition of the word logos (lo,goj), translated as “speech” 
(cleverness of speech) in verse 17, and as “word” (the word of the cross) in verse 18.  Paul is contrasting 
two “words”: the word (the logos, the speech) that belongs to human wisdom and the word (the logos) 
whose content is the gospel (“cross” is an objective genitive). This is the “nerve” of this section. Paul did 
not preach with “a wisdom of word” (“clever speech”; see above), for the power of salvation is not 
found in human reasoning; rather, it is found in the word of the cross (i.e. the proclamation, or message 
about the cross).  
 

http://www.desiringgod.org/
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The proclamation of the cross is the power of God. In an industrial age we think of power as the “degree 
of force.” This is not what is meant here. The word of the cross is not the force that God uses to save; 
rather, Paul is saying that God’s transforming activity becomes operative, effective, and actualized 
through the gospel. Thus, power appears as weakness and weakness appears as power.  This is why, 
from a human perspective, the cross (Christ wounded, humiliated, put to death) appears weak, while 
the wisdom of the world that glorifies human achievement and ability appears powerful. 
 
To those who are lost, the message (the logos) of the cross is foolishness (cf. Jn. 3:18), for human 
wisdom cannot understand it. To those who will receive salvation, it is a message (the logos) of power 
(Ro. 1:16–17) that transposes man into a wholly new state as “one who has accepted and appropriated 
the promise” (Thiselton, 155). It is through the gospel that God’s saving activity is made a reality and the 
person is transformed. In short, Christian identity is found in identifying with the crucified Messiah.  
 
Paul speaks of believers as those “who are being saved.” This does not mean that we are not saved 
when we first believe, nor does it mean that salvation is a process, rather, it describes a present 
condition of salvation. Christians are saved in the past at a point of time (Ro. 8:24), but salvation also 
characterizes our life now (Eph. 2:5, 8). Our present salvation will also be consummated in the future 
(Ro. 13:11). In the present context, the saved are those who are called (v. 24) and believe (v. 21). 
 

1:19 For it is written, “I will destroy the wisdom of the wise, And the cleverness of the clever I 
will set aside.” 

 
Verse 19 explains why the wise of the world are not able to understand the cross (as in verse 18, “for” is 
explanatory—ga,r gar)—the gospel falls outside of the categories of human wisdom and cleverness. God 
uses the foolishness of the cross to destroy human wisdom.  
 
Paul refers to the substance of Isaiah 29:14 though does not quote it directly. In this passage the 
prophet said, “the wisdom of their wise men shall perish, and the discernment of their discerning men 
shall be concealed.” The passage falls in a context where people are warned that it is foolish to try to 
match wits with God (cf. Isa. 40:12–14, 25). In Isaiah’s day the wisdom of the wise failed to keep Assyria 
from invading Israel and conquering the nation. Human wisdom has not changed. It could not save a 
nation; neither can it save men from eternal destruction.  
 
NOTE: There are five observations that can be made regarding how Paul quotes from the OT (Thiselton 
161; Collins, 94–96): 
 

1. Paul quotes Scripture when other Greek writers would quote a classic authority.  
2. He generally quotes from the Septuagint (the Greek translation of the Old Testament) rather 

than from the Hebrew OT. 
3. He sees Scripture “actualized” in his own context. That is, although Paul did not strip OT 

references from their original context, he saw the words of the OT possessing a present 
relevance. History repeats itself. Many experiences in the OT are relived even today. 

4. He sometimes applies to Christ OT references that are speaking of God. This reinforces the 
exalted status and function that Paul attributes to Jesus (Collins, 96). 

5. When Paul quotes Scripture he doesn’t simply pick “proof texts”; he takes into consideration the 
entire context in which the quote is found (see the above parallel between the mindset of the 
people in Isaiah’s day and that of the Corinthians—1:19).  


