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Abstract

The main question of the text is to explore what concern that is at the center of the
arguments in the Corinthian debate surrounding food sacrificed to idols? To be able to
answer the question we apply a new method to the text to reach the various positions in
Corinth. The objective of this present text is therefore to provide a textual division which in
the latter part of my dissertation (of which this paper is a chapter) is exegetically interpreted
and further contextualized as to its central argumentation.

Hlavní otázkou textu je prozkoumat, jaké obavy jsou středem argumentů v korintské debatě
o jídle obětovaném modlám? Abychom byli schopni odpovědět na otázku, aplikujeme na
text novou metodu, abychom dosáhli různých pozic v Korintu. Cílem tohoto předkládaného
textu je proto poskytnout textové členění, které je ve druhé části mé disertační práce (jehož
je tato práce kapitolou) exgeticky interpretováno a dále kontextualizováno, pokud jde o jeho
ústřední argumentaci.
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Three voices, one of which is Paul’s

1.1 Introduction to the work in its broader context1

To put things in context. The dissertation of which this present paper forms an integral part has the
title Unity and Diversity in Corinth - Early Christian Disputes About the Significance of Idol Food. The
dissertation aims at contributing to the ongoing debate surrounding the key chapters of 1 Corinthians
8 and 10 as to their instructions pertaining to idol food. The aim of the dissertation as a whole is
therefore to bring clarity to the Early Christian debate surrounding the topic of idol food, by way of
giving heed to all the disputants and their respective arguments. The main question of the
dissertation is therefore to explore what concern that is at the center of the arguments in the
Corinthian debate surrounding idol food? To be able to answer the question and the main objective of
the study, the first chapter of the dissertation is dedicated to develop a new methodology by which
the various positions in Corinth could be reached. The present paper is the second step succeeding
the development of the new methodology. Here the methodology is applied to the actual text in
order to present a textual division which follows the application of the newly developed method. The
objective of this present text is therefore to provide a textual division which in the latter part of the
dissertation is exegetically interpreted and further contextualized as to its central argumentation.2

1.2 Terminological remarks

Scholarship has down the ages recognized that the apostle Paul interacts with his addressees in his
Epistles. If the question is posed of how he does so, a partial answer is by paraphrases and quotations.
In my dissertation such interactions are called embeddings. In abscence of the written and oral
correspondences that Paul may have had from the early Christians at Corinth, there is no certain way
to determine whether such embeddings always are verbatim quotations from letters received by Paul
(cf 1 Cor 7:1); or whether they are summaries of the positions the Corinthians held prior to Paul’s
instructions. The terminology chosen is therefore adequate to the state of affairs without necessarily
to be interpreted as either of the two, even though there could be stronger arguments in favor of one
of the two in certain loci. Embeddings are also not to be confused with interpolations. The latter
would be later reworkings of earlier manuscripts to peddle an agenda, settle disputes or fabricate
viewpoints held by a certain fraction or fractions. Embeddings are in contrast recognizing the integrity

1 A teble of contents for the dissertation is supplemented at the end of this paper to further contextualize where
in the overall study this section occurs.
2 Chapter 1 of the dissertation presents a thorough investigation of the past research surrounding this topic both
in regard to how the text has been divided by previous scholars, what methods have been utilized, and
consequently what arguments they have attributed both to Paul and to his interlocutors. The investigation
results in the identification of different methodological approaches with a number of deficiencies clearly
illustrated and discussed. Chapter 2 is where I try to resolve the difficulties and deficiencies inherent in previous
approaches by developing a new methodology which takes into account specific linguistical features surrounding
embeddings in the Pauline corpus. Chapter 3 which is attached as a separate paper here is the chapter where the
new method developed in chapter 2 is applied to 1 Cor 8-10 which results in a new division of the text. The main
purpose of the chapter below is consequently to answer who says what in Corinth. In chapter 4 the various
positions (apostle Paul’s and the Corinthian Christians’) are discussed and their arguments evaluated. The
purpose of this chapter is to reconstruct the positions pertaining to the topic of Idol Food. The dissertation also
puts the arguments in context in order to explain what the main concern or the kernel of the debate may have
been, and how it could be understood in its contemporarty context.
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of the text, by acknowledging that the apostle in addition to instructing also interacts with his
addressees.

1.3 Key problems with past divisions of the text

Scholarship has always recognized that some of the apparent discrepancies in the instructions
surrounding idol food could be solved by recognizing the presence of embedded arguments from the
apostle’s addressees. In more recent times various attempts have been made to more directly reach
the positions of the Corinthians themselves.3 This has been done with various tools and often
unsatisfying methods. Rhetorical criticism has for instance been prone to (as in the case of Fotopoulos)
use certain ancient rhetors as templates through which 1 Corinthians is forcefully read to reach
suggestions of where the apostle’s addressees are to be found. Other scholars have yet again started
from premises of what Paul must have or must not have argued in order to thereafter assign the
“inconvienient” portions to others than Paul. The latter approaches have often shown the marks of
doctrinal biases rather than a systematic approach. To deepen our understanding of where the
embeddings could be found, there has therefore been a need to further develop a more systematic
approach. The overarching purpose of the dissertation is therefore to develop a new methodology of
identifying embeddings in order to solve the age old disputes surrounding where the embeddings
could be found and further therefore to give a more adequate picture of what the Corinthians
believed with regard to idol food; and what the apostle Paul actually instructed concerning this
matter. Without such a systematic approach, modern scholars run the risk of ending with different
Pauls and different Corinthians depending on how they choose to divide the text in their attempt at
finding these embeddings. In the dissertation a methodology is developed starting with Paul’s own
Epistles and this is further applied to the text at dispute to identify and suggest where the
embeddings are to be found. Once this is done, the text could be the subjected of an exegetical
analysis wherein the various positions, both Paul’s and his addressees are explored and explained
within its proper context.

1.4 Introduction to the present text and its outline

To say something more about what follows below, it is important to remember that the reasons for
the approaches in this present text are thoroughly established in chapter 2 of the dissertation. The
main arguments for why an approach is taken rather than another is not answered in this text. Rather
this paper takes it starting point from the main conclusions in the chapter which foregoes it in the
dissertation. There in short it is identified that the apostle Paul in his corpus begins his interaction
with embeddings by imperatives, negations or questions. To validate this, other patterns found in
Paul’s handling of similar statements as well as contemporary practice in antiquity suggest two
further features that would need to be present for this assertion to have value. The one being the
shift in voices and the other in the point for point interaction with whatever appeared before the
demarcation line of the imperative, negation or question. In the text that follows it is illustrated that
both of these patterns are present in 1 Cor 8, confirming therefore the suggested demarcation line
between where the Corinthian embedding ends and where Paul takes by with his instructions. The
division of the text is further then confirmed in this present text by comparing the results with
additional evidence from the stylometric discipline. The stylometric insights give credence to the
division of the text and therefore support to the newly developed methodology as such. The texts are
then sifted through and discussed from the standpoint of the newly developed methodology to end in
a division of the text which results from its application.

3 For a comprehensive exposition of the various attempts, the reader is advised to consult the section dealing
with previous research on this topic in my upcoming dissertation Unity and Diversity in Corinth - Early Christian
Disputes About the Significance of Idol Food.
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2.1 Principles behind previous divisions

One of the major controversies surrounding the scholarly reconstruction of the Corinthian
debate regarding food sacrificed to idols as - we have seen in the section dealing with
previous research - has been how to explain the apparent inconsistencies inbetween
chapters 8 and 10 in first Corinthians. It was further argued that recent rhetorical studies
(Mitchell, Smit, Fotopoulos etc) have shown that a way forward could be to recognize that
all the statements present within the text are not necessarily to be attributed to Paul. What
these scholars have hence suggested is that interspersed within Paul's refutations are actual
statements from Paul's Corinthian adversaries; the recognition of which would explain the
discrepancies within the text. Yet these scholars have not agreed upon how to divide the
text inbetween Paul and those he is supposedly quoting. They have further done little to
deepen our understanding of how such a process could be conducted.

My dissertational project presents a way forward with regards to a) how such process
could be conducted, namely how the text is to be divided b) the stages within this process
have thus far been conducted to work out the tools necessary for such a textual
discrimination; c) the next step is to apply these tools on the text for the final; d) analysis of
how the resulting corpus and the arguments involved encircle the “bone at stake”, the so
called marrow of the debate. The working hypothesis is that different perceptions of the
implications of monotheism explain a larger deal of the debate than have previously been
assumed.

In this section I will thus give a brief overview of a) Illustrating examples of how the text
has been divided in previous attempt and the deficiencies involved b) demonstrate a way
forward through applying the insights from the results of chapter 2; c) divide the text
accordingly for the analytical chapter 4 where we also will contextualize the debate.

a) If the redactional critics so to speak kicked the can of dealing with the inconsistencies
of chapter 8 and 10 in front of them, the problem for the rhetorical approach has been to
find a model that would reconcile these statements while up-keeping the integrity of the
letter. A growing support has been attached towards a model that recognizes that there is
no necessity to assume that all the positions within the text need to reflect the mind of Paul.
By recognizing the possibility of interspersed quotes suddenly Paul is saved from the ill
reputation of inconsistency at the same time as the letter’s integrity as a unified whole is
upkept and alive.

The problem that has confronted the scholars has however been the one of the division
of the text.4 Which statements are to be assigned to Paul, and which ones to his opponents?
How many opponents are there? Are they furthermore quoted verbatim or paraphrased and
does it make any difference? The various propositions and solutions suggested seem to
reactualize the old “hen or the egg” problematic. Are the divisions confirming the
expectations of these scholars or are the expectations guiding the division?

Examples of divisions of chapter 8-10. (Greek of chpt 8 below. Translations represent the original authors own.)

1Περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ
ἀγάπη οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις
ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων
οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ
εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι
πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος
Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς δι' αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς

4 Cf. Hurd, Origins, 62-94 with a table of summary on p. 68 presents several dozens of suggestions. A list that is
ever growing. Hurd himself suggested rather unconvincingly that Περὶ δὲ introduced statements other than
Paul’s own. See Mitchell, “Concerning Περὶ δὲ in 1 Corinthians”, 234 upon the expression as a topic marker that
may or may not introduce embedded statements.
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δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις
αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ
φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν περισσεύομεν. 9βλέπετε δὲ μή πως ἡ
ἐξουσία ὑμῶν αὕτη πρόσκομμα γένηται τοῖς ἀσθενέσιν. 10ἐὰν γάρ τις ἴδῃ σὲ τὸν
ἔχοντα γνῶσιν ἐν εἰδωλείῳ κατακείμενον, οὐχὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτοῦ ἀσθενοῦς ὄντος
οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν; 11ἀπόλλυται γὰρ ὁ ἀσθενῶν ἐν τῇ σῇ
γνώσει, ὁ ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. 12οὕτως δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντες εἰς τοὺς
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ τύπτοντες αὐτῶν τὴν συνείδησιν ἀσθενοῦσαν εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε.
13διόπερ εἰ βρῶμα σκανδαλίζει τὸν ἀδελφόν μου, οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, ἵνα
μὴ τὸν ἀδελφόν μου σκανδαλίσω.

Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth5

8:1b We all possess knowledge
8:4b An idol is nothing and there is no God but one

Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth6

5Cf. Witherington, 187-9. The processes behind Witherington’s textual division here are obscure. There is no
clear methodological discussion as to how to reach embedded quotes within ancient texts. The starting point
seems rather to be the authors’ assumptions about Paul and his relation to the Corinthians. How does
Witherington know that: “In Paul’s view the issue is not what kind of meat one eats. It is rather, the social and
moral effects of eating in certain contexts. Thus this discussion is primarily about interpersonal behavior in
certain contexts and not about cuisine.” (188) adding in note 4 that “Paul is operating as a teacher with students
treating these Corinthians as immature students”. There is no problem with reaching such a conclusion about a
diligent textual analysis. It is however problematic to assume what in effect Witherington is expected to prove.
As the survey of previous research has illustrated, assumptions of this nature have time and time again filled the
vacuum of a more stringent process. If Witherington already knows what Paul’s views are regarding this issue it
naturally follows that he excludes and includes whatever statements he believes conform to his expectations. If
associating in temple-related activities is the “real core” of this interaction, it becomes perplexing why temple
activities in context are never discouraged apart from food. The latter in contrast not only forms the head topic
of the section, but is a partaking of which somebody runs the risk of (8:9), is destroyed by (8:10) and furthermore
the object of Paul’s abstention if necessary (8:13) as well as incompatible with Divine service (10:21). These are
points Witherington either must ignore or reinterpret to fit his preconceptions. Fee, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians, 359f agrees with Witherington with regard to the importance attached to the place of eating rather
than what is eaten. Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 177 in contrast stresses the importance of what is eaten over
where it is consumed.
6 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 82, 86, 224; On p. 97 he acknowledges quite promising that “the dangerous
subjectivity of locating citations in Pauline letters” require that the “attempts to isolate any such quotation must
be tentative in nature.” Yet practically speaking there is no methodological section dealing with how a more
reflective approach would look like. Nevertheless certain principles could be gathered from how Willis chooses to
divide his text. Discussing whether verse 8 for instance is Corinthian or Pauline in origin, he reserves himself from
what a) “does not really seem to fit the Corinthians own position” and for what b) he believes “reverses the
argument of the strong.” (97). Likewise grammar is sometimes set aside when Willis believes that “the position
expressed is Paul’s own” (97). This confidence in what is Corinthian and what is Paul leads occasionally to textual
modification as in verse 8b were οὔτε is believed to misrepresent the Corinthian position, so that: “The second
half of the verse…by a single simple change would represent accurately the enlightened Corinthian’s outlook.”
(96). The endproduct of these alterations are seen above and represent what Willis hence assumes Paul argues
and what “the enlightened Corinthian’s” argue. Willis gives us no reasons for why the Corinthian’s should be
understood simply sociologically, but he gives clues about that this indeed is his assumption in several ways. To
mention but one; by mirror-reading what Willis excludes as possible Corinthian references is quite revealing. The
drop of the οὔτε in verse 8b is motivated by that the Corinthians were not interested in the afterlife nor
(following Horsley, 578 “jewish food laws”), but solely motivated by what temporal advantages and
disadvantages they could get in this life. The negation of any excesses in spiritual terms is also why v5b is
excluded as possibly being Corinthian (86, cf. Conzelmann 143). Supportive arguments are sometimes provided
from unique syntax (67), sometimes from what is believed to be a creedal confession (84-5), but the general
methodological emphasis is however to include what he believes is consistent with the different parties
arguments and exclude whatever he believes runs contrariwise. Willis believes that the conflict is encaptured in
verse 1, where is seen “succinctly the basic conflict between Paul and the Corinthians, not only about idol meat
but other issues as well. They and he have a fundamental difference in how they understand the gospel. For the
Corinthians it is γνῶσις, for Paul it is ἀγάπη.” (71). From this basic premise Willis then adds and subtracts
whatever he believes is consistent with those concepts. As already should be apparent, there is a fundamental
flaw in types of reconstructions that assume beforehand what they would need to prove. For Witherington the
main thrust was to reconstruct the textual divisions from what he believed would be Paul’s position. Willis, does
basically the same – but has a more developed view on what we should expect the Corinthian’s to argue. This
leads him to find inconsistencies and construct consistencies where there not necessarily are any. Further
dependent upon very dubious additions and subtractions.
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8.1b We know that we all have knowledge
8.4bc We know that there is no idol in the world and that there is no God but one.
8.5a Although there are so-called gods, whether in heaven or on the earth,
8.6 Yet for [Christians as we confess], there is one God, the Father, from whom
come all things, and to whom we belong, and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom
are all things, and even we ourselves!
8.8b If we do not eat we are at a loss, if we do we have a positive gain.
10.23 All things are allowed for me.

Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth7

8:1b We know that we all have knowledge
8:4b-c We know that no idol exists in the world and no God exists but one.
8:5a For even if there are so-called gods, whether in heaven or whether on earth
8.6 But for us there is one God, the Father from whom are all things and for whom
we exist, And there is one Lord, Jesus Christ from whom are all things and through
whom we exist.
8:8 Food will not bring us before God [in judgement]. We are worse off if we do not
eat, and we are better off if we eat.
10:23a,c All things are permissible.

7 Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 220, 238-9. On p. 191 he suggests “that many of the
Strong’s positions which are used to justify their consumption of idol-food are embedded within the text itself”.
The methodology for discerning which such are seems to have been fourfold: a) internal coherency (193); b)
reoccurring stated positions (194); c) assumptions of deliberative rhetoric (195); and d) application of Quintilian’s
Institutio Oratorio and Aristotle’s Rhetoric (195-206). Though the first two are logical in nature, precautions need
to be applied so that coherency precedes any preconceived ideas of what the parties argue. The alternative is ad
hoc and seeks to push a coherency where there perhaps is not any. The third and the fourth ways for Fotopoulos
to discern what indeed is Paul and what is Corinthian in origin is particularly problematic. Below in the
discussions of which rhetorical scheme that is to be applied we will treat more closely with the individual
problems. On the level of reconstructing what is Paul and what is his opponents it becomes problematic from the
standpoint that the model pushed upon the text expects by design to divide it according to one rhetorical model
among many others that Paul either could or not be aware of as the variety of rhetorical handbooks in antiquity
illustrates. At the basic level we have three types of rhetoric, the deliberative, the forensic and the epideictic.
Fotopoulos chooses without a further ado to apply the deliberative rhetoric of Quintillian as the most
explanatory loaded model for Pauline argumentative structure. The result being that what does not fit the model
ends up in the rhetorical thrash-bin called the Corinthian position. The choice of any particular rhetorical model
presupposes certain steps regarding coherency that may or may not apply to the other types of rhetoric or how it
is understood by other rhetoricians. Like the assumptions Witherington displayed about what Paul’s position is,
the avoidance of the complexity involved in rhetorical styles and disregarding different rhetorical schools seems
to mirror Fotopoulos assumption about the relation between Paul and the Corinthian’s he addresses. It does
further little to illuminate our understanding for what kind of rhetoric is involved in the Corinthian argument. The
cautious reader should ask why a slavish following of Quintillian rather than any other? To shortly illustrate the
practical difficulties this uncritical adaption of deliberative rhetoric creates for Fotopoulos two examples are
sufficient. The first being the historical one. Deliberative rhetoric aims at addressing a current or future behavior.
In of itself it is hence not evidence for that something has happened in lapsed time. Yet after spending 200 pages
in search for which temple the Corinthian’s where supposedly seen eating idol-food, Fotopoulos compromises his
whole enterprise by applying deliberative rhetoric rather than the forensic to the portions which could or could
not hence be speculative. The second problem of forcefully pushing preconceived models appears on an
analytical level. Mitchell in Paul and Rhetoric, 198-200 suggests that the whole letter as would be customary for
deliberative rhetoric constitute a rhetorical whole centered at the propositio in 1:10 that calls for unity in a
divided community. This is something that Fotopoulos concedes to (196). Normally in rhetorical analysis this
means that each probatio constitutes proofs for the propositio. To be consistent therefore Fotopoulos would
hence need to treat the rift about idol food as a probatio for the propositio. The difficulty involved in this seems
to be that if the propositio is a call for unity, the divisions over food would not be an example of such a call, but
rather a probatio of that such disunity does exist. At this point Fotopoulos dispends with Occam’s razor and
invents an anomaly of that each subsequent section of a deliberative rhetorical unity could be a microcosmos of
a whole integral deliberative structure with its own propositio and probatio. This is further ingenuitivly supported
by a reference gathered from Quintillians exposé of forensic rhetoric rather than the deliberative Fotopoulos
pushes (197). If the reader had not been convinced thus far, it becomes apparently clear that Fotopoulos is
willing to stretch the outreach of his model so that it could be pushed as far as possible on the text.
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The above divisions reflect what these particular scholars would like to take as Corinthian
in origin. The significance of the one division over the other lies in what kind of Paul you get
or assume or what kind of Corinthians you get or assume. Moreover this will in turn reflect
what the debate was about and form whom. A suggestion without a consistent methodology
could be utilized both for various motives such as both create and hide inconsistencies
within a perceived alternative. The purpose behind a textual division should however not be
to reconcile the positions to our image, but rather to discern if there is a way to reach what
actually was said, whether one agrees with the positions or not. Important to remember is
also that the nature of an argument is not necessarily to be consistent, the latter is the
characteristic of a good argument. The tools that hence start from prepositions that Paul
must either must have argued or not have argued or must have been consistent from a
modern perspective are not persuasive. Unfortunately the textual divisions presented above
are often poorly motivated and not preceded by an investigation to actual embedding
practices. Willis, as a general working theory for the whole Corinthian debate suggests social
issues as the focal motive behind a sophisticated Christian elite’s, coincidentally enough
ends up with ascribing the most elaborate and extensive section to the Corinthians.
Witherington with a “higher view” of Paul prefers to ascribe many of the same portions to
him. Fotopoulos on the other hand, trying to illustrate the rhetorical nature of the texts,
tries to divide the texts after a punctual list of a particular section of the Roman rhetor
Quintillian deliberative rhetoric.

2.2 Methodological deficiency

In order to understand the discussions in Corinth over idol food one would first need to
recognize that we are basically dealing with several levels of conflict. On the first level we
have the actual debate as it went on in Corinth with all its details, exchange of arguments
and letters. On the second level we have the part of the debate as it appears in Paul’s first
letter to the Corinthians with all its possible modes of interpretation and discrepancies. On
the third level we have the scholarly debate over the actual interpretation of the conflict as
it appears in first Corinthians.

While any attempt at solving the first level is impossible due to lack of sufficient resources,
any scholarly attempt to the contrary should be excluded on the basis of outdated
presuppositions regarding the comprehensity of the actual text. The second level is
potentially to be regarded solvable on the premise that the text-level discussions are not out
of reach to the utilization of the right tools on the part of the scholar. The third level of
discussions are whenever they arise from faulty premises to be regarded as dispensible with
regards to arguments symptomatic of or dependable on such premises.

A way forward with regards to the second level debate is recognize that many of the third
level solutions arise from shared but unproven premises. Of these, at least two deserve
special attention. The first being the presumption which arises from regarding the text with
all its components as representing Paul’s position. The second premise regards the
utilization of rhetorical theories from “top to bottom”, meaning choosing a rhetorical
framework into which the divergent parts of the text are more or less pushed within. In the
following a couple of examples will be brought forward to illustrate both premises, the
arguments arising from them and the problems they create. A way forward is to actually
take a step backwards, disband the premises that have not lead to a satisfying solution and
propose a new approach. Such an approach would be to challenge the first premise of Paul
being the sole voice appearing in the Corinthian text and second to approach the rhetoric of
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the text from the “bottom up” where elements within the text are first recognized and then
interpreted from existing models.

With regards to the first premise the whole corpus in its entirety has been generally
attributed to the pen and argument of Paul.8 The reasons for this are not given, but it seems
rather to be supposed that since Paul wrote 1 Corinthians, no attention needs to be paid to
the origin of its integral parts. In Barret’s commentary to First Corinthian’s the author first
recognizes that the statement in 1 Corinthians 15:33 is not to be considered a quote from
the Old Testament, but denies any intention on the part of Paul to quote from a pagan
source other than if it happened proverbially.9 Despite such apparent cases of quotation as
when Paul affirms the presence of them himself (1 Cor 7:1) they seem rather to be
interpreted as exceptions to a general rule, than incitements to further investigation about
which parts of the letter that could be ascribed to whom.10

The oftentimes poorly argued cases reflect hence several deficiencies that parallel those
these scholars originally themselves addressed against the redaction critics. Empirically
speaking, there is no original letter from the Corinthians that could confirm any of these
divisions. Logically speaking, there is a lack of critical assessment assuming what one would
need to prove in the first place and/ or by them appealing to authorities. Methodologically
speaking, the kind of approaches von oben, as forcefully pushing the textual parts into a
preconceived rhetorical model is obviously flawed in nature with regards to its presumptions.
On the same working principle any other ancient rhetorical model could function as the
standard into which first Corinthian’s would be forcefully adapted.

2.3 Way forward

First, an enterprise of discerning whether an author does and how and for what purpose he
does embed statements would need to precede any attempts at reconstructing the various
positions. Since we cannot go beyond our evidence, and the evidence does not consist of an
original Corinthian correspondence to Paul, or in presuming what Paul thinks about this
issue or which rhetor he would have preferred. The obvious way forward if we want to ask
where the embedded sections are to be found on the presumptions that such are present in
the text; would be to implement the results of the previous section of this study.

As a part of this dissertational project I have done an overview of the dozen non-sacred
quotations in the generally accepted Pauline corpus. This has resulted in several insights
among which the chief are:

 Paul does not agree with his non sacred quotes. He contradicts and modifies
them at some occasion.

 This is the pattern no matter whether the quoted propositions are directed
against Paul himself, his teaching or come in the form of doctrinal propositions.

 There is no fixed introductory formula. The quotes could be signaled by that
something has been written, said or not marked out at all.

 There is a correspondence however in tone, personal vis a vie impersonal.
Quotes with a personal voice are countered in personal form.

8 Cf the section dealing with previous research.
The various partition theories presented in late 19th century research are no exceptions to this. Even if several
letters were assumed at some point to be merged into 1 Corinthians, the various letters were all believed to be
different stages of Paul’s correspondence to the Corinthians.
9 Scherbenske, Canonizing Paul, 116–175, esp 139n. 71.
10 Ibid, 154.
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 The content is most often doctrinal, then in falling order concerning Paul and his
authority and lastly about internal discord.

 Every quote not preceded by a verbum dicendi has touched upon doctrine.
However doctrinal quotations can also follow verbum dicendi introductions.

 Most frequently, either Paul or divisions as topics follow verbum dicendi
introductions.

 Paul answers in a personal form whenever he is directly or indirectly the object
considered in the quote.

 Paul contradicts his non-sacred quotes with a) imperatives b) negations c)
questions. The imperatives can appear unaccompanied of the other forms of
contradictions. They appear in contexts were the intention of Paul seems to be
to change the mind of his addressees. Negations come more or less
emphatically, never accompanied without a question and are generally directed
at changing the thoughts rather than behavior of adversaries. Questions appear
conjoint with negations or by themselves or in subsequent order. They have no
fixed syntactical location with relations to the questioned quote.

From this list a basic prediction could be established. If Paul unlike his Scriptural
quotations embeds his opponents in order to refute an idea or behavior of those he quotes,
the above passage in 1 Corinthians 8 would have to be assessed from how Paul usually does
behave when doing so, namely starting with or in form of imperatives, negations or
questions. Any divergent behavior from how Paul usually presents his quotes would have to
be emphatically defended by arguments and not assumptions.

In addition to Paul’s handling of this type of sources we saw numerous examples from
antiquity who despite their other differences of purposes where congruent with each other
and with Paul when it comes to how statements embedded within an ancient text could be
identified. Together the analysis of Paul’s behavior with regard to the embedding of
statements from correspondences as well as the insights provided from antiquity in general
gives us the basic tools for such an identification. The most important of which is the
prediction that: We would expect to find a double sequence in different voices. The second
sequence would respond to the first sequence point for point in another tone either
qualifying, highlighting, rebuking or arguing with the contents received.11

In the following the result will be presented of how the text is divided once the tools are
applied. This will then form the evidentially supported division between Paul and his
Corinthian opponents. These are the following steps a) Where Paul takes by b) How the
voice and double sequence confirms this c) Supportive arguments for the division d) other
Corinthian statements in 8-10? e) Where does the embedding begin? f) Other interruptions
of Paul g) Embedded positions from the third party?

2.4 Where does Paul take by?

Since our survey has displayed that Paul interacts with the quoted statements of his
adversaries beginning by negations, questions or imperatives, we should look at where
those appear within the text at hand.12 After all, any combination of these would fill the

11 The reader should refer the results discussed in the previous chapter.
12 This approach is novel since it begins with asking where Paul ”takes by” or begins his interaction with the
Corinthian statements. While previous researchers have mainly been interested with suggesting often
speculative introductory formulas or finding possible interjections that could be ascribed to Paul’s opponents,
our extensive study of such quotations has shown that there is no consistent “introductory formula” introducing
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purpose of being the demarcation line inbetween Paul and his Corinthian correspondents on
the assumption that these are already present within the text. If indeed a pattern here
closely resembling the other examples already provided could be established it would
constitute a strong argument for where the splinter should be thrust between Paul and the
Corinthians. The case of the imperative is very peculiar. We see that the only imperative that
does appear in this chapter is present at the beginning of verse 9 βλέπετε or beware
resembles other locations wherein Paul first embeds his opponents statements and then
addresses them with the help of the imperative (1 Cor 7:1; 2 Cor 10:10).13 Conceded, that an
imperative by itself does not signal a quotation of any type – it is important to remember
what other kinds of patterns surround embedded statements that are contradicted with
imperatives.14 Whereas a broken pattern would be highly indicative of that the demarcation
line should be drawn elsewhere, a consistency in practice on the other hand would be
congruent with what we have seen thus far.15 To confirm whether this imperative follows the
general line of demarcation between the embedded statements and the interaction with
them it would thus be necessary to see whether it aligns to the other patterns we have seen
surround the imperatives once they function in this fashion. Two of these patterns as
discussed above are a) whatever precedes the imperative could appear in a personal form
other than the personal form following the imperative; b) whatever succeeds the imperative
would address all the points quoted in the section preceding the imperative. This would also
be consistent with the ancient practice of interacting with embedded statements.16 When
one thinks about it, it only makes sense to address all the points of what one quotes to
refute or interact with.

2.4.1 How the voice and double sequence confirms this

embedded statements whenever they occur within Paul or in other antique documents at large. This being the
case, a process that begins with asserting that such exist but furthermore what they are is not convincing.
Starting with assuming what Paul’s objectives are for a subsequent deduction becomes further a self-fulfilling
prophecy in that whatever is perceived as being possibly not consistent with this is designated as Corinthian. A
lesser subjectively oriented methodology is to begin as we have done with the actual patterns that do surround
embedded quotations in Paul and other ancient authors. This means that the starting point must be with those
consistent attributes that surround such loci without the baggage of assuming a priori what these may be. Since
our survey has displayed a consistency at the point of interacting with embedded statements rather than at the
inception of them, the former is also the place where we should begin our inquiry.
13 No commentators have previously taken systematical notice of how embedded statements are marked out in
ancient texts. Hence the word βλέπετε has not been considered from this perspective. Some commentators have
inspite of whole dissertations written about this subject not bothered to comment at verse 9 at all (cf. Ngozo, The
one God and the Many Gods; Smith, Pauline Communities as ‘Scholastic Communities’”); some scholars have
looked into the origins of the concerns expressed (cf. Gerhardsson, Memory and Manuscript, 316 suggests that
the warning may have originated with a similar saying of Jesus [Matt 18.6 with par.]); other scholars have not
viewed the imperative apart from the ἡ ἐξουσία with the emphasis of the latter and the urging of a moderate
Corinthian utilization of it (Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric, 129; Shen, Canaan to Corinth, 171n11; cf. Chow,
Patronage and Power, 182 discussing ἡ ἐξουσία as something to be subjected in favor of ”interpersonal
relationships”); a minority of scholars have chosen to interpret this section as ”sarcastic” (cf. Cheung, Idol Food in
Corinth, 129; 141); of those giving heed to the imperative in relation to embedded statements Ciampa & Rosner,
The First Letter to the Corinthians, 390 sees this as a grave warning, following a reasoning attributed to Paul
without any further structural significance. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 384 notices most convincingly
though emphasizing the conjunction in wrong order that “He [Paul] begins with an adversative conjunction
(“but”), followed by the imperative of warning…”
14 Our contention is not that an imperative could work independently of the other patterns as a marker of
embedded statements whether originally written or spoken. This is also true with regards to βλέπετε which in of
itself does not constitute such an indication as for instance when it occurs thrice in Phil 3:2 in which case the
following patterns are absent and the imperative hence could not be argued to entail this function.
15 The interested reader should refer to the previous chapters of this dissertation for a detailed discussion of such
examples.
16 Ibid. Especially the section Putting Paul in further context where such types of interaction are analyzed and
discussed with relation to Paul.
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Applying these principles to chapter 8, we see that it indeed fits both patterns. First we have
the different “voices” in form of one consistent form above as well as one consistent form
beneath the imperative of verse 9.17 These are never interchanged within the sections
concerned.

1Περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη
οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν,
οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν
εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν
οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ,
ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς δι'
αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς
εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς
οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν
περισσεύομεν. 9βλέπετε δὲ μή πως ἡ ἐξουσία ὑμῶν αὕτη πρόσκομμα γένηται τοῖς ἀσθενέσιν.
10ἐὰν γάρ τις ἴδῃ σὲ τὸν ἔχοντα γνῶσιν ἐν εἰδωλείῳ κατακείμενον, οὐχὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτοῦ
ἀσθενοῦς ὄντος οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν; 11ἀπόλλυται γὰρ ὁ ἀσθενῶν
ἐν τῇ σῇ γνώσει, ὁ ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. 12οὕτως δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντες εἰς τοὺς
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ τύπτοντες αὐτῶν τὴν συνείδησιν ἀσθενοῦσαν εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε.
13διόπερ εἰ βρῶμα σκανδαλίζει τὸν ἀδελφόν μου, οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, ἵνα μὴ τὸν
ἀδελφόν μου σκανδαλίσω.

Green = self reflective personal tone “the voice” of the Corinthians.
Red = self reflective personal tone “the voice” of Paul. Demonstrative pronouns additionally signifying the
Corinthians interacted with (also colored) and mark a further distance from them and their views.

Preceding the imperative the self-reflective personal tone appears in the 1 personal plural
form. This is the case with οἴδαμεν in verses 1 and 4, ἔχομεν in verse 1, ἡμῖν in verse 6, the
twice occurring ἡμεῖς in verse 6, ἡμᾶς in verse 8, the twice occurring φάγωμεν and
περισσεύομεν in verse 8.

In contrast, after the imperative in verse 9, the text is not only characterized by the lack
of self-reflection in the first personal plural form – but furthermore when self-reflection
appears it does so in the first personal singular cf. the twice occurring μου, φάγω and
σκανδαλίσω of verse 13. Furthermore the part succeeding verse 9 further signals a
distancing from the first personal plural form before verse 9. It does so by the use of the 2
personal plural or singular form as ὑμῶν of verse 9, se verse 10, 11 and ἁμαρτάνετε of verse
12. In context of verse 12 the ἁμαρτάνοντες and τύπτοντες are acts commited by the one
ἁμαρτάνετε (2 pers plural) against Christ.

This is a clear mark of shift in perspective that needs to be discussed. Granted that one
single author could change perspective within his writing, our working premises here are as
already has been stated that embedded statements are present within this section. The
scholars arguing for or against any particular verse originating with Paul or his opponents
would need to take account for this shift.18 This pattern of shifting voices is consistent with

17 ”Voice” as has been noted elsewhere should not here be confused with the grammatical concept. Whenever
the latter is meant it will be made explicit to avoid confusion. Voice is used here as elsewhere in the dissertation
as a generic term commonly utilized among scholars studying the phenomenon of embedded statements and
multiple layers of speakers within a text See Rosenmeyer, Ancient Greek Literary Letters, 55: “Allusions to other
voices or texts are an important dimension of the genre, as the epistolary experience, although predicated on an
absent addressee is inherently reciprocal.” Cf. König, “Alciphon’s Epistolarity”, 269, 271; Hodkinson, “Some
Advantages of the Letter”, 292; 297 both essays appearing in ed. Morello & Morrison, Ancient Letters – Classical
& Late Antique Epistolography.
18 Even though such calls have been made before (cf. Lock, “I Corinthians viii.1-9, A Suggestion”, 65ff) this shift
has not been sufficiently accounted for since. Comparing the division presented above of Willis and Fotopoulos
understanding of what is Corinthian, one major difference besides Fotopoulos addition of reflections about
judgment in verse 8 is that he unlike Willis views οἴδαμεν ὅτι v.1 and 4 as an introductory formulation which on
the grounds that it would contradict what he thinks is Paul in v.7 (cf. Food offered to Idols, 209; Conzelmann, 1
Corinthians, 146; Merk, Handeln aus Glauben, 122). There is however no reflection about the shifts in number
that this creates in those positions Fotopoulos attributes to Paul in his reconstruction. Willis interprets it rather
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how Paul and other ancient authors behave whenever they interact with embedded
statements. Already this strongly suggests that where the general line should be thrust
inbetween Paul and his adversaries is at least with the beginning of verse 9. To further affirm
this would require the imperative to follow the already mentioned second pattern
surrounding embedded statements, namely the interaction point for point with the topics
raised in the embedded portion. To state it differently, if the general demarcation line
between Paul and the Corinthians appear beginning with the imperative of verse 9, then in
addition to the different voices appearing in the text the expectation we have established
from the first part of this study should be to find a point for point interaction the different
sections inbetween. Whatever is interacted with is on all the standards we have seen
consistent with the purpose behind embedded statements, whatever is left out most
probably is not. This is consistent with the practice of interacting with embedded statements
not only in Paul, but in antiquity at large. The opposite of sourcing something without
interacting with it has not been evinced.

This leads us then to the already mentioned second pattern surrounding imperatives. To
validate the proposition that Paul takes by succeeding verse 9, we would expect to find him
address all the points that appear in the quote from his opponents or vice versa to find the
points he addresses after verse 9, in the discourse preceding the verse.

1Περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη
οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν
θεόν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι
οὐδὲν εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ
εἴτε ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς
ὁ πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα
καὶ ἡμεῖς δι' αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου
ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ
ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν
περισσεύομεν. 9βλέπετε δὲ μή πως ἡ ἐξουσία ὑμῶν αὕτη πρόσκομμα γένηται τοῖς
ἀσθενέσιν. 10ἐὰν γάρ τις ἴδῃ σὲ τὸν ἔχοντα γνῶσιν ἐν εἰδωλείῳ κατακείμενον, οὐχὶ ἡ
συνείδησις αὐτοῦ ἀσθενοῦς ὄντος οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν;
11ἀπόλλυται γὰρ ὁ ἀσθενῶν ἐν τῇ σῇ γνώσει, ὁ ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. 12οὕτως
δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντες εἰς τοὺς ἀδελφοὺς καὶ τύπτοντες αὐτῶν τὴν συνείδησιν ἀσθενοῦσαν εἰς
Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε. 13διόπερ εἰ βρῶμα σκανδαλίζει τὸν ἀδελφόν μου, οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς
τὸν αἰῶνα, ἵνα μὴ τὸν ἀδελφόν μου σκανδαλίσω.

Orange: The knowledge of the Corinthians
Purple: The knowledge God has
Red: The knowledge of the third party
Yellow: The conscience of the third party
Green: Third party in relation to Corinthians and Paul
Blue: Consequences for the third party
Underlines and italicized: Food/ Idol Food.
Grey: The one God and the many deities, consequences.

Many of the colorings above do overlap one another in one or several ways. A more
thorough exposé of their internal relationship and meaning will be supplied in the next
chapter. Here we are interested in demonstrating whether there is a correspondence
between the points and topics appearing before verse 9 and those succeeding verse 9. The

as a part of the Corinthian argument (cf. Idol Meat, 67; Barrett, 1 Corinthians, 189). The use of the plural would
be on the former view a way for Paul to establish rapport, on the latter a confirmation of that such already exists.
The lack of consistency when reflected upon becomes at times problematically solved. Willis notes for instance
upon verse 8 that the use of the plural is consistent in context with what he previously has ascribed to the
Corinthians but rejects the phrase βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ on theological grounds: ”It is less
certain that 8:8 contains a quotation, but the first person plural, found in the earlier quotations, appears here
also. However, the content of v. 8 does not really seem to fit the Corinthians’ own position.” (Idol Meat, .97). See
previous note about the circularity of these types of arguments.
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coloring illustrates what seems further to support what the imperative and the voices
already suggested should be the demarcation line. Without foregoing into the pregnant
meaning of the concepts involved here, a quick overview gives us the following insights.

The γνῶσις mentioned before verse 9 is considered from three different perspectives.
The investigation about what is meant about γνῶσις has often treated this as one single type
of γνῶσις.19 Above, the coloring illustrates however that the γνῶσις is at least threefold. The
orange marks out the γνῶσις as could and will further on be defended as the Corinthian.
Preceding verse 9 it is recognized by the first person plural in verses 1 and 3 as well as
distinguished from what is deemed insufficient types of knowledge by deeming those not
being in the right possession καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι, v.2. The second type of knowledge is the
one attributed to God (ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ, v.3) marked by the purple within the text. The
third type of knowledge appears in the red and represents such knowledge or the lack
thereof as is attributed to a third party, meaning neither the Corinthians themselves in self-
reflection, God or Paul. Here the τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι of verse 2 and οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις
of v.7 further differentiates this knowledge from the one attributed to God and appearing in
self-reflection.20

Succeeding verse 9, the orange marks out the γνῶσις which appeared in self-reflection
before verse 9 now with a demonstrative σὲ τὸν ἔχοντα γνῶσιν (v.10) and ἐν τῇ σῇ γνώσει
(v.11). There seems therefore to be a correspondence between the brining up of this type of
knowledge preceding verse 9 and it reappearing after it. The cases with the other types of
knowledge are not as clear. An argument could be provided from verse eleven where ὁ
ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν (marked in green) could be said to tangent both the
purple and the red section from before verse 9. To be a ὁ ἀδελφὸς would presupposes at
least a common reference point, which just as well could be the type of knowledge denied
to this party before verse 9. The addition of that Christ has died for this type of individual
could be an indication of that they despite apparent suggestion before verse 9 indeed would
be known by God. This will however be more elaborated upon in the next chapter. What
significance the knowledge God bears towards his followers is anyway a topic thoroughly
developed in chapter 10 of first Corinthians where especially the first parts deals with
historical examples of such acknowledgement.

The yellow, green and blue marks out further topics with relation to the third party
discussed both before and after verse 9. Common for the yellow marked description on both
sides of βλέπετε is that the conscience described in either loci neither belongs to Paul nor to
the Corinthians he interacts with. The τινὲς and αὐτῶν of verse 7 attributes the conscience
discussed to others than those speaking. It marks hence a distance from the group
possessing such a conscience. Likewise the αὐτοῦ of verse 10 and αὐτῶν of verse 12 piggy-
backs on what not in essence is the conscience of the voice speaking before verse 9 nor
could after verse 9 be attached to Paul. Another correspondence between the both sections
appears in that this conscience attached to a third party is described as being “weak”.
Significant dissimilarities appear however in that succeeding verse 9 the one possessing this

19 Héring, The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians, 72 is a rare exception finding two types of γνῶσις one
in the sharing of all and the other given only for some. Conzelmann thinks that what is perceived as a
contradiction with regards to γνῶσις is ”formal and not material” (cf. 1 Corinthians, 146). Other scholars have
seen the Corinthian γνῶσις as something Paul either agrees with or attacks (agrees: ex. Lowe, Honoring God and
Family, 149 considers this as “a point of common agreement” from which what was not agreed upon would be
addressed. cf. Cheung, Idol Food in Corinth, 114; Shen, Caanan to Corinth, 139; for rhetorical devices of this type
see Pseudo-Demetrius 5.287 and Ad Herennium 1.6.9-10. Attacks: ex. Schmithals, Gnosticism in Corinth, 150, 226
rather unconvincingly argues that Paul attacks a “gnostic” form of knowledge. Others like Newton, Derek, Deity
and Diet, 274-5 suggest tentatively that Paul rejects a definition of knowledge which is essentially dogmatic or an
“only way”; Chow, Patronage and Power, 144; 163).
20 This division does not necessarily negate one knowledge the Corinthians relate to. There is however a
reciprocity involved in the knowledge of God which does not appear in the knowledge the Corinthians have
about each other. There is also no direct denial about any kind of knowledge to the other party. Whatever
knowledge they possess or are accused of thinking themselves to possess is differentiated from the previously
mentioned ones. From a practical point of view knowledge has therefore at least three reference points in
context.
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weak conscience is described as ἀδελφοὺς and for the sake of whom one could sin against
Christ εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε (v.12). Neither of these concepts is attached to the “weak in
conscience” before verse 9. Lacking there is hence the attribute of brother, the association
of such a person with God/ Christ or possible sinning against God for the sake of this weak
one.21 To the contrary in verse 7 such a one is said to lack ἡ γνῶσις which most probably is
explicated in the preceding verses. Even though there is an overlap in theme, there seems
hence to be a disagreement in concept.

The yellow markings illustrate that one topic in discussion is the conscience of the third
party. Prevalent in the green section is as already touched briefly upon how the relation to
the third party in discussion is described. Whereas both the verses before and after verse 9
utilize the demonstrative when speaking about the party taking scandal by the conduct of
the Corinthians Paul interacts with; there is an important difference in how they are viewed
with relation to the voices appearing before and after verse 9. Above the proposed
demarcation line the group taking offense is never described as “brothers” in relation to
those speaking. Rather in relation to the voice appearing there the third group is described
as οὔπω ἔγνω (v.2) and ἀσθενὴς οὖσα (v.7). What undoubtedly is the same category of
people mentioned after verse 9 are in contrast never described as lacking knowledge.22 In
contrast despite the weakness conceded, their relation to Christ is affirmed by them being
for whom Christ has died (v.11) and for the sake of whom one could sin against Christ (v.12).
In this section the term τὸν ἀδελφόν appears three times in various forms (v.12, 13) and is
even more explicated relationally in chapter 9. The blue marking appearing before and after
verse 9 seems to touch briefly upon the consequences for the third party in discussion.
Whereas both sections agree that this is an issue, the former describes this as a defilement
μολύνεται (v.7), while the latter describes the consequences with the use of more fatalistic
terminology ἀπόλλυται (v.11).

The underlined and italicized sections further illustrate an overlap in theme, but not
necessarily in concept. Whenever idol food appears before verse 9 it is either not separated
from what is designed as food τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων (v.4), simply designed as
food βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει (v.8) or being idol food only in perception ὡς
εἰδωλόθυτον, (v.7). It is hence not altogether clear from these statements that such a thing
as a εἰδωλόθυτα exists.23 After verse 9 the term appears in verse 10 as something clearly
definable οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν, a defintition which further is
explicated in chapter 10:19-21. While 10:18 conveys the concept of that disassociation of
the altar from its food is not unproblematic. In verse 13 both βρῶμα and κρέα are
mentioned, but are preceded by the conditional εἰ. The terminology need therefore not
reflect any definition given to εἰδωλόθυτα other than the one appearing in 10:19-21. There
is no designation of εἰδωλόθυτα as ”simply” βρώσεως or a subjective construct except if
certain interpretive conditions are fulfilled with regard to 10:25; 28-29.24

21 Previous commentators have generally assumed that the Corinthians addressed here by Paul regarded the
other opposing group as brothers, see Chow, Patronage and Power, 144; Theissen, Social Setting, 125-9; Moffat,
First Corinthians, 110-1; Gardner, Gifts, 40; Thiselton, First Corinthians, 639. Even those believing the “weak” to
be a rhetorical device invented by Paul assert on a level that the Corinthians responded to Paul as if there would
be such brothers, see Hurd, Origins, 143-8; Fee, “Eἰδωλόθυτα Once Again,” 176; Gooch, Dangerous Food, 68.
22 Whenever ignorance is attributed to the “weak” it is mainly done on the basis of verse 7. After verse 9 there
seems to be a harder case for such a conclusion. See Barrett, First Corinthians, 194; Ciampa & Rosner, The First
Letter to the Corinthians, 385-6.
23 Scholars commenting upon the βρώσεως have acknowledged that it is different or broader in category than
idol food, cf. Gooch, Dangerous Food, 54 commenting upon 8:4: "Brôsis here means "eating," but it is also a
general term for food, with no necessary connotation of meat (compare Cor 2 9:10, where it clearly refers to
bread)."
24 To buy anything at markets has been presupposed to be an indulgence to partake of eidolothyta in a context
other than is openly idolatrous (Fotopoulos) or because of a pressupposed non-cultic setting. The latter is denied
by Pausanias, clearly the market was the place that were most of all filled with religious paraphernalia like red-
faced statues and the majority of temples (Paus. II.2.6-II.3.1). The former is a proposition that negates to discuss
the status of what is being sold. A third alternative would be that something could cease to be eidolothyta just as
it through processes first became it.
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The section marked with grey coloring deals with concepts concerning the existence of
idols and consequences flowing from the existence of the one God as exemplified by the
οὐδὲν εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς in verse 4 and the knowledge of
which leads to certain consequences or possibly signs (v.8) a lack thereof does not seem to
convey (v.7).25 The latter seems to be picked up again in verse 9, but even more clearly with
the bearing outward signs of Divine affiliation through sacred history (10:1-15); something
that does not disassociate from participation in altar services (10:18); which in case of
heathen sacrifices amounts to association with devils (10:20). The latter does together with
10:21 touch upon the issue of the existence of the εἴδωλον in verse 4. The section beginning
with 10:22 seems to further specifically define the limits of the ἡ ἐξουσία referred to in 8:9
and generally exemplified in chapter 9.

To summarize then. Embedded statements are interacted with beginning with
imperatives, negations or questions. In chapter 8 it was suggested that the demarcation line
between where Paul begins his interaction with embedded statements is succeeding the
imperative of verse 9. To validate this, other patterns found in Paul’s handling of similar
statements as well as prevalent practice in antiquity suggest two further features that would
need to be present for this assertion to bear value. The one being the shift in voices and the
other in the point for point interaction with whatever appeared before the suggested
demarcation line. Both of these patterns are present in chapter 8, confirming therefore the
suggested demarcation line. The voice preceding verse 9 is other than the one succeeding it,
the same goes with the point for point interaction. If anything, the section succeeding verse
9 would add rather than subtract anything of the topics raised in the section preceding it.
This does not necessarily mean that everything preceding verse 9 or succeeding it could not
be put to further scrutiny. Before we evaluate if and where Paul may be present preceding
verse 9 or the Corinthians succeeding verse 9, there are further supportive arguments for
the initial division needful to consider.

2.4.2 Supportive arguments from stylometry

If it is true that the section dealing with food sacrificed to idols contains embedded
statements with an original source other than Paul, we would expect certain peculiarities
that are congruent with such an assertion. Besides the main thrust argued above from de
point-for point interaction and the voice appearing within the sections preceding and
succeeding verse 9, there are some further linguistic features that would be expected on
such a division.26 In the following we will look more closely and comparatively at the

25 Cf. Chow, Patronage and Power, 144-6.
26 The basis for such an assertion is already well established in critical scholarship in general and Pauline studies
in particular. Of the four ways utilized to establish the genuine Pauline letters there has for long been an
common understanding about which criteria figure in favor of or are rebutted against in discussions surrounding
the ‘genuine letters of Paul’ (ex. Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 357 where he poses the subsequent
reasons as the main one’s for rejecting Pauline authorship of Ephesians). These are arguments built on internal
evidence, external evidence, historical setting and those relating to language and style. The arguments are not
always clearly distinguished from one another, but could often overlap as for instance when internal evidence
consisting of theology often is not easily separated from preference of terminology which encompass key
concepts, but would fall under language and style. Nevertheless one working definition is that internal evidence
could besides central theological concepts refer to what the author says of him- or herself. External evidence on
the other hand could consist of secondary quotes, citations and attributions that would support or undermine
any particular attribution the scholar wants to make of a work or parts of a work to any particular author.
Historical setting requires the reconstruction of a reliable historical narrative within which for instance a
suggested event could be fitted. These three criterion could only be said to match our current purposes little or
not at all. Internal evidence has an inbuilt contradiction in that the choice of where to start often affects where
the scholar ends up. So beginning with assuming for instance that Romans and Corinthians are written by Paul
and leaving the authorship of other epistles open, issues are raised against the possibility of a Pauline origin in
documents as Ephesians and Colossians (Cf. Mitton, "Important Hypotheses Reonsidered - VII. The Authorship of
the Epistle to the Ephesians", 195-8; The Epistle to the Ephesians; Percy, Die Probleme der Kolosser- und
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prepositions and conjunctions appearing before and after verse 9 as well as the specific
minological peculiarities.27 We call these arguments supportive, because they have a

Epheserbriefe; and utilizing stichometry Goodspeed, An Introduction to the New Testament, 222-39). Starting on
the other premise would most likely result in a different assessment. For our purposes we could not start with
assuming what Paul argues to distill the textual corpus from what does not fit our assumptions. The deficiency in
previous attempts of this similitude has been discussed briefly with regard to previous divisions made on the
Corinthian text. Neither could we, short of any original or copied example of the Corinthian correspondence to
Paul use this as a basis to gather external support for our suggested divisions. As it stands, arguments from
historical setting with the definition given above are not relevant for the stated purpose. Given the material we
have to our disposal, the most natural starting point for textual discriminations come from arguments related to
language and style. This is a well-established methodology that analyzes vocabulary, sentence structure, idioms
and common phrases for consistency with what is already attributed to a particular author. In our case, there is a
possibility to do precisely this since we have access to Pauline material to which our present sections could be
related to. Comparing the style before and after verse 9 with Paul in general gives us either supportive or
unconfirming results with regard to the suggested division. It could perhaps be objected that the relatively small
corpus of 8:1-8 does not consist of sufficient material to draw a far-reaching conclusion with regard to
dissimilarities. The edge of this argument is however filed away once one recognizes that it works equally well in
both directions. It would be even more impressive that a small sample lacks correspondently wording in the
whole of Pauline corpus and NT at large. Surely if there are likely to appear dissimilarities the larger corpus one
deals with, it would/ should be more difficult to find this in smaller corpuses. However even if a small corpus
portraying sufficient dissimilarities could be said to support the input at some stage from another hand, it does
not necessarily work the other way around. Minor dissimilarities could be dismissed as inconclusive, due to
paraphrasing, argument, possible interjections or for a number of other reasons. Such scenarios do actually work
in favor of smaller corpuses. But more importantly a pattern that correspondingly portrays a more thorough
consistency for one and less for the other section with Pauline corpus in general as well as displaying
dissimilarities these sections inbetween works supportive both laterally and horizontally in conjunction of our
major arguments. See Kenny, A Stylometric Study of the New Testament, 17-25 about the “distribution of words
and parts of speech”.
27 There are numerous examples of scholars that have utilized some variant of this method to discriminate
between letters traditionally attributed to Paul. Walter Bujard has for example in his Stilanalytische
Untersuchungen zum Kolosserbrief accounted for stylistic differences between Colossians and Paul’s other works
which he thinks are sufficient to attribute to different authors. Part of his argument centered on the peculiarities
of the “genitivkonstruktion” in the former (cf. Bujard, idem, 228; Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 574-5).
Other authors appealing to the argument from style have evoked a) peculiarities of prepositions (ex. Harrison,
The Problem of the Pastorals, 36-7 who found 112 propositions, pronouns and particles which occur in the other
Pauline epistles, but absent from the pastorals indicate different authorship. Harrison utilized elaborated
statistical tables on the model of W.P. Workman’s words-per-page method in demonstrating that Shakespeare’s
language showed similar variations to Paul’s, cf Workman, “The Hapax Legomena”, 418ff; Guthrie, New
Testament Introduction, 357 speaks of certain prepositions as KATA which “occur with unusual frequency for Paul,
while there is an unparalleled number of genitival formations” in the Ephesians he rejects as Pauline. Goguel,
Introduction, IV, 2, 433 argues in a similar fashion); b) pecularities of conjunctions (ex. Dodd, The Johannine
Epistles, xlviii who as a part of his stylistic argument against the same authorship behind John and 1 John noted
“the fewer number of compound verbs in the epistle and the greater absence of particles and conjunctions.
Moreover, the language of the epistle is said to approximate more that of Hellenistic philosophy and to have no
examples of Semitisms in contrast to the Gospel.” cf. Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 629; Merton &
McLennon in Christianity and the Computer;Morton, Paul, the Man and the Myth conducted frequency counts of
KAI+article to suggest that only Galatians, Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians were Pauline); c) peculiarity with
reference to word-choice (ex. Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament, 412ff; Guthrie, New
Testament Introduction, 443n4 notes that: “175 hapaxes (words used nowhere else in the New Testament) and
130 non Pauline words shared by other New Testament writers” have been evoked for conclusions suggesting
different authorship; Turner, A Grammar of New Testament Greek¸ 102 admits that of the 901 words used in the
pastorals, 306 are not found elsewhere in Paul and 335 are NT hapax, making him conclude that "the vocabulary,
by and large, is not that of Paul. Indeed, the vocabulary of the Pastorals is nearer to Hellenistic literary writers,
such as Epictetus, and especially to the Hellenistic-Jewish wisdom books. The Pastorals use LXX words to a less
extent than Paul." Turner does also note the absence of otherwise frequently occurring Pauline terminology, ibid;
similar arguments have been evoked in dismissing certain epistles as Pauline, see Goodspeed, Key to Ephesians,
vi-viii; Mitton, The Epistle to the Ephesians, ii). This being the case, arguments from style whether convincing or
not are part of an accepted interaction between those scholars that find them convincing and those that do not.
Our contention is that such a process is applicable to purposes of our size. Should it be otherwise, the whole
enterprise of discerning genuine letters and not would admittedly be flawed. Since the premises could not be
objected to by the very proponents of them or the adherents to the conclusions otherwise drawn from them.
Supportive of our assertion is further that this type of limited textual discrimination has already been conducted
in other locations. Muddiman & Barton, The Pauline Epistles, 137 have for instance noted that the stylistic
peculiarities as”vocabulary and ideas” more specifically “a large number of hapax legomena” within 2 Cor 6:14-
7:1 have raised doubts about this sections authenticity. Betz, “2 Cor 6:14-7:1”, 88-109 suggested that this was an
“anti-pauline fragment”; Furnish, II Corinthians, 383 suggested on similar basis that this was an ”Pauline
interpolation of non-Pauline material”; Witherington, Conflict and Community, 402 saw a “deliberative
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supportive force for the division based on the main arguments presented above. On their
own without the preliminary division that correspond to Paul’s other utilization of
embedded statements and the like appearing in the classical context, the following
arguments (even though unlikely) would on the assumption that no embeddings are present
have to be as Paul’s choice of preference to suddenly shift his mode of expression. Once we
do however acknowledge that embedded statements do present themselves in the context
and once we have founded the division on a general practice rather than on presumption,
the case is different. Any linguistical and terminological features that do appear in the one,
but not in the other section would work supportive for the suggestion of where the line of
division between Paul and his adversaries is to be drawn. This is especially the case if the
tendency is not only lateral but correspondingly horizontal through Paul’s corpus. In other
words if the one of the sections shows a comparatively high correspondence while the other
does not. On the contrary if no linguistical or terminological peculiarities do present
themselves it would not only fail to give such a support, but would further be inconsistent
with the idea that the reader encounters information coming from different sources in an
less altered form. No author could be expected to be entirely consistent in expression, but
nobody expects there to be several authors whenever such a consistency presents itself.
Hence whenever there is an expressional consistency in one section that is inconsistent with
the expressional consistency of another section, the reader would expect that this most
likely is explained by different sources of origin.28

2.4.2.1 Prepositions

1Περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη
οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν,
οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν
εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν
οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ,
ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς δι'

digression”; Fitzmyer, “Qumrân and the Interpolated Paragraph in 2 Cor 6:14-7:1”. 271-80 suggested an Essene
origin; Heil, “Die Spracher der Asenderung in 2 Kor 6,17 und bei Paulus,” in The Corinthian Correspondence (ed.
Reimund Bieringer), 717-29 argued for its incompatibility with Paul; others like Starling, “The ἄπιστοι of 2 Cor
6:14”, 45-60 have rejected these “interpolation theories” but indirectly recognized that this is done only on
dispending with the force in the hapax legomena; in context ἑτεροζυγεῖν, μετοχή, συμφώνησις, Βελιάρ,
συγκατάθεσις,ἐμπεριπατέω, εἰσδέχομαι, παντοκράτωρ, μολυσμός cf. Fee, “II Corinthians VI.14-VII.1 and Food
Offered to Idols”, 140-161 who unsatisfactory dispends with for instance μολυσμός on his assumption that its
occurrence in 1 Corinthians 8 is Pauline. Those scholars that have suggested a form of interpolation do not
necessary treat it as embedded statements from Paul’s opponents (with the exception of Whitelaw, “A Fragment
of the Lost Epistle to the Corinthians.” 12 who argues: “The passage, where it stands, is without connection
before or after: neither will it fit in elsewhere in the Epistle: we have only to remove it, and the continuity of vi.
13 and vii.2 is unmistakable”). Our purpose has not been to suggest this with regard to the passage from 2
Corinhtians. Rather it has been to illustrate that the practice of discerning between what is Pauline and not, has
demonstratively relied upon features dealing with linguistics and style both when it comes to discriminatory
evaluations of epistles at large as well as various sections of them. Hence we are justified to apply the self-same
principles in the process of evaluation of another type of possible embedding that admittedly on our working
premises have a non-pauline origin. This to further see how far it could bring us in the evaluation process. There
is no necessity to suggest an interpolator beyond Pauline embedding of statements in our context of 1 Cor 8-10
(see the section on previous research for the more indept discussions surrounding the fallacies of the form
critics).
28 The reader should remember that we already do work on the presumption that such embedded statements
exists in the vicinity around verse 9. The reader needs to be conscious about what has been done so far, where in
context the arguments appear and that they do not work independent of it. For successful non-biblical
applications of stylometrical variables see Neumann, The Authenticity of the Pauline Epistles in Light of
Stylostatistical Analysis, 17-20; Morton, Literary Detection. How to Prove Authorship and Fraud in Literature and
Documents, 158-164 (Homer); 184-188 (Shakespeare). The latter author has also found considerable variations in
1 Corinthian which is compatible with our suggestions about embedded statements. These variations pertain to
“variations in the mean length of sentences in 1 Corinthians” and positioning of words see ibid, 170-1 table 14.2;
177-180 table 14.4 with regard to mean length of sentences as compared to other Pauline epistles (see table 14.3,
14.4 14.5 and 14.6 with regard to positioning of frequent words ibid. 172, 181-4).
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αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς
εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς
οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν
περισσεύομεν. 9βλέπετε δὲ μή πως ἡ ἐξουσία ὑμῶν αὕτη πρόσκομμα γένηται τοῖς ἀσθενέσιν.
10ἐὰν γάρ τις ἴδῃ σὲ τὸν ἔχοντα γνῶσιν ἐν εἰδωλείῳ κατακείμενον, οὐχὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτοῦ
ἀσθενοῦς ὄντος οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν; 11ἀπόλλυται γὰρ ὁ ἀσθενῶν
ἐν τῇ σῇ γνώσει, ὁ ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. 12οὕτως δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντες εἰς τοὺς
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ τύπτοντες αὐτῶν τὴν συνείδησιν ἀσθενοῦσαν εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε. 13διόπερ
εἰ βρῶμα σκανδαλίζει τὸν ἀδελφόν μου, οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, ἵνα μὴ τὸν ἀδελφόν
μου σκανδαλίσω.

Green = Prepositions appearing before verse 9.
Red = Preposistions appearing after verse 9.

The most striking differences these two sections apart is the prevalence of prepositional
phrases with the genitive in the section preceding verse 9.29 In this section there is no less
than 8 prepositions with the genitive, while the section succeeding verse 9 lacks these kind
of constructions altogether. In the following chapters 9 and 10, prepositions with the
genitive are scarce.30 In the lengthy chapter 9 they appear only four times and then
consistently with the use of εκ. The concentration of the prepositions with genitive (four of
them only in verse 6) as well as the variability of the prepositional phrases (ὑπ' v.3; Περὶ
v.1,4; ἐπὶ v.5; ἐξ v.6; δι' v.6; ἕως v.7) show a concentration and variability that thus is
possible to compare with Paul from several aspects. Similarly the four prepositions with the
accusative in the section succeeding verse 9 have only one such correspondent in the
section preceding verse 9.

In Koine Greek the subtle uses of the cases so prevalent in classical Greek was replaced
with statements of more explicit character. In the Attic dialect, the genitive of separation
was not an uncommon feature. In Koine it has found its equivalent by the construction of
apo + gentivite. The genitive of source has in similar fashion for the most part been
substituted by ek + genitive.31 Wallace has correctly observed that there is no exact
correlation either in category or frequency between the uses of a case without a preposition

29 For studies including counts and usages of other linguistical variables see Middleton, The Doctrine of the Greek
Article Applied to the Criticism and Illustration of the New Testament, 71-88; Peters, The greek Article: A
Functional Grammar of ó-Items in the Greek New Testament with Special Empais on the Greek Article;
Moorhouse, Studies in the Greek Negatives, 69-156; Thrall, Greek Particles in the New Testament: Linguistic and
Exegetical Studies, 34-40. For future prospects in identifying textual architecture see Smith, “Digital
Infrastructure and the Homer Multitext Project,” 121-138 in Bodard, Gabrirel & Mahony, Simon (eds.) Digital
Research in the Study of Classical Antiquity.
30 Martin, R., Syntax Criticism of the Synoptic Gospels, 9ff; Martin, R., Syntax Criticism of Johannine Literature: The
Catholic Espitles, and the Gospel Passion Accounts, 163-181 has utilized a similar stylistic evaluation of
prepositions and occurences of various cases in evaluating the authorship of the Gospels. Kenny, A Stylometric
Study of the New Testament, 44-50 who finds that Paul himself has almost as high a numerical utilization of the
preposition ἐν (1006 occurencees) as the Gospels taken together (Matt 293, Mark 135, Luke 361, John 226).
Moreover the frequency rate of 3,10% as way above the median 1,60% and the average NT usage of 1,99%. The
total number for the NT-version he analyzed was 2,752.

Some scholars as Greenwood, Structuralism and the Biblical Text, 113-14 have voiced disagreement about the
possibility of an “inductively” based structuralism by which he refers to stylometry. His argument is none other
that it is not “objective”. Granted that no objectivity is never inherent in an inductive argument, it is hard to
phatom how the criteria of “objectivity” could be better approached with regard to the actual biblical texts than
materially speaking counting frequencies and function of indispensable conjuctive words and prepositions.
Greenwood fails actually in providing us with an “objective” truth from which we would deduct further objective-
implications. Would his criticism be narrowed down to certain aspects of stylometry as hapaxes and others it
would have some merit. As we have stated earlier infrequencies are common in short texts and stylometry could
not be persuasive without corrobotive evidence.
31 There are two schools of thought when it comes to prepositions in koine. The more convincing position taken
by Young, Intermediate Greek, 85 argues that prepositions gradually “gained more independent force” in relation
to the case in koine. Other grammarians have no separate treatment of the prepositions and cases, but
emphasize the clarifying force of relation the former has on the latter (see Brooks-Winbery, 2-59; Vaughan-
Gideon, 30-77).
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as in those cases that do.32 If it is true that “prepositions are used with cases either to clarify,
strengthen, or alter the basic case usage” a number of things need to be taken into
consideration.33 If there are any linguistical nuances between the prepositional phrases
appearing before and after verse 9, such do not necessarily need to be limited to frequency
of construction i.e. type of preposition + particular case. It would also be equally necessary
to take into account the sphere of potential meaning pregnant in such constructions. The
latter means to take into account the potential relation of the functions of the preposition;
their spatiality and whether they are stative or transitive and put it in consideration to the
elasticity and function of the case. Only then could a judgment be passed on whether the
similar prepositional phrases utilized before and after verse 9 express the same function.
The absence of such an overlap in functionality does not conclusively suggest that the
sources of the statements before and after verse 9 are different. If they are of different
origin however, certain particularities in linguistic features are to be expected and a
demonstration of this would be consistent with our proposition. The prepositional phrases
do work cumulatively with the other arguments presented in this section in establishing that
it is a difference between these two sections. This difference overlaps other features
characteristic of the sections. The contention here is that taken together, the phenomenon
of all the particularities characteristic of the verses preceding and succeeding verse 9 are
best explained by their different origins on the already acknowledged model that there
indeed are other voices present within the text than Paul’s own.

The first time succeeding verse 9 that prepositional phrases do appear with the genitive
are found in chapter 9:7 (ἐκ τοῦ γάλακτος τῆς ποίμνης); 9:13 (ἐκ τοῦ ἱεροῦ); 9:14 (ἐκ τοῦ
εὐαγγελίου); 9:19 (ἐκ πάντων).34 Of the six basic uses of the preposition ἐκ, i.e. the one of
source, separation, temporality, causativeness, partitive and of means;35 only the one of
source and separation comes into play here.36 Similarly in 10:4 (ἐκ πνευματικῆς
ἀκολουθούσης πέτρας) and 10:17 (ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἄρτου μετέχομεν) the prepositional phrase
seems to emphasize source. In contrast the ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα of 8:6 could not possibly be of
source as it would transform the argument into a suggestion of that everything either
emanates from God or participates in the divine nature.37 Since neither pantheism nor
Gnosticism could be argued from context, the force of the prepositional phrase is signifying
either means or cause. Hence everything is in existence because of or by the operation of
God. This would also correspond more closely to the succeeding preposition with the dative
case δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα (v.6) and δι' αὐτοῦ (v.6) which signify agency or means.38 While none of
the seven prepositions with genitive signify source in the verses preceding verse 9, this is the
most common feature of the ἐκ + genitive constructions in chapter 9 and 10. Likewise in
10:1 (spatial); 10:9 (intermediate agency); 10:10 (intermediate agency); 10:14 (separation);
10:29 (intermediate agency); 10:30 (reference) are all uses dissimilar to the force of the
highly concentrated genitive constructs with preposition in the first eight verses of chapter 8.

Thus we have seen a threefold difference in preference both for the types of prepositions
utilized, their frequency as well as different spheres of meaning in the remaining and
overlapping prepositional constructs.

32 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 361-2.
33 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basisc, 361; ibid. The Basics of New Testament Syntax, 113.
34 The ἐκ + gentivite construct appears 23 times in 1 Corinthians. Except these passages in: 1 Cor 2:12; 5:2, 10;
7:5,7; 10:4, 17; 11:8, 12, 28; 12:15,16,27; 13:9; 13:10,12; 15:12,20,47.
35 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 371.
36 The ἐκ πάντων most probably is a prepositional phrase indicating separation from the dependency of other
men. If this were to be interpreted as a genitive of source it would make little sense. Paul would essentially say in
contrast that out of all [men], he is the only free one. Most likely it is not a statement about other men’s
dependency and bondage, but rather about Paul who in his free and independent state chooses voluntarily to
submit this for the most purposeful ends. Arguably 9:7 could be a partitive or “wholative” genitive construct. In
koine such a construct frequently squeezed out the simple partitive genitive (see Wallace, Greek Grammar,
85n37). In 9:14 arguably the construction could signify “means” rather than source.
37 See the opposition to Gnosticism in the section dealing with previous research.
38 Since this dative appears with the genitive either agency, means, spatiality or temporality is expressed. With
the accusative it would express cause. See Wallace, Greek Grammar, 368-9.
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To view the prepositions from this perspective i.e. in form of frequency of the
“improperly” utilized prepositions in this section is one way of looking at the phenomenon.
The other would be to look at the proper prepositions whenever they function as such in
compounds.39 Both perspectives are serving the purposes of highlighting what is stylistically
specific for a particular author(s). The differences could be said to be that the latter
perspective looks more at the scarce elements of a text in forms of compounds in order to
find indications of various degrees of uniqueness. The former on the other hand has as we
have seen the prevalent frequency of characteristics in mind when it notices the most
emphatic reoccurrences. Frequency counts are in many ways more advantageous in analyses
of shorter texts than merely looking at what is scarce about them.40 In this capacity the
method already forms an integral part of stylometry and has been utilized to prove and
disprove authorships of books as well as parts of books.41 Looking at the most frequently
occurring prepositions we have already found important distinctions that correspond to our
initial division. Unlike Neumann we see no reason why more unique features should not be
taken into consideration in conjunction with the more stylistically reoccurring patterns in
establishing origin of source.42

2.4.2.1.1 ἕως ἄρτι

Paul uses various modes of expression to describe the notion of something continuing up to
the present moment seen from the perspective of the timeframe of his writing. The
prepositional phrase ἕως ἄρτι as utilized in verse seven above our demarcation line is by no
means the most common way for Paul to do this. Infact except for the three occurrences
within 1 Corinthians (4:13; 8:7; 15:6), the expression is not found anywhere else in the
entirety of the Pauline corpus. In fact, the only other occurrences in the New Testament of
this expression are found in the idiomatic more “Hebrew” accentuated Greek-style of the
Gospel of Matthew (11:12); Gospel of John (2:10; 5:17; 16:24) and 1 John (2:9).43 We have

39 The technical terminology of proper and improper prepositions does not bear any functional force. At the
center of the distinction lies the ability of the 18 frequently occuring so called proper prepositions to be
compounded with verbs, while the forty-two ‘improper’ prepositions lack this force. (cf. Moule, Idiom Book, 48;
Porter, Idioms, 140-1).
40 Cf. Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, 18 (who counts hapax per page); Brown, The Authentic
Writings of Ignatius: A Study of Linguistic Criteria, 120-3. Some authors have even suggested that a hapax
legomenon is never an indication of style (cf. Mealand, 326; Holmes, 113-4; Alviar(?)). This conclusions is
especially drawn with references to text of limited lengths, but does also apply to longer texts. In the former case
frequency is considered to be more representative of the unconscious style of an author. Content words as
hapax-legomena would on this view be much more subject to a conscious choice for a specific subject matter and
therefore the preference for function words rather than content words. We agree hence fully with Kenny, A
Stylometric Study of the New Testament, 25: “Though it is the uncommon words in a text which catch the eye and
attract the interest of scholars, the common words are often the most important for stylometric strudies. It is not
so much the rare words an author uses, as the characteristic rate of his use of the words he shares with all other
writers, which often mark a text with his particular stamp.” Hence content words could be useful in
characterizing the positioning in subject matters, but not necessarily the style different authors/ source of origins
in between.
41 For an overview of how various statistical studies have contributed to discussions surrounding authorship see
Neumann, The Authenticity of the Pauline Epistles in Light of Stylostatistical Analysis, 23-43 (lexical); 44-9
(morphological-length); 50-6 (syntactic-length); 57-84 (morphological-category); 85-94 (syntactic-category); 95-
114 (non-grammatical variables).
42 Neumann is interested in style, however style is to broad a category to be reduced to one hapax. A more
stylometrical convincing argument in shorter texts would be the utilization of more frequent or “favorite” words
than to exclusively search for what does not occur. Likewise to delve into the preferences for expressing things in
one way rather then in another, when a variable of choices are present. Neumann sees language and vocabulary
as one way in establishing authorship, separate from it he sees style, theology, literary relationship and imitation
and finally historical background (Neumann, The Authenticity of the Pauline Espitles in Light of Stylostatistical
Analysis, 4ff).
43 On Hebrew idioms in rhe NT see Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts, 133-138; cf. Gehman, “The Hebraic Character
of Septuagint Greek,” 81-90; on Schweizer and Ruckstuhls stylistic tests on the Gospel of John where 33



23

reasons to return to the occurrences within 1 Corinthians, but first we need to ask about the
range of expressions Paul utilizes when expressing something occurring even until his
present moment. The argument will not aim at excluding the possibility for Paul to utilize
such expression as ἕως ἄρτι. Such a reduction of an argument would be negative in nature.
In order not to argue in a circle, we would rather need to supplement a negative assessment
about what Paul does not - with what he actually does. Any unique pattern occurring
consequently in Paul, but on the other hand more rarely amongst other documented
authors works in such case cumulatively in presenting a reasonable case for why the broken
pattern here is more consistent with our demarcation line rather than with the notion that
Paul breaks a habitual mode of expression for interjecting a statement. The point is that we
could not assess given our sources if something is habitual to a “Corinthian” style, but we
could assess whether something is in line with the Paul we come across in his Epistles. Those
looking for a “proof” of the Corinthians, should remember that the premises of this study
are that there occurs embedded statements within 1 Corinthians in general and chapter 8 in
particular. That the results so far have argued in favor of a demarcation line beginning with
verse nine and that any stylistic peculiarities within the section preceding verse 9 should
therefore be assessed with this parameter in mind, namely whether it (i.e. broken stylistic
patterns) does strengthen or weaken our thesis that this section contains embedded
Corinthians statements. The “proof” refers not to conclusivity, but to consistency. Starting
with our premises and utilizing occam’s razor, would we say that any broken stylistic pattern
is more consistent with our suggestion for demarcation than attempts adding another
explanatory layer of possible habitually divergent Pauline interjections.44

The most common ways for Paul to express the notion of continuity in a present moment
is either by ἕως or ἄχρι. Thus listing the ways in which Paul conveys the notion the results of
a subsequent comparison becomes way more apparent.

- Romans 11:8 ἕως τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας
- Romans 8:22 ἄχρι τοῦ νῦν
- 1 Corinthians 4:11 ἄχρι τῆς ἄρτι ὥρας
- 2 Corinthians 3:14 ἄχρι γὰρ τῆς σήμερον ἡμέρας
- 2 Corinthians 3:15 ἕως σήμερον ἡνίκα
- Philippians 1:5 ἀπὸ τῆς πρώτης ἡμέρας ἄχρι τοῦ νῦν

The listing represents the complete spectrum of how Paul expresses the notion in the
source-material to our disposal and not the complete spectrum of how Paul could express
the notion. The distribution over several Epistles strengthens any reoccurring patterns as a
stylistic feature or preference of choice in Paul’s mode of expression. Any reoccurring
patterns would be further accentuated as habitual for Paul if other authors could be
demonstrated to prefer other modes of expression to convey the same notion.

As it stands this is precisely the case in that the above list demonstrates a characteristic
found there and only in the Pauline corpus taken the entirety of the New Testament into
account. The feature is that Paul always attributes terminology expressing time in
conjunction to the present. This is significant, since the habitual addition of ἡμέρας and
ὥρας could not be explained away by reference to choice of topic or regarded as a necessary
addition from the standpoint of comprehension. From a grammatical point of view they do
not add anything to the meaning, but from a stylistic point of view it is precisely the “filler

expressions found in John but not elsewhere have been used to determine underlying layers in John see Fortna,
The Gospel of Signs: A Reconstruction of the Narrative Source Underlying the Fourth Gospel, 203-22. Schweitzer
used the criterion not only to distinguish John from the rest of the literature of the New Testament, but also to
distinguish layers within John. Our purpose is a more modest one, we advance the stylistic features in to compare
their alignment to our general division. Hence they do not work primarily redactional and are not primarily
conclusive, but supportive.
44 Cf stylistic arguments with regard to Aristotelian writing in Kenny, “The Stylometric Study of the Aistotelian
Writings”; for Pauline habitual choices see Kenny, A Stylometric Study of the New Testament, 80-101.
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words” that assist in determining habits. Both points are demonstrated by the fact that
other New Testament authors in conveying the same notion never do add the “extra”
ἡμέρας, ὥρας or other filling notion of time to what subsequently already is understood
without the addition (ex. ἕως τοῦ νῦν of Matt 24:21; Mk 13:19). This is true even among
those utilizing as Paul σήμερον or ἕως + σήμερον, and thus we encounter ἕως τῆς σήμερον
in Matt 27:8; μέχρι τῆς σήμερον in Matt 28:15 with the ἡμέρας or ὥρας understood and
without them being explicitly mentioned. Whereas the searching for another example of this
characteristic among the authors of the New Testament or approximate literature results in
no parallel example, it becomes even more significant that the only other example of
expressing this notion in a similar fashion is found in Acts 23:1 with ἄχρι ταύτης τῆς ἡμέρας.
The reason is that the saying in Acts is attributed to the very selfsame Paul. If we allow
ourselves to concede that Acts as an additional or even external source has anything to say
about Paul, it does little difference for our purposes whether this saying represents an
external reference to what Paul actually said on that occasion or if it is an echo of a mode of
expression characteristic of the Apostle. For our argument it works either way to strengthen
this mode as a particular Pauline habit of expressing himself.

If our suggestion hold any value it would further indicate that the expression in 8:7 not
only does not follow the pattern Paul consistently follows elsewhere, but moreover would in
resemblance be more in line with how the notion is expressed among other contemporary
authors. We have already noted that the exact mode of expression occurs in the Greek
among the more Hebrew accentuated authorships. This has a further important implication
for whom exactly Paul may be encountering here. Still, leaving 8:7 aside there are two
occurrences of this expression within 1 Corinthians that may be put forward as examples
where Paul expresses this notion in a similar fashion. There are good reasons however for
why these expressions should not be included in the above given list of Paul’s way of
expressing himself and therefore are not material to evoke in this case. First in 15:6 the
expression occurs within the context of what many authors have suggested to be a
profession of faith in the risen Christ. The formulaic and the reoccurring rhythm of the
section has been arguments put forward by many scholars as reasons for why this passage
should be taken as a formulaic profession of faith. If this is what it is, then Paul’s handing
down of what he himself has received suggests that the formulation is not a formulation
originating with himself. Rather than being an example to the contrary to our proposition, it
would support our notion since it would be a further example of that the expression
occurring in 8:7 has a formulaic correspondence in mode of expression in a profession of
faith originating in similar linguistic proximity to the examples in Matthew, John and 1 John.
The only other possible example of Paul utilizing such an expression would hence be in 1
Corinthians 4:13. However once more the context seems to dispend with such a necessity.
Already in 4:11 Paul as we have seen initiates a line of thought with ἄχρι τῆς ἄρτι ὥρας a
thought that forms an integral part with the expression found in 4:13. It seems that the
avoidance of excessive repetiveness is the reason for why the habitual addition does not
reoccur a second time in close proximity. A confirmation of such a reading is supported by
how Paul expresses himself elsewhere. In 2 Corinthians 3:14-15 there is another example of
where Paul avoids an excessive repetiveness when expressing this precise notion of
thought.45

Seeing therefore that the only two other examples of where Paul may utilize this type of
an expression does not hold up to scrutiny, we are left with an expression in verse 7 which is
consistent with the notion that Paul succeeds at least after verse 9 in chapter 8 of first
Corinthians. This is the case since the expression is sufficiently consistent with how other
authors express themselves and sufficiently divergent to how Paul and only Paul habitually
expresses himself. Hence the ἕως ἄρτι of 8:7 lend support for the initial division in that it is
consistent with formulaic not habitually Pauline.

45 For repetition of words as a general Pauline characteristic see Thörnell, Pastoralbrevens äkthet, 122; For the
occasional modification of the repeated statement see Ibid. 157; 167; 168-9.
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2.4.2.1.2 ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς

In the formulation ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς that appears in verse 5 before the suggested
demarcation line of verse 9, two prepositions do appear that in conjunction with their
respective nouns both individually as well as combined constitute an expression that is
possible to compare to statements evoking related concepts.46

In classical Greek the οὐρανός appears almost without exception in the singular. The fifty-
one instances in the LXX where οὐρανός appears in its plural form are hence foreign in form
and concept from the classical use. Various suggestions have appeared as to the definition of
the original concept transmitted through the use of the plural.47 What is certain however, is
that the Hebrew ם יִ מַ שָ made it at least convenient to retain the plural in the translation of
the OT. In later writings (ex. 2 Macc. 15:33; 3 Macc 2:2; Wis 9:10,16; 18:15; Tob 8:5) the
plural becomes a more prominent feature alongside the singular. The linguistic influence LXX
Greek had on various subsequent writings means in effect looking retrospectively that the
plural οὐρανοί as status constructus could not automatically be assumed to refer to a true
plural as opposed to a stylistic feature. The presence of the terminology as well as the choice
mode of expression among the New Testament writings are therefore a feature conductive
for a stylistic comparison, irrelevant of whether the author utilizing the plural retains a
Hebrew mode of expression or projects a linguistic influence genealogically originating in the
LXX. As related above the various prepositions govern different types of cases. The
preposition tells us further something about the relation of the action or item to which the
prepositional object is linked. In the New Testament there are 94 instances of the plural
form of οὐρανός. As it has been observed by others, the singular form is used exclusively in
the New Testament with ὑπό, ἕως, ἄχρι, nearly always so with ἐκ (exceptions Matt 3:17 par.;
1 Thess 1:10), ἀπό (except Heb. 12:25) and εἰς (except Acts. 2:34). On the other hand there
are no exceptions in the singular for ἐπί and ὑπεράνω that are consistently followed by the
plural. It is significant that the term οὐρανός does not appear in any form in the pastorals. In
our verse here in 1 Cor 8:5 we find the term preceded by ἐν and followed by the ἐπὶ γῆς. In
the following will be demonstrated why this feature is unique for this section and hence
consistent with the division of the chapter.

Whether preceded by the article or not, the plural form (ex. ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς) is often
preceded by ἐν in the Synoptics. This combination occurs no less than nineteen times in the
Gospel of Matthew, four times so in Mark and on three occasions in Luke.48 This is also the
case in the epistles. The anarthrous ἐν οὐρανοῖς occurs in Eph. 3:15; 6:9; Phil 3:20; Col 4:1;
the arthrous ἐν τοῖς οὐρανοῖς appears in 2 Cor 5:1; Eph. 1:10; Col 1:5; 16; 20. In all these
cases the ἐν is succeeded by the plural οὐρανοῖς. Infact, so prominent is this feature that
unlike the Synoptics, there is no instance in the entire collection of the Pauline epistles
where the ἐν would be succeeded by the singular οὐρανῷ, except in this particular chapter
of 1 Corinthians 8:5. If the consistent choice of the plural form following ἐν in the corpus
traditionally ascribed to Paul could be interpreted as either due to a conceptual statement
or a linguistical semitism, the unique feature of choosing the singular after the prepositional
form could not be explained by the same genealogical motives.49 Whether the choice

46 Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts, 132-3 in quoting Black notes “’the repetition of the preposition before each
noun of a series governed by it.’” is a mannerism inherent in semitic Greek style.
47 BDAG, 737-9. Philo and Josephus do however not utilize it cf. Katz, Philo's Bible. The Aberrant Text of Bible
Quotations in Some Philonic Writings, 145.
48 Alongside the occurences in the singular. Ge exempel Matt 5:12; 5:16; 5:45; 5:48; 6:1; 6:9; 7:11; 7:21; 10:32;
10:33; 12:50; 16:17; 16:19x2; 18:10x2; 18:14; 18:19; 23:9.
49 For an overview of semitisms in NT, see Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek, 171-191; Moulton, A
Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. II – Accidence and Word-Formation with an Appendix on Semitisms in the
New Testament, 12-34. Moulton distinguishes between “primary” and “secondary” semitisms – the former are
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represents a polished Greek or the abandonment of the conceptual framework attached to a
real plural does not at this point necessitate a further inquiry into. It could be both or
neither; the latter being the case if the concept or general Hebraism is foreign to the original
formulator.50 The important thing to notice here is that it reflects a conscious way of
expression which is consistent with the habit of the Synoptics, but more importantly distinct
from Paul. This becomes even more apparent once we limit ourselves to what most modern
scholars would still categorize as the Pauline epistles.

For instance even though Paul is consistently following the general pattern of the other
New Testament authors with regard to which numerical form of οὐρανός follows the
respective articles, at instances the linguistical “semitisms” of Paul become manifest when
he “slips” into using the plural even though the preposition does not require it.51 This is for
instance the case in 1 Thess 1:10 where Paul utilizes ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν inspite of the ἐκ in all
other instances in the NT including Paul’s own writing (ex. 1 Cor 15:47 ἐξ οὐρανοῦ)
consistently is followed by the singular form. The only other examples of such semitism
“slips” are found in the already acknowledged to be so accentuated Gospel of Matthew
(3:17 par. ἐκ τῶν οὐρανῶν).52 It should therefore be considered highly unlikely that Paul,
who occasionally “slips” into a Hebrew accentuation and maintains the plural on another
occasion would slip to the opposite antithetical extreme and write out the singular form to a
preposition that otherwise “requires” the plural.53 This is especially significant considering
that Paul in other loci uses ἐν (whether anarthrous or not) consistently with the plural
οὐρανοῖς. In Phil. 3:20 Paul has for instance the ἐν οὐρανοῖς and in 2 Cor 5:1 the arthrous ἐν
τοῖς οὐρανοῖς.

Another significant observation is the relation between the expressions involving some
form of οὐρανός with some form of γῆ. This is a common combination in the New
Testament which gives further possibilities of reference with regard to style. In the New
Testament any combination of these terms whenever οὐρανός is preceded by ἐν is always
succeeded by the genitive τῆς γῆς in the singular and the latter most often preceded by the
preposition ἐπί.54 This is the case in Matt 6:10; 16:19; 18:18; 24:30; 28:18; Luke 11:2; Acts
2:19; Rev 5:3; Eph 1:10; 3:15; Col 1:16; 1:20. While the ἐν-ἐπὶ construct with οὐρανῷ and
γῆς in 1 Cor 8:5 is consistent in form and order to the other loci, both the non-pauline and
the disputed ones, it does show significant difference to how the individual words and the
construct appears in what most modern scholars accept as genuine Pauline letters. First, the
prepositional sequence ἐν-ἐπὶ is very rare for Paul. Except for ex Rom 9:28; Phil 3:9; 4:10
where it appears in Christological discussions it does not appear elsewhere not least in any
combination with οὐρανός and γῆ. Infact “ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς” only appears in Rom 9:28 except for
1 Cor 8:5. Second, οὐρανός, considering the following epistles: to the Romans, 1 Cor, 2 Cor,

understood to be conscious or unconscious renderings of translation Greek (LXX), the latter “slavish rendering” of
sources that have semitic origin. Paul is especially under scrutiny on p. 21-4. Some have unconvincingly argued
for their “fiction” or absence, see Horsley, New Documents Illustrating Early Christianity, vol 5, linguistic essays,
5-40.
50 This is of interest in determining whom Paul interacts with, an integral part of the upcoming chapter. Naturally
any indicator of the identity of the one interacted with would need to take into account the all the present
indices before drawing a conclusion.
51 Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. II – Accidence and Word-Formation with an Appendix on
Semitisms in the New Testament, 21-24.
52 Moule, An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek, 171-191; Sparks, “The Semitisms of the Acts”, 16-28; Wilcox,
The Semitisms of Acts. The latter author differentiates between influences stemming from religious texts and
ritual formulae (chpt I-III); “residual semitisms in the vocabulary” (chpt IV); and stylistical elements (chpt. V). The
latter is divided inbetween word-order, subordinate clauses, the verb, the pronoun, the preposition, idiom, and
mistranslation, 112-153.
53 For discussions surround “Hebrew” Greek syntax see Cotterell & Turner, Linguistics & Biblical Interpretation,
110-128.
54 The only known exception to this being Rev 5:13 where the preposition ἐν is repeated and the γῆ consequently
appearing in the dative case. In every single other case no more than one anomaly presents itself as to order or
appearance of ἐπί. Thus the only exception to the preposition ἐπί appears in Matt 24:30 which however retains
the construction otherwise to form and order. A reverse order appears arguably in Matt 16:19; 18:18 however
retaining form and the preposition ἐπί.
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Gal, Phil, and 1 Thess appears 11 times. In eight instances it does so in the genitive form
(Rom 1:18; 10:6; 1 Cor 15:47; 2 Cor 5:2; 12:2; Gal 1:8; 1 Thess 1:10; 4:16).55 In this collection
only one instance except 1 Cor 8:5 has the οὐρανός in the dative. This should be compared
to the 7 occurences of the dative form out of the total 10 occurrences of οὐρανός in Eph, Col,
2 Thess. Here the order is reversed and the genitive form only appears 2 times (Eph 4:1; 2
Thess 1:7). In the latter group οὐρανός appears together with γῆς four times and every time
the prepositional sequence ἐν-ἐπὶ is retained. 1 Cor 8:5 is hence more consistent in this
regard with what many deem deutropaulinal than with what is acknowledged to originate
with Paul. The consistency does not only appear in order, but also in form. The only time
Paul has γῆς and οὐρανός together (1 Cor 15:47) he has put them both in the genitive, in
reverse order and without the (from this standpoint) appropriate prepositions.56 1
Corinthians 8:5 lacks hence a consistency with Paul on several levels while it contains a more
similar correspondence with regard to form, sequence and use of prepositions to other New
Testament authors including the epistegraphy that many a scholar already has judged not to
originate with Paul.

We have hence seen that while the wordplay with heaven and earth is a frequent
construct in the New Testament, the consistent modes of formulating this wordplay varies.
In 1 Corinthians a prepositional sequence ἐν-ἐπὶ is in form, order and construct consistent in
its mode with literature either known not to be Pauline or suspected of not being his. Paul
on the other hand being reminiscent of other authors, rarely uses the wordplay and
whenever he does utilize it or the constituent parts of this expression, varies then both in
form, order, number and in prepositional preference from the expression in 1 Cor 8:5. In this
case as with ἕως ἄρτι the question is not whether Paul could utilize this expression, but
whether there is any consistency with what he does express elsewhere. Once the habitual
anomalies to how Paul expresses himself stack up for this section (1 Cor 8:1-8) it becomes
supportive of the results presented for our main division and increasingly more difficult to
suggest that Paul in this particular section would concentrate a large amount of anomalies in
relation to his stylistic habits.

2.4.2.2 Emphaticized conjunctions, conditionals, kai, and structure

1Περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη
οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν,
οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν
εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν
οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ,
ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς
δι' αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς
εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς
οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν
περισσεύομεν. 9βλέπετε δὲ μή πως ἡ ἐξουσία ὑμῶν αὕτη πρόσκομμα γένηται τοῖς ἀσθενέσιν.
10ἐὰν γάρ τις ἴδῃ σὲ τὸν ἔχοντα γνῶσιν ἐν εἰδωλείῳ κατακείμενον, οὐχὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτοῦ
ἀσθενοῦς ὄντος οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν; 11ἀπόλλυται γὰρ ὁ ἀσθενῶν
ἐν τῇ σῇ γνώσει, ὁ ἀδελφὸς δι' ὃν Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. 12οὕτως δὲ ἁμαρτάνοντες εἰς τοὺς
ἀδελφοὺς καὶ τύπτοντες αὐτῶν τὴν συνείδησιν ἀσθενοῦσαν εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε. 13διόπερ
εἰ βρῶμα σκανδαλίζει τὸν ἀδελφόν μου, οὐ μὴ φάγω κρέα εἰς τὸν αἰῶνα, ἵνα μὴ τὸν ἀδελφόν
μου σκανδαλίσω.

55 The genitive construct a favorite of Revelations. Matt 11:25; 16:19; Mark 13:27; Luk 10:21; 12:56; Joh 6:33;
Acts 17:24; 2 Peter 3:13; Rev 6:13; 9:1; 10:8; 18:1.
56 Compare with other loci. Genitive-Genitive constructs Rev 10:8; 18:1; Luk 10:21; 12:56; Mark 13:27; Matt 11:25;
Matt 16:19; Acts 17:24.
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Another way to describe stylistic differences or mannerism so to speak is to look at another
frequently occurring linguistic feature, namely the conjunction.57 To the virtuous side of the
conjunction for such an estimation is the fact that the conjunction is usually indeclinable. It
is so to speak like the preposition less affected by the particular topic or question in
discussion than a noun or a particular verb would be. Another point to make is that the
conjunction is something that an author could not get by without. Among the various
conjunctions to choose from in the Greek language, the utilization of one or another
conjunction especially in the case when multiple choices are present are conductive in any
description involving investigations of style. Their relative frequency does also require less
amount of material for inferences of style. Conjunctions on the other side are seldom suited
for searches of any hapax. If present they constitute a topic of discussion, but if not that
does not necessarily disprove the absence of different styles. The main reason for this is that
the very nature of conjunctions allows them such a frequency that any discussions of style
could not be reduced merely to searches of a hapax. It is more likely than not, given
sufficient material that any given author would cover most of the conjunctions in one way or
another. Still, the conjunction is suited for stylistic investigation in that wherever multiple
choices expressing the same or virtually the same relationship between clauses, the utilized
one or if asyndeton says something about preferences and habits in style. In other words,
the preference for a conjunction does not only tell us something about how to interpret the
actual relation between the clauses. Further than that, it tells us something about how a
particular author chooses to express this very relation.

In the text subjected to our discussion we do not run the hazard of mixing texts involving
various themes.58 The topic at discussion is set and the embedding of the Corinthian
statements represents a choice of conjunctions independent of the one Paul makes.59 The
question here is whether the suggested demarcation line beginning with verse 9 is preceded
by choices different from those succeeding verse 9? If the former is demonstrable, we have
yet another supportive argument for the general division stemming from the main argument.
In the following, the case will be made that there indeed is a shift in tone between those two
sections.

The first thing to spot in the verses preceding verse nine is the share amount of the
conjunctions present. The compact feature of introducing multiple conjunctions, sometimes
closely knitted together as at the beginning of verse 5 were three conjunctions appear in a
row without any intermediary; is highly reminiscent of the high amount of prepositions
discussed in the section above. Likewise the fewer amount of conjunctions appearing
subsequently after verse nine are reminiscent of the pattern seen regarding the prepositions.
Previous studies have explained the rapidity of the conjunctions preceding verse nine as due
to Paul’s supposed adversative reaction to Corinthian statements. We have however already
seen that what the positions and reactions involved were already determined beforehand as
opposed to being the inference of a close scrutiny. We have also seen that both Paul’s style
of embedding statements other than from Scripture and the way of conduct in antiquity
presents us with more argumentatively based tools to affirm a general division at the
beginning of verse nine.

57 For previous stylistic studies with a special emphasis on the conjunction see Morton, Literary Detection. How to
Prove Authorship and Fraud in Literature and Documents, 158-164; Black, Sentence Conjunctions in the Gospel of
Matthew: καὶ, δὲ, τότε, γὰρ, οὖν and Asyndeton in Narrative Discourse; Porter and O’Donnel, “Conjunctions,
Clines and Levels of Discourse,” 3-14.
58 Sometimes being a major cause for varieties. A descriptive text where one author explains the particulars of
what he saw in and around an object he or she visited would naturally have another set of conjunctions both in
type and quantity than a text expressing a motion on rhytm would have.
59 It is important to remember that the purposes of this study do not involve speculations of whether the
embedded Corinthian statements were tampered with and if so to what degree. The assumption is that a
tampering beyond recognition would not be serving Paul’s purposes of convincing the recipients of his letter
about the issues concerned, neither is such a flexibility (unlike Biblical quotations) a representative feature of the
embedding of statements in Paul nor in antiquity at large. Refer to the first section of this work for a more
detailed discussion of embedding of statements in antiquity.
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The happy jump of ἀλλα (vv.6, 7) have been one favorite way of interjecting Paul
somewhere along the lines60, as if an adversative feature within a potential Corinthian
argument are unthinkable. We will have reasons to come back to the function of ἀλλα here.
Sufficiently enough here is to notice the emphatic force of this particular conjunction.61
Among several possible choices of adversative conjunctions, the choice of ἀλλα represents
one of the more emphatic ones. It is precisely the feature of the choice of emphatic
conjunctions or to emphasize otherwise fully functional conjunctions that is a significant
feature of this section; thereby not only eliminating any forced reading of ἀλλα as an
anomaly in context, but also serving as a contrast to what succeeds verse 9 were the
emphaticizing is scarce.

We could categorize the section preceding verse 9 into conjunctions of emphatical force
that are a) clearly such; b) likely such; c) arguably such. With reference to those that are a)
clearly emphatic we find besides the already mentioned ἀλλα (vv.6, 7); the twice occurring
εἴτε (v.5) and twice occurring οὔτε (v.8); the εἴπερ (v.5) and ὥσπερ (v.5); to the likely such is
the οὖν of verse 4 and to the arguably such the εἰ δέ of verse 3. Leaving discussions of δέ
aside, what is worthwhile noting here is that of the remaining possibly 8 instances of
emphatic conjunctions, only two could clearly be said to be adversative. Hence the main
feature of the emphatic conjunction here is not adversative. What is particularly interesting
to note are the particles –τε and –περ which are suffixed to οὔ- and εἴ- in the former case
and to εἴ- and ὥσ- in the latter case. What makes these cases particularly interesting is not
whether they are found elsewhere in Paul or not, but the actual concentration here of the
amount of emphaticized conjunctions. What should make this feature a feature of style is
their otherwise dispensable nature. In all the six cases where the emphatical particles are
added to the conjunctions we deal with from the standpoint of meaning otiose additions.62
What that in reality means is that to express the same or similar thought, the addition of the
suffixed emphatic particles is redundant. Since it is present however it says something about
the style or at least tone involved in the discourse. Clearly this topic is of high concern and
attention, perhaps even emotional in the section preceding verse nine.

In contrast the scarcity of such emphatic expressions are a clear attribute of the
subsequent section. Here the emphaticized conditionals of verse 8 are exchanged for the
double negative οὐ μὴ of verse 13.63 This is a construct otherwise absent from the section
preceding it. Likewise the διόπερ of the same verse 13 constitutes the only emphasized
inferential conjunction with a suffixed particle of emphatic force in this section. That it is
Pauline seems to be supported by its only other appearance in 10:14 of this very letter. So
whereas we have support for that the double negative and that the otherwise scarce διόπερ
is Pauline, we lack the same kind of affirmation for the concentration of various particle-
emphaticized conjunctions in conditionals. A further peculiarity found in this section is that
in verse 12 the participles ἁμαρτάνοντες and τύπτοντες seem to indicate the protasis of a

60 This seems to be the only argument for such a conclusion, see Gardner, Gifts, 40; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to
Idols in Roman Corinth, 192ff; Shen, Canaan to Corinth: Paul’ Doctrine of God and the Issue of Food Offered to
Idols in 1 Corinthians 8:1-11:1, 162 goes so far as to identify the Corinthians as preceeding reoccurring ἀλλα. In
10:23 he would be right for other reasons than he specifies, but the mere adversative feature of ἀλλα does not in
of itself suggest that Paul, the Corinthians interact with one another’s statements or that they could not utilize
this within their own discourse. To assume that whenever ἀλλα appears, Paul succeeds is nothing less then re-
iterate the old monopolizing assumptions about Pauline authorship and not seriously considering the
implications of the presence of embeddings.
61 In our exposé of how Paul handles his embedded statements as well as our exposé of the habits in antiquity of
taking by after embedded statements, ἀλλα has never served such a purpose. This is particularly interesting since
the adversative force of the conjunction would on the surface of it be interchangeable with imperatives,
negations and questions serving to illustrate disagreement with what has been “quoted”.
62 This is also a feature of style. For additional variables following the choice of conjunction or connective see
Kenny, A Stylometric Study of the New Testament, 32-42.
63 For a comprehensive study of the stylistic feature of conditionals, see Tjen, On Conditionals in the Greek
Pentateuch: A Study of Translation Syntax, especially 33-67 with references to koine and NT; cf. Winger, “Unreal
Conditions in the Letters of Paul,” 110-12; Roberts, “Some Aspects of Conditional Sentences in the Greek New
Testament,” 70-6.
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conditional-like statement; a rarity in style further distanced from the emphasized
conditionals with particles preceding our demarcation line.64

In sum therefore, the insistent nature of emphaticized conjunctions in the early section
forms a clear attribute not only absent from the latter section, but clearly distinguishable
from how conjunctions in general and conditional constructs in particular appear in the
latter.65 Taken together this aspect strengthens and contributes to the suggested
demarcation rather than being an example of the opposite.66

The very concept of a conditional-construct with the help of a participle is interesting and
tickling. The most common way to construct a conditional sentence on a formal level would
be through the three cases involving combinations of εἰ or ἐὰν.67 The forth involving an
optative is not relevant to the study of the NT. Two other ways involve the imperative or the
participle. While most cases involving the imperative are not convincing and highly debated,
the participle on the other hand has been proven to function in a conditional-like construct.68
Boyer describes that the notion “that participles do sometimes bear a conditional
relationship to the governing verb is undoubted”.69 As such three main features are
discernable regarding the relation between the protasis and the apodosis whenever the
participle has this function. The three features are common to all conditionals.70 The
relationship or logical relation could either be the one of a) cause-effect; b) evidence-
inference; or c) equivalence. On an interpretive level we need to discern how it works here
in chapter 8:12.71 From a stylistic point of view such a necessity is not incumbent upon the
interpreter for the moment. Sufficient is to discern the conditional element. There are other
examples in Paul of participles working in this way, for instance in 1 Cor 11:29; Gal 6:9.72 To
establish whether the participles of verse 12 really bear a conditional-like force we would
first need to establish whether they are adverbial, then to decide whether the affect it bears
is conditional as opposed to other possibilities.73 Since both of these cases are met here in

64 Cf. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 192. Occasionally the participle can indicate the protasis in a
“conditional-like statement”. This is the case for instance in Lk 9:25; Acts 15:29; and Heb 2:3. In the example from
Luke, a participle even indicates the apodosis.
65 We only have a couple of instances taken the entirety of chapters 9 and 10 inclusive of conjunctions enforced
by an emphatic particle. Infact all of them occur in chapter 10 and are there enforcing inferential conjunctions
(διόπερ, v. 14); comparative (ὥσπερ, v.7; καθάπερ, v.10) and resultative (ὥστε, v.12). Only in verse 31 do we
have an example of an enforced conditional (εἴτε). On the other hand, there is a great prevalence of conjunctions
not found in 8:1-8 (ἢ, 9:6x2; 8; 10; 10:19; 22). Likewise the way of utilizing enforced particles differs as is seen by
the use of γε 9:2 and μὲν 9:24; 25. Not only are these particles absent from the early section, but particles are
never used there except as suffixes to other conjunctions predominantly conditional in nature. By far the final
conjunction ἵνα (13 times) and the explanatory γὰρ (14 times) are the most prominent ones. Except one γὰρ in
8:5 both are absent from the section preceding our demarcation line where the conditionals often fill the
explanatory function the γὰρ does in the latter sections. Combined and taken together, this variable choices
suggest a shift in tone rather than a sudden variety after v.9.
66 Which of course could be the case whenever we find a rare feature that otherwise is only found in Paul
reproduced in both sections. In that case on our working premises it would be a testimony at least for a Pauline
interjection.
67 Caragounis, The Development of Greek and the New Testament, 227ff; Porter, Idioms of the Greek New
Testament, 192, 254-267; Brooks & Winbery, Syntax of New Testament Greek, 181-5; Moule, An Idiom-Book of
New Testament Greek, 148-152.
68 Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 687-705; cf. ibid.762-3.
69 Boyer, “Other Conditional Elements in New Testament Greek”, 185.
70 Wallace, Geek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 762.
71 Encountering a compound protasis does further not imply that the apodosis has the same relation to both. See
examples illustrating this in Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, 684. For the significance of analyzing
whether the condition could be conversed or reversed see ibd. 685-6.
72 Boyer, “Other Conditional Elements in New Testament Greek”, 185 adds another example from 1 Tim 4:4
lambanomenon.
73 Ibd. 184. Boyer concedes that the decision ultimately rests with the interpreter. An illustrative example of this
is perhaps Acts 18:21 ἀλλὰ ἀποταξάμενος καὶ εἰπών, Πάλιν ἀνακάμψω πρὸς ὑμᾶς τοῦ θεοῦ θέλοντος, ἀνήχθη
ἀπὸ τῆς Ἐφέσου: where the θέλοντος is taken as a conditional element signaled in some translations by the
insertion of “if”. Cf. LEB, ASV, NIV. Others do not emphasize the conditional element cf. RHE. The interpretive
difference could therefore range from an actual statement of God’s expressed will, through an implied



31

that the interpreter encounters a conditional adverbial participle with a ring of contingency
and as the following εἰς Χριστὸν ἁμαρτάνετε is grammatically independent, there is no
reason to infer that the latter is not the semantically dependent apodosis of a conditional-
like statement. As such type of conditional construct, it is clearly distinguishable from the
multiple conditional constructions preceding verse 9 who are built after other principles.74

A final thing to take notice of is how the kai works in the different sections. The
copulative kai has been a reoccurring feature in many stylistic evaluations of ancient Greek
texts.75 The reason for this should be quite obvious. The very frequency of kai allows the
researcher even in assessing less bulky material, to have multiple nodes of references as to
where it appears in the sentence, if it interlocks clauses or words as well as to what of its
multiple meanings that it is most frequently given by a particular author.76 Taken individually
or collectively, the kai suits well any comparative assessments between different authors.
Looking closely, the use of kai in the section preceding verse nine is predominantly
paratactic in nature.77 Just as the asyndeton the paratactic construct has been seen as a
figure of style representative of the Greek idiom stemming from speakers with an idiolect
corresponding to or closely resembling semitic languages such as Hebrew.78 The hypotaxis on
the other hand would more correspond to the subordination of clauses to each other in a
web of interlinked thought. The kai does not in of itself necessarily signal a subordination,
for that other conjunctions are more likely to be used. However the kai could be used in a
number of different ways other than in paratactic structures. One such usage prevalent in
the sections succeeding verse 9 is the utilization of kai as a conjoiner not exclusively of
clauses as also of individual nouns within clauses. This is one of the most prominent features
of kai within this discourse as it appears from 9:4; 9:5-6; 9:7; 9:27; 10:2b; 10:7; 10:13; 10:26;
10:32c. While there is an example of kai conjoining a preceding adjective with a succeeding
noun in 8:5b, its function as a copula inbetwen nouns within a clause structure are
completely absent from this section. Moreover before the suggested demarcation line its
usage is almost exclusively as a paratactic conjoiner inbetwen independent clauses as is seen
in 8:4; 8:5a; 8:6b; 8:7. The most striking characteristic appears in the way in which some of
the clauses conjoined by kai logically function in this section. The independent clauses seem
to introduce complete concepts conjoined but neither logically or semantically necessitated
by the clauses to which they are linked. For instance, there is no structural necessity to

conditional all the way to an expressed conditional. With a passive participle the notion would switch the
spectrum to a scale of known unknowns to unknown knowns.
74 Cf. 1 Cor 5:3 and a similar function there of παρὼν; Rom 7:3 γενομένην.
75 Pioneering the utilization of more frequent words as opposed to hapax have been convincingly argued and
demonstrated by Morton and McLeman, Paul, the Man and the Myth, 65-80 (for kai), tables 12-28 in the
appendix were Paul is compared to both other NT-writers as well to large samples from other ancient writers. Cf.
Ellegård, A Statistical Method for Determining Authorship, 20-38
76 Postpositves for instance are by definition never initiating a sentence but stand regularly as the second words.
Other such nodes refer to a) the positioning of kai, i.e. where does it appear? As it stands kai is more flexible than
for instance de, and as such has a broader range of possibilities to be utilized by an individual author in a
characteristic way. The employment of kai does not require it by necessity to have any particular positioning; b)
related to the first node is the second which deals with what the kai actually “interlocks”. There are a number of
possibilities ranging from general thoughts, to individual words and clauses. In the latter case this “interlocking”
could be either of a set of independent clauses, dependent clauses, or a combination of independent/ dependent
clauses. A frequency count allows the interpreter to suggest the particular habitus of a given author; c) the third
thing to look for in kai once its positioning and formal interlocking has been taken noticed of is what force it is
given in its capacity. There are a number of possibilities for kai, such as being a pure connective, ascensive,
contrastive, correlative or explanatory (cf. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 761; Runge, Discourse Grammar, 7). A
combination of two or three of these nodes increases the likelihood of the presence of a habitus wherever it
could not be explained away by differences with regards to subject matter. For the stylometric use of kai in Paul,
see Morton, Literary Detection. How to Prove Authorship and Fraud in Literature and Documents, 165-184; and
Figure 9.1 “2 positional distributions: (a) the positional distribution of occurences of the conjunction kai in the
sentences of I Corinthians” (ibid. 120ff).
77 The parataxis could either be formal or logical. This is not to say that in contrast the paratactic feature is absent
in the subsequent sections (cf. kai pantes of chapter 10). It is rather suggested that the hypotactic feature is
scarcer in the section preceding verse 9.
78 Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, vol. II – Accidence and Word-Formation with an Appendix on
Semitisms in the New Testament, 12-34.
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insert οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς in v.4. There is neither nothing that compels the author for the
sake of clarity to insert this in order to understand what precedes or succeeds this very
phrase.79 When something that is not compelled either structurally or logically to be present
is nevertheless found inserted, it seem that its very presence suggests a certain emphasis. In
context this emphasis stresses a principle that is deemed relevant for the subject matter and
consequently highlighted by its proponents. The case in verses 8:5a and 6b are quite similar.
The information appearing there is not necessitated once the major premise preceding the
kai are accepted. Indeed if everything is created by and through God, that would include the
ones hiding behind the ἡμεῖς on the assumption that they also are created. The fact that it is
made explicit focuses the attention of the argument. In the responsorial statements to this
section in chapter 10 the καὶ πάντες follows another stylistic path. The rapport that is
established inbetwen what was argued essentially “being created by and for” God in chapter
8 is here contrasted with what God in his capacity has made for his chosen ones through a
series of paratactic statements linked by the combination of καὶ + πάντες. The latter
statements are concrete examples culminating in a warning as opposed to the former
section in chapter eight where the principle is culminating in a statement of confidence. The
function in chapter 10 is to build rapport to the principle by way of example and negate the
previous conclusion by facts of history. The function of the interjections beginning with
ἡμεῖς and following the καὶ in chapter eight are in contrast by way of logical deduction.

The structure of the argumentation “formulas” appears therefore to be another major
difference in style.80 To return to the καὶ οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς in v.4, it does refer not only to
an independent clause, but moreover to a notion that in of itself could be a proposition,
conclusion or both (sorites).81 It further also bears the force of being the inverted “truth” to
what immediately precedes it.82 In contrast, what succeeds the καὶ in the subsequent
sections does not introduce a sorites, an independent conclusion or proposition. In chapter
10:20 καὶ ou Thew could be interpreted as supplying, completing or qualifying the thought.
It is not redundant and would change the argument if not present. To take one example, to
say that what they offer, they do so to demons is quite different than to state that what they
do offer to the demons is not offered to God. It puts these two activities at odds with each
other, while the former alternative only stresses the affinity of the offering without further
elaboration of its antonyms, incompatibilities or how such an offering relates to God, the
latter forms the malign element to the selfsame notions. At odds and even more emphatical
is the expression (10:21) ou dunaste poterion kuriou pinein (further marked with A) and
what is qualified with the potherion daimoniwn (further markerd with B). It could be
translated in a number of ways: a) You have not the power (right, allowance) to either drink
of A & B; b) You do not drink of A at the same time as you drink of B; c) You cannot drink A if
you drink B. Each of the cases relate the A (poterion kuriou) to the B (poterion daimoniwn)
in a logically intertwined argument where the καὶ links a constituent part of the argument.
The difference in structure of argument on a formulaic level is not reconcilable between the
chapters concerned. The above taken statement from 10:21 could be formulated based on

79 There is no necessity to affirm that there is no God but one to disprove what is already denied preceding it,
namely that the idols are not anything in the world; nor what succeeds it, that they are not compelled to accept
anything that is called a deity as such. The presence of it is a contrapositive to what is denied i.e. what does not
exist (idols) what does exist (God).
80 If Paul is to be asserted to be the composer of both this structures he would in the first case deduct a security
from a principle, implications of which he in the other instance negates. The already argued for embedding of
statements seems therefore to be a much more reasonable suggestion. For studies where order has been seen as
a component of style see Kuno, “The Position of Relative Clauses and Conjunctions,” 117-36; Wills, “Homeric
Particle Order,”, 61-81; Dover, “Abnormal Word Order in Attic Comedy.”, 324-43; Banker, “The Position of the
Vocative adelphoi in the Clause,” 29-36; Porter, “Word Order and Clause Structure in New Testament Greek: An
Unexplored Area of Greek Linguistics Using Philippians as a Test Case,” 177-206; ibid. “Greek Word Order: Still
and Unexplored Area in New Testament Studies?”, 347-363 in Porter, Linguistic Analysis of the Greek New
Testamen: Studies in Tools, Methods, and Practice.
81 The interpretation of which pertains to the upcoming section of this dissertation.
82 On the assumption that a higher power of this nature exists, the suggestion that more than one does not exist
already implies that only one such higher power does exist.



33

its various translations as: a) A & B requires at least C. Since no C, therefore not A & B;83 b) B
does not equal A;84 c) Either A or B (If A not B, if B not A).85 Each of these alternatives present
real interpretive challenges with significant impacts on the understanding of the debate.
However, from a stylistic point of view b and c represent some kind of incompatibility or
restraint between what precedes and succeeds the conjunct καὶ. Comparing this with the
function earlier mentioned in 8:4 for instance, the καὶ introduces there an independent
clause that works in of itself as a proposition. Οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς (or: no A, if not A=B) has
a complete significance if the oti is taken as a recitative. If the oti is taken as a causal-oti the
linkage between the independent clauses surrounding the καὶ becomes more intimate. That
the idols are nothing in the world would hence be explained by the knowledge of that there
is no God if not one. The proposition just explicated would hence form a part of another
argument or reason for rejecting the idols (C); (i.e. Since A=B, then not C, since if C, then not
A=B).86 In both cases the proximity of A=B is undoubted and a prerequisite for explications of
what follows from this principle. In the examples from chapter 10 however the argument
with καὶ is disjunctive in force. There is nothing that would prevent the arguments from
either chapter to be outlined in a fashion similar to how it now stands in the other, and as
such stand therefore as a supportive argument for the general division argued above.

It is important to recapitulate what has been said in reference to the other supportive
arguments of the demarcation line at 8:9. Here the case is not made that Paul could not
structure his argument in both fashions. Neither is the task here to outline every single
Pauline argument in search for logical patterns. What is conductive on the assumption that
we have embedded statements within this chapter however, is the significance of that the
structure of an argument within the range of the same conjunction diverges from how Paul
could construe and does construe it within the very same discourse. The differences are
therefore far from being detrimental, rather congruent with what is expected of stylistic
preferences. In other words, the presence of stylistic shifts at the points outlined are benign
towards our general division.

2.4.2.3 Other supportive arguments, from terminology

It has been noted above with regard to the discussion of the general segmentation that the
point for point interaction between embedded statements and the subsequent interaction
with them which is the very purpose behind their presence in the first place, requires an
equivalence in that the amount of embedded points are interacted with correspondingly.
This interaction can work in a number of different logical ways. Conceiving that the
embedded statement is disputed with, at least in regard to the entailed concept,
formulation, interpretation or implication - would necessitate on the former two, challenges
of word choice and definitions, on the latter two re-interpretation and other priorities of
consequentiality. This is however very schematic and in an actual dispute, the amount of
enacted points could vary correspondingly both to quantity and intense. The important thing

83 C stands for the concept behind dunaste. Whether the lack of dynaste could be supplied for A & B is an open
question on this (a) translation.
84 What ”hinders” A is the participation of B. Focus lies with identity.
85 Mutual exclusiveness.
86 The structure of the arguments are highly reminiscent of the three fundamental laws of logic as outlined by
Aristotle. Those being: the law of identity (Metaphysics, Book IV, part 4); the law of non-contradiction (idem; de
Interpretatione, 7.17b 4-15 on contrary statements, and 7.17b 16-18 on contradictory statements within
categorical syllogisms); the law of the excluded middle (Metaphysics, Book IV, part 7). There are several ways in
which these laws can come into play here. God’s oneness could both follow the law of identity, and hence
resemble the very indispensable “quality” of God in 8:4, but it could also follow the law of non-contradiction God
could not both be and not be one at the same time. Further it could be reached by the way of the excluded
middle, were the proposition “no God if not one” asserts that the logical disjunct “either there is no God except
one, or it is not the case that God is one” is true by the virtue of its form and excluded would therefore be the
“middle” i.e. “God is neither one, nor not one (among many)”.
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to note with regard to terminology is hence not only whether there are any hapax present,
but whether the terminology employed is antonymic to terminology employed in the
preferences appearing in the comparative text. In the following the case will be expressed
for a couple of such word pairs. The more antonymic terminology employed with regard to
the same theme, then less likely is it that the same author is responsible for both terms
especially in cases where they invoke different concepts, provoke misunderstanding or imply
different ends.87 Terminology that not necessarily is antonymic could still invoke different
perspectives or stress various aspects depending on the respective authors concerns and
emphasis of aspect. In the latter cases, not so much the terminology as how it is used comes
into play. Inbetwen these ends are a plethora of possible spectra all of which relate to the
dimensions of a particular dispute. What a determination from antonymic terminology
would not be, is a choice of synonyms by an individual author. While the latter is likely to
happen in lengthier exposes and monologues, it is less likely that an author if nothing else is
suggestive to the contrary should be engaged in bipolar activities within an ongoing dialogue.

One of such concepts that seems to strengthen the suggested demarcation line of
segmentation seems to be touching the very core of the topic at discussion. Beginning at
verse 1 and beginning at verse 4 in the eight chapter we have at least the topic marker περὶ
δὲ. But while the one introduces what is following as περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων (v.1), the
other dropping the otherwise for Paul characteristic δὲ, runs περὶ τῆς βρώσεως (v.4). At first
glance the interpreter could run the risk of equating these terminologies as synonymous and
essentially the same. This does however assume an interpretation that does not necessarily
have to be true. In the above section, when we discussed themes and more specifically the
sections that were underlined and italicized it was noted that a clear distinction seems to
present itself in the verses preceding verse nine in that idol food is either simply designed as
food βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει (v.8), being idol food in perception ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον
(v.7) or by name τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων (v.4). The question no interpreter has
asked himself thus far is whether the section preceding verse nine does concede that there
exists any such thing as idol food? Considering these statements as they stand there is
simply no support for this assertion. Quite to the contrary there seems to be a restraint in
even calling it so. When it is mentioned it is mentioned simply as food, not attaching any
status to it other than what it is in perception of some or called so by others. Reversely in
line with the introduction of verse 1 περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων, the section succeeding verse
nine does not put any restraint or qualifying marks of the sort. The tenth verse is quite clear
that the behavior of the Corinthians affects in way of οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ
εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν, where the εἰδωλόθυτα is clearly definable and qualified (cf. 10:19-21).
Likewise in 10:18 it becomes more apparent that there is no automatic disassociation
between the altar and the food associated with it. In the thirteenth verse of chapter 8 both
βρῶμα and κρέα are mentioned, but the preceding conditional εἰ does not force or
necessitate another definition than what appears in 10:19-21. Rather it seems that by
building rapport an argument is built up from minorem ad majorem, i.e. if regular food and
meat should regulate ones behavior with regards to ones brethren, so much the more things
that offend more than regular meats. The point is that there is no designation of
εἰδωλόθυτα as only βρώσεως or to be a subjective construct by the perceiver. The question
of the existence of things such as εἰδωλόθυτα by themselves does not implicate whether
they could be eaten or not and if so under what circumstances.88 Those questions of
interpretative importance do not need to bother us right now, the more indicative support
for our segmentation is the incompatible notions that while εἰδωλοθύτων is a judgment
about a piece of food; βρώσεως is a judgment about a piece of εἰδωλόθυτα. The one being
consistent with what is already conceded to be Paul, while the other not.

87 Cf. Kenny, A Stylometric Study of the New Testament, 80-101.
88 It neither does answer the question how a piece of food becomes eidolothyta, whether it by necessity remains
so i.e. is stative in this or if there are any procedures by which it could cease to be such.
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Another word pair briefly touched above was the word choice with regard to
consequentiality of partaking of certain types of food i.e. the μολύνεται (v.7) vis a vie the
ἀπόλλυται (v.11). Just as with regard to the notion of idol-food vis a vie food, there is an
interpretative challenge in determining questions as whether the third party concerned
actually existed and if so consumed what they should not and/ or otherwise would not
consume. As it appears the perspective in verse 7 is that these people ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου
ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν i.e. whatever they do, they have done so for a time following a
seemingly unbroken pattern. In contrast verse 10 has it that presumably the same group is
οἰκοδομηθήσεται εἰς τὸ τὰ εἰδωλόθυτα ἐσθίειν. The difference is that while the former
statement does not entail the notion of an initiated behavior but stresses the ongoing habit,
the latter section seems to indicate the opposite. The notion of being “built up to” entails
concepts of affect and initiation. Whether they would or have ceased with this type of
consumption or whether they are “new” to the phenomena is not explicated in the verses
succeeding verse 9. What is clear is that those with the “weak conscience” have the behavior
of the addressed Corinthians to thank or blame for their own approaching actions, past or
both. These different notions as to the “third party’s” reasons for eating are not
reconciliatory if the premises of the observation are true. What is perhaps indicative of
which, but more importantly so antinomic is the word choice with regard to the
consequential nature for the “third party” consumption. Both preceding and succeeding
verse nine there is an agreement that consequences seemingly follow for the unsteady.
However, the former preceding section chooses to describe this as a defilement μολύνεται
(v.7) with a genesis in those being defiled and their wrongly determined conscience. The
latter post verse 9 section evokes the more fatalistic terminology of destruction ἀπόλλυται
(v.11).

One way to spot the differences in the chosen terminology is to determine when and how
it is used. Since the definition of a word is more sharply contoured in relation to a contrast,
here a synonym or an antonym serve well as opposite ends of the spectrum of such an
evaluation. As it stands the word-choice of μολύνεται is by no means a frequently occurring
term in the New Testament.89 Various dictionaries range in their definitions from something
being impure, defiled, stained or soiled.90 Often the term has been connected to a Jewish
thought-flora of purities and impurities.91 This is however by no means an exclusive attribute
of antique Jewish religious concepts.92 In the New Testament it does however appear in the

89 With some variations in John 18:28; Rev 3:4; 14:4; 2 Cor 7:1; (Jas 1:27); (Acts 15:20).
90 For an overview of the impurity terminology within the Dead Sea Scrols, New Testament and the Old
Testament consult Paschen, Rein und Unrein: Untersuchung zur biblischen Wortgeshichte, 28-68. Klawans,
"Idoaltry, Incest, and Impurity: Moral Defilement in Ancient Judaism", 392 distinguishes between two types of
defilement in ancient Jewish thought. The one been ritual defilement and the other being moral defilement. To
the latter pertains acts of idolatry. Usually the consequences of moral defilement are more dire than the ones of
ritual defilement (ibid, 404-5). Others only allow one type of defilement, namely ritualistic cf. Neusner, The Idea
of Purity in Ancient Judaism, 108;
91 There is often an underestimation of similarities between different religions in antiquity. No singular cult
should be considered as having an exclusive right to a particular pattern of behavior. This is witnessed not the
least with regard to Corinth. Dio Chrysostom refers to ceremonies of mourning in honor of Palaemon-Melicertes
on the Isthmus (Or.46.40), a temple of which Pausanias testifies a century later (2.2.1). The latter does perhaps
with equal reliability refer to a temple of Medea (2.3.6-11) of which rites are said by the sophist Philostratus
(Heroic, 20.24) to have included among other things the ritual shaving of heads: οποσα οι αυτοι [Κορινθοι]
δρωσιν επι τοις της Μηδειας παισιν...θρηνω εικασται τελεστικω τε και ενθεω. This should be compared to what
Paul does when he κειράμενος ἐν Κεγχρεαῖς τὴν κεφαλήν (Acts 18:18) and invites others to do (Acts 21:24). The
very same locality and practice where Paul shorns of his hair is the site for a ritual hair-cutting specific to the
Corinthians. Despite these similarities, there is no further likeness between Paul’s vowed motives in
correspondence to a practice similar to the Nazarite one and which further is motivated in reference to the Jews
rather than the Corinthians (Acts 21:24). So dealing with terminology of purity and impurity we must not assume
that any behavior is more Jewish in of itself without any upbacking evidence. The section preceding verse nine
may use terminology evoking Jewish or Pagan concepts either by “former” Jews or Pagans and which
combination would be most plausible should be subject to further scrutiny.
92 Theon of Smyrna, ca 100 A.D, the Platonist mathematician for instance compares philosophy to initiation.
Worth to notice is the similarity of how he describes having knowledge to being known by deity and having
reached a state of being not shared by everybody to the argument from knowledge and love of God preceding
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more accentuated literature. If the question is about what the concept entails it is
productive to look at the word in its occurrences. In John 18:28 Jesus is led to the
praetorium but not further by those who do not wish to be defiled which would, early as it
was in the morning, bar them from eating the pascal victim. In Revelation 3:4 the word is
used to designate unstained garments which further are emphasized by their
whiteness/brightness. In Revelation 14:4 the term is used to describe virgins, undefiled by
women who further are blameless since they neither lie but do further follow the lamb.
These designations employ the notion of maintaining a purity corresponding to the
requirements of the law. In James 1:27 we most probably have a negated synonym to
μολυσμός in ἀμίαντος θρησκεία καθαρὰ καὶ ἀμίαντος, designating a religion clean and
undefiled or more specifically a religion that is clean and made undefiled.93 In both cases the
negation of the synonym which is a derivative of μιαίνω makes it in all practicality equivalent
or synonymous to the καθαρὰ to which it is conjoined by καὶ. This antonymic relation
between purity and impurity is further emphasized even by Paul himself in 2 Cor 7:1
καθαρίσωμεν ἑαυτοὺς ἀπὸ παντὸς μολυσμοῦ σαρκὸς καὶ πνεύματος, ἐπιτελοῦντες
ἁγιωσύνην ἐν φόβῳ θεοῦ. To run the risk of being μολύνεται is hence an argument that
essentially says that what is being at stake is not to remain καθαρος. Somebody defiled
could be made clean again as evinced by Paul, he is not thereby destroyed.

In contrast to this word-choice the reader encounters ἀπόλλυται in verse 11 of chapter 8.
What concept this word entails and how it relates to the choice above is by the utilization of
equal standards as those applied above to be investigated with regards to its synonyms and
antonyms. The frequency of this terminology within the New Testament and the Pauline
corpus marks it out as a word-choice not foreign to Paul.94 In the Pauline corpus the term
appears about 12 times with its usual connotations of destruction and perishing. What it
more specifically entails does however stand out in contrast with the terminology it is
associated with. In Romans 2:12 it is used in conjunction with sin and judgment. In 1
Corinthians it is conjoined with ἀθετέω i.e. to be put away set aside. In the narrower context
of 1 Corinthians 10:9-10 the term is used twice designating the destroying consequences
after sinning against Christ. It could occasionally refer strictly to physical death as in 1 Cor
15:18; 2 Cor 4:9. One of the more interesting features however is when it is used
antithetically. This happens whenever as subject the ἀπολλυμένοις are put in contrast to the
σῳζομένοις (1 Cor 1:18; 2 Cor 2:15). The antithetical contrast between destruction and
salvation are hence also entailed in conjunction to the consequences for the third party as
explicated in 1 Cor 8:11. If the one affected to participate of sacrificial food are thereby
ἀπόλλυται, then he also inevitable belong to the ἀπολλυμένοις and therefore not to the
σῳζομένοις.95 The choice of terminology before and after verse 9 does hence entail different
consequences in view of how the third party is perceived to be affected by the consumption
of idol food. In the succeeding section the consequences are eschatological, to be destroyed
stands in contrast to be saved; while the preceding section terms the consequences with
language more reminiscent of ritual purity/ impurity. Since the power of the idols and idol

verse 9. So Theon writes about initiation as five stages ofMyseis, Util. Math. 14.18ff (Hiller). Without mentioning
how purity relates to conscience he speaks about those who are excluded from participating in the mysteries of
philosophy through their χειρας μη καθαρας και φωνην αξυνετον εχοντας. He does further in his five initiatory
ways suggest that the first step should be purification: μυησεως δε μερη πεντε. το μεν προηγουμενον καθαρμος,
while the last step subsists in living in mutual cordiality with the gods: πεμπτη δε η εξ αυτων περιγενομενη κατα
το θεοφιλες και θεος συνδιατιον ευδαιμονια. Cf. Scuddeboom, Greek Religious Terminology, 63-4.
93 The latter example would emphasize what had happened in a movement from uncleanness to cleanness, while
the previous examples talked about the other direction cleanness in relation to potentiality of uncleanness. In 1
Cor 7:1 the direction of moving from an unclean to a clean state is emphasized with the aspect of initiating this
movement. Those spurred on are designated as beloved ones and hence there is no necessity to read in that
every μολυσμος necessarily has the dreadful consequences of eternal punishment attached to the ἢ ἀκάθαρτος
in Eph 5:5.
94 With a frequency rate of 376 times in the Septuagint and 92 times in the New Testament it is for all practical
purposes necessary to restrict ourselves to its utilization in the Pauline corpus.
95 The interpretative challenge is perhaps to determine in what sense the ἀπόλλυται is to be understood. It
seems however that a physical death necessarily ensues the consumption of any food unless if perhaps poisoned.
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food is further altogether denied in the preceding section this would also entail any affect
they purportedly would have in eschatological terms. What further emphasizes the
irreconcilable differences are that while the concept of ἀπόλλυται entails the notion of a
more definitive state, μολύνεται on the other hand does not necessarily anticipate anything
beyond ritual purity.96 Finally, there is an interpretive task in determining whether Romans
14 does refer to idol food or not; but even if assumed that it does not, the formulation μὴ τῷ
βρώματί σου ἐκεῖνον ἀπόλλυε ὑπὲρ οὗ Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν (Rom 14:15) is highly reminiscent
about a) the consequences the third party eater in 1 Cor 8:11 are said to suffer and b) who
further is described for whom Χριστὸς ἀπέθανεν. Both expressions are essentially
reproduced, the latter exactly so to the phrase found in verse 11. Without premature
speculations about what these correspondences of expression entail with reference to Paul’s
stance towards idol food, the similar expressions do however affirmatively lend support that
the section succeeding 8:9 are Pauline.

So far we have argued the case from the stylistic features of why a demarcation line with
what is embedded and what is Pauline should be drawn somewhere along verse 9. In
response to what many authors in reference to 1 Cor 8 have called a “seemingly
contradictory”97 discussion there is hence reasons to affirmatively even go beyond what
many rhetoricians have entertained in theory. Hence ends also the section of supportive
arguments for the main division. What remains is to investigate where Paul possibly could
appear preceding verse 9 and respectively where embedded Corinthian statements may
appear succeeding verse 9. The former could be divided into a) where the embedding does
begin; and b) whether there are any interjections of Paul inbetween the beginning and
demarcation line at verse 9. Likewise there is a need to investigate if and where further
embedded statements appear succeeding verse 9 and whether any of those could come
from the third party.

Hence we proceed with in order d) Where does the embedding begin? e) Other
interruptions by Paul in chapter 8? f) Other Corinthian statements in 8-10? g) Embedded
positions from the third party?

2.5 Where does the embedding begin?

So far the task has been to apply the methodological insights to pinpoint where Paul takes
by i.e. resumes after an embedding. Two relevant questions arise in conjunction to this. The
first being where Paul could be said to initiate his embedding and the second whether there
are any Pauline interjections within the section appearing inbetween where Paul initiates
embedded statements and where Paul takes by again. In one sense the enterprise of
establishing the beginning of an embedded statement is not easily solved by our worked out
methodology. The methodology has taken into consideration how embedded statements
are interacted with both within Paul and other contemporary authors. Since neither in Paul
nor in his surrounding world was there any established way of introducing embedded
statements with a fixed formula, no such expectations should therefore burden the
methodological tool. There are however good grounds for why the introduction should be
considered to start and end with the περὶ δὲ τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων.

Περὶ δὲ does not as much inform us about the character of the following formulation,
whether it is simply a topic statement or a quotation as much as it informs us that the
author has ended a previous discussion.98 In other words it marks in a way the end of the

96 Whether physical or ritual, cf. BDAG 657 with references.
97 Houston, Purity and Monotheism. Clean and Unclean Animals in Biblical Laws, 269.
98 Previous authors have not emphasized this aspect. Περὶ δὲ has played various roles within different
reconstruction theories. For the partition theorists it worked as a marker of excerpts from an Corinthian
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previous section by introducing something new.99 In context it marks a shift away from what
pertains to marital considerations of chapter 7 to those dealing with sacrificial food. The
question here is what it does introduce and if this goes beyond τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων? Many
scholars have unconditionally seen the naked construct without its object as a general
introductory formula for subsequent quotations.100 We do not find this argument from
necessity to be convincing. Margaret M Mitchell has by investigating the occurrences of περὶ
δὲ formulation within other Greek epistolary and literary letters reached the conclusion that
for each sentence introduced by the preposition περὶ with the conjunction δὲ as a
postpositive there are a range of possibilities out which the one of being an introductory
formula for reference to previous letters is only one.101 Her work had however no
suggestions with regard to how to determine when this is the case. The enquiry that we
have conducted has resulted in an affirmative argument for that the Corinthians are indeed
embedded in this section. If the case is as we have argued, then it would be consistent with
Margaret M. Mitchell’s study. It would be so, because we do not evoke περὶ δὲ in order to
define what succeeds, but rather by having identified these sections as embedded we
predict how the περὶ δὲ functions in this discourse. This in turn is a function among others
Margaret MMitchell’s study has evinced in relation to περὶ δὲ.

Among the scholars that have accepted the notion that περὶ δὲ together with its object
here introduces an embedded discourse, there are a division with regard to where actually
this embedding should be initiated. Some have argued that it succeeds immediately after
τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων in verse 1, while others have preferred to see the succeeding οἴδαμεν ὅτι
as a part of the Pauline introduction.102 As it seems therefore the debate ranges about whom
οἴδαμεν ὅτι is to be ascribed to. There is no doubt that it plays an important difference
interpretatively speaking if Paul affirms what the Corinthians say and qualifies it or whether
the Corinthians start with a principle they are sure of but others deny. However our task
here should not be to determine which based on the theological implications it may have,
but rather to evaluate what formal arguments could be mustered for either position and to
evaluate the conclusion on this merit. Unfortunately the arguments pro and con have mainly

Antwortbrief and served further to reconstruct the “original” Pauline letter behind 1 Corinthians (cf. Schenk, “Der
1 Korintherbrief als Briefsamlung”, 224; Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth, 85). For those scholars arguing the
unity of the letter it has worked as a distinction mark between what Paul has received orally (and responds to in
an angry fashion) and what he has receive by way of written communication introduced by περὶ δὲ and
responded to calmly (ex. Hurd, The Origins of 1 Corinthians, 61-94 [especially 64]; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians,
146). Indispite the “unionist” view of Paul balancing the different sources of information both they and the
partition theorists are not only agreeing on that the composition and structure of the letter is dependent upon its
occurences in 7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1, 12 but that it moreover introduces written information (cf. Fee, The First
Epistle to the Corinthians, 207; Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlischen Literatur, 135; Bruce, I and II Corinthians,
66). The perspective taken in this dissertation does not assume an incompatibility of the integrity of a letter
based on its utilizing embedded statements whatever their source. Rather it is a prerequisite.
99 Mitchell, ”Concerning περὶ δὲ”, 234 notices the fact that the formulation is a shorthand introduction of a
familiar subject to the correspondents, not necessarily restricted to excerpts of any kind. Though Mitchell’s
conclusion is sound, some of her argumentation is flawed. First to halt at the familiarity of a topic begs the
question of where the particular information comes from and why precisely it is introduced. If it is true that the
scholar could not restrict the περὶ δὲ to introduce excerpts, it is also true that the scholar could not reduce the
sections not introduced by περὶ δὲ as being unfamiliar information to the receiver or the communication of
necessarily new information. Second, she restricts the meaning of “περὶ δὲ” simply by external references
without discussing their bearing upon Paul. This is unlike or methodological section and should open her up for
criticism with regard to what bearing these references have upon 1 Corinthians. Having said this, Mitchell’s
criticism does not reach our suggestion. The question is not whether embedded statements must follow περὶ δὲ,
but given that they can, it is consistent with what we have argued to be the case by way of our methodology.
100 It has been seen as an introductory formula for quotations. See White, The Form and Function of the Body of
the Greek Letter, 31; Sanders, “The Transition from Opening Epistolary Thanksgiving to Body in the Letter of the
Pauline Corpus”, 350; cf. references in preceding notes.
101 Cf. Mitchell, ”Concerning περὶ δὲ”, 229-56.
102 1st those who say short introduction; Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 67; Lock, “1 Corinthians viii.1-9, A Suggestion,”
65-74; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 220; Gardner, The Gifts of God and the Authentication
of a Christian, 22-3; Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 189. 2nd those who say long introduction: Horsley,
1 Corinthians, 117; Phua, Idolatry and Authority, 3; 128; Perkins, First Corinthians, 114; Fitzmyer, First Corinthians,
330; Sanger, “Problems Arising from the Worship of Idols,” 364; Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth,
187-9; Gooch, Dangerous Food, 63;73;192.
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gone through a theological reverse-engineering. It has been first determined what Paul
argues and this has worked as the determinant for what to suggest in this place.103 Such kind
of thinking is flawed not only to its circularity, but moreover in its assumption that the
scholar first and foremost should be interested in helping either Paul or the Corinthians to
form a consistent argument. This is not the task of a scholarly enterprise. Rather, the task as
we have argued is to approach as closely as is methodologically possible to the different
positions. The evaluation of the arguments should succeed not precede this enterprise.
Should the arguments for the various positions be found flawed or inconsistent, then it
would only reflect the nature of an argument. Not every argument is immaculate, coherent
and intact. That is rather the definition of a particular argument, namely a good one. We
should not confuse arguments as such with a particular quality incumbent in some of them.
Hence the scholar feeding on the grasses of idealistic consistency engages himself in a semi-
sacred mission for his or her particular idiosyncrasy.

The question at hand is that since we do not have access to any consistent introductory
formula, how far could our suggestions with regard to the embedded nature of statements
take us with regard to where they could begin here? The question could perhaps be
reformulated as does our division suggest anything with regard to the initiatory parts and if
so what parts? Earlier in this dissertation we discussed some of the thematic features
separating the text preceding and succeeding verse 9. The interplay between τῶν
εἰδωλοθύτων and τῆς βρώσεως did furthermore form a supportive terminological-stylistic
argument in favor of the general division. Another feature as we have seen are the
prevalence of the first person plural in the preceding section vis a vie the first person
singular in the succeeding. It seems therefore from what we have said so far, that the former
i.e. εἰδωλοθύτων is consistent with the terminological preference of Paul. While the latter
οἴδαμεν is more consistent with the self-reflection found in the embedded statements. The
question is not whether Paul would or could utilize a plural to build rapport. Evidently he
could, but given that the succeeding embeddings are found in the very self-reflective
formula also found in the οἴδαμεν – it seems that the burden of proof would fall upon those
suggesting that the apparent consistency in this regard is only illusory.104 This is especially the
case since the construct οἴδαμεν ὅτι is repeated in verse 4 as a part of the suggested
embedding. In other words, there are good grounds even in this small corpus not to exclude
this particular formulation from being considered Corinthian. On the other hand we have a
comparatively lengthier corpus attributed to Paul. We are therefore legitimated in asking
whether there are any further evidence of that Paul would precede embedded statements
with something equivalent to οἴδαμεν ὅτι? If so, there indeed would at least be a
precedence for suggesting this being the case in 8:1. If not, the argument it seems should in
lack of any corroborating evidence scale over to what is supported by consistency.

103 This has been a cross-pollinating disease among both the “longer introduction” and “shorter introduction”
parties. Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 68 for instance argued for a shorter introduction partly on that: “Paul seems
to be in self-contradiction in verses 1 and 7. In the former he says all have γνῶσις while in the latter verse he says
all do not…the contradiction really disappears if the quotation of 8:1 begins with οἴδαμεν. Then it is Paul’s
questioners who assert all have knowledge” and (ibid.70): “it seems better to say it begins with οἴδαμεν both on
grammatical and theological considerations. In this way 8:7 is less problematic, and one can avoid having to split
Paul’s thought into conflicting theoretical and practical halves.” (cf. Gardner, The Gifts of God and the
Authentication of a Christian, 22; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 209.) This is evidentially
flawed logic. To save Paul on theological considerations because the argument would supposedly appear
contradictory is no other enterprise than a reformulation of apologetics. It is not material to the point whether
Willis here is correct in ascribing verse 7 to Paul or not, what is worth nothing are the criterion upon which the
determination is being drawn. This type of logic is also representative of the other side of the argument. Jeremias,
“Briefzitate”, 273-276 tries for instance to absolve Paul from too much agreement with the Corinthians by
suggesting that οιδαμεν in 8:1,4 should be read as οιδα μεν.
104 The consistency in number has been also noted and argued as Corinthian by Lock, “1 Corinthians viii.1-9, A
Suggestion”, 65ff.
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There are no other instances where Paul would utilize οἴδαμεν ὅτι as an introductory
formula for embedded statements.105 The few instances where moreover ὅτι are not
decisively, but arguably utilized as a part of an introduction they are preceded by a verbum
dicendi (Rom 3:8; 1 Cor 15:12) with only one instance where the ὅτι would intake the
postpositive position (Rom 3:8).106 It is by no way a “standard” way for Paul either to
introduce embedded statements with such a formulation or to moreover utilize ὅτι
whenever he does so. The use of οὖν is much more standard in this fashion than the ὅτι.107
Another argument to consider is our analysis of Paul’s utilization of embedded statements.
In the investigation conducted by us so far, the one of the most prominent features was the
lack of evidence for that Paul utilized embedded statements to build rapport. Yet this is
assumed he must have done here if he introduced a set of embedded statements with the
use of οἴδαμεν ὅτι.108 Rather whenever Paul embeds something from those he interacts with,
he does so on the grounds that he does not find the statements or the implications drawn
from them entirely agreeable.109 Hence in order to suggest that the οἴδαμεν ὅτι here is
Pauline one would have to disregard a) how Paul usually introduces embedded statements;
b) the purposes for why he does so; c) that the Corinthians evidentially on the other hand
utilize this very formulation; and d) that it in form corresponds to the voice arguably
Corinthian. These facts seem to suggest that it is highly unlikely that the words should be
ascribed to Paul and rather more consistent with what should on stylistic grounds be
attributed to the Corinthians.

2.6 Other interruptions by Paul?

Where our methodology is incomplete in answering where an embedded statement could
begin, it is more precise with regard to which indispensable parts must fall into such a
category once they are present. It is pregnant with such a force because the toolkit of point
for point interaction means that each responsorial point has a preceding counterpoint. What
this further implies for the determination of what hence needs to be incorporated into an
interaction between at least two communicants will indispensably “lock” certain parts from
interjection theories. What remains are hence possible to evaluate as interjections, but they
would need support in form of arguments and be moreover consistent in form. Differently
stated, the broader the area covered by the corresponding point for point sections, the
lesser space for possible interjections. There has however been fashionable to suggest a
Pauline interjection merely on the basis of an adversative. This is not generally speaking

105 Cf. Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 68 who states that this is “unique in syntax within the Pauline letters, which
suggests that the style is not Paul’s but that of someone else.”
106 There are totally 8 instances where Paul utilizes οἴδαμεν, nine if 1 Tim 1:8 should be counted. Of the six
instances where ὅτι is found in its vicinity it does never appear postpositive to οἴδαμεν. In three instances (Ro
7:14; 8:22; 2 Cor 5:1) the postpositive is γὰρ. In the remaining three (Ro 2:2; 3:19; 8:28; [1 Tim 1:8]) the
postpositive is δὲ. Should Paul have authored both 8:1 and 8:4 these would be the only instances where he
would diverge from how he behaves in other loci and moreover adopt a Johannine pattern. An explanation
should hence be required for why he stacks up so many anomalies in this section. Besides two further points
should be contemplated. Of the references given above, none conclusively could be said to build rapport rather
than formulate what Paul believes. The second point is that the οἴδαμεν ὅτι is a very common feature especially
in the Johannine literature (cf. John 3:2; 4:22; 4:42; 9:20; 9:24; 9:29; 10:30; 21:24; 1 John 3:14; 5:15x2; 5:18; 5:19;
see also Matt 22:16 with par; Mark 12:19; Luke 20:21). In no other case in the whole of NT does γὰρ work as a
postpositive to οἴδαμεν and only in John 9:31; 1 John 3:2; 5:20 is δὲ utilized as a postpositive. Hence we could
affirmatively state that it is a unique Pauline feature to have either γὰρ or δὲ as postpositives to οἴδαμεν, while
ὅτι is particular for the Johannine literature in this position. Here it is most often used to introduce a fact, saying
or a combination of the both. The synonym γινωσκω does not appear in third person plural in the NT.
107 Compare previous section of this dissertation where the attributory statements of Ro 9:19-20 and 11:19-20
were discussed.
108 Cf. BAGD, 556; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 209; Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 68.
109 Refer to the previous sections of this dissertation for the specifics.



41

convincing. There is no evidence for why an adversative by default should be taken as
Pauline or conversely why we would assume that adversatives could not form a part of the
Corinthian argument. Another problem is that it has scarcely been evaluated if these
interjections make sense in form and content. Our study thus far would it seems suggests
that it does not make any sense in form, since the behavioral pattern of not restraining
oneself from interjections in writing is a condition more speculative than evidentially based.
Secondly, it does not make any sense in form since it runs contrary to how embedded
statements usually are presented by Paul and in antiquity in general.

Nevertheless, there is a point for us of interacting with some of the arguments presented
in favor of such interjection theories. Since the methodological tools we have worked out in
this dissertation have not been available before, this interaction will necessarily be bound by
how the original arguments were formed and hence unavoidably touch upon content.
Looking at section 1b-8 the general question is if Paul appears here anywhere? This question
could be restated, on which grounds could we say that Paul appears in a section that we
have argued thus far stylistically should be ascribed to the Corinthians? We will first list the
section subject to the debate and highlight the potential points of interjection. We will then
examine the arguments in favor of those interjections. The prediction is that many of the
arguments from content have reflected what the particular scholars have restricted
themselves to ascribe to either Paul or the Corinthians. Consequently many arguments from
subjective theological eisegesis could be turned on their heads and be reversed.

Our demarcation line at verse 9 and argued for introduction 1a inclusive leaves us with a
corpus ranging between 8:1b-8 that would potentially be Corinthian. The question ahead of
us is whether Paul does appear anywhere within this section. It would not be possible to
enumerate all the variants of suggestions breaking up this section into smaller constituent
parts, each variously attributed. We would have to limit ourselves and we would have to do
so on sound grounds. First and foremost we would limit ourselves to those scholars that do
recognize that embedded statements are present in one form or another within this section.
Secondly we would have to limit ourselves to scholars that have broadly speaking suggested
similar hedges for the Corinthian interaction. This leaves us with a fair amount of respected
scholars that if one would wish could be said to argue for a longer variant embedding.
Among these the most prominent ones have already been mentioned at the beginning of
this section. Those being Willis, Fotopoulos and thirdly we add Lock which is the originator of
similar divisions. Their divisions upon this section could be divided into statements that a)
they do agree are Corinthian110; b) Statements that they do agree are not Corinthian; 111 and c)
Statements that they are disagreeing about.112 With regard to a) there is nothing further to
be added by us, since there is no dispute. With regard to b) and c) we would however
further need to scrutinize a) their arguments in favor of those positions and b) evaluate their
coherency with the backdrop of the insights we have gained thus far; and finally c) take a
stance for or against their suggestions. We will begin by introducing a colored scheme of the
points outlined above.

The parts of 1b-8 subject to scrutiny. Green = Corinthian, Red = Pauline, Blue = Disputed, all inbetween
Fotopoulos, Lock and Willis.

οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ
ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ'
αὐτοῦ. 4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ
ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς,
ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ
ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς δι' αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ
ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ

110 That is as far as chapter 8 goes verses 1bc, 4bc,5a,6,8b.
111 That is as far as chapter 8 goes verses 2,3,4a,5b,7
112 That is as far as chapter 8 goes verses 8a, 8b.
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ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε
ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν φάγωμεν περισσεύομεν.

From this scheme it appears that our results thus far are consistent with what these
scholars have suggested upon 1bc, 4bc,5a,6,8b where we are in fair agreement about their
embedded nature. This section is marked out with the green coloring. Even though we agree
in conclusion, the worked out methodology in this dissertation represents a novel and fine-
tuned argument in support of these divisions. There are however also points of
disagreement both inbetween the scholars themselves as well as between some of their
suggestions and our proposal.

If we begin with 8:8 there are different conclusions drawn as to which parts of the verse
that should be considered Corinthian. The divisions surrounds 1) the βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ
παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ113 and 2) regarding the double οὔτε. Of the scholars outlined above that
agree with our general hedges of wherein the Corinthian positions are to be found within
this section two (Fotopoulos, Lock) agree concerning the longer reading including 8:8a. They
in turn disagree about the double οὔτε which Lock retains while Fotopoulos does not. Willis
agrees with Fotopoulos about the οὔτε, but in turn disagrees with what to make about 8:8a
which Willis does not agree is embedded from the Corinthians.114 Willis main arguments for
suggesting that 8:8a is Pauline stems from two principles, the one is what he believes is
Paul’s position and the second what he believes could not be what the Corinthians argue.115
None of the starting assumptions are convincing. First, Willis does recognize that there is a
stylistic argument for the coherency of 8:8 with what is ascribed to the Corinthians
elsewhere both in form and consistency. He writes:

because of the precedent quotes in 8:1 and 8:4-6 it is entirely reasonable to suspect a
quotation here…the ἡμᾶς would incline one to think it comes from the Corinthians” and “the
first personal plural, found in the earlier quotations, appears here also.116

He even sees what this would imply for the Corinthian argument.117 However, Willis lets his
theological assumptions supersede the arguments from style. First he argues that “the
content of v.8 does not really seem to fit the Corinthians’ own position” and secondly, “it
sounds more like Paul’s own view”.118 There is however no explication why the
reconstruction of what is Corinthian or Pauline should be preceded by certain theological
caveats or if so which ones. The theological caveats are also at the center of the suggestion
for why the double οὔτε should not be ascribed to the Corinthians. In Willis own words:
“that would alter the controversy into a debate about Jewish food laws which it is not”.119
Willis hence suggests that “by a single simple change the latter half of the verse would
represent accurately the enlightened Corinthian’s outlook.”120 The question the scholar
should ask himself is why we should assume that it could not be a discussion concerning
food laws and furthermore divide the chapter after that assumption?121 Similarly, why

113 Barrett, 1 Corinthians, 195 would disagree with the scholars above and suggest that 8:8b is not Corinthian, but
rather 8:8a.
114 Cf. Hurd, The Origin of First Corinthians, 68 who lists other ten scholars who suggest that verse 8 is Corinthian
in origin. Hurd himself is more inclined to see it as a Pauline correction (ibid, 123). More recent scholars who see
verse 8 as Corinthian include Cheung, Idol Food, 134; Fee, First Corinthians, 382-4.
115 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 97-98.
116 Ibid, 97.
117 Ibid, 97: “If the text is taken as it stands and is considered to contain quotations from the Corinthians, their
position seems to say this eating of meat is an adiaphoron. They are saying that eating (sacrificial) meat will not
be a factor in divine judgment and that not to eat does not cause one to excel, nor does eating diminish one
before God.”
118 Ibid.
119 Ibid.
120 Ibid, 97-98.
121 Previous research have had formed opinions about the proto-gnostic thought of Paul’s Corinthian opponents.
Likewise strong views about Paul’s supposed non-jewishness seem both to be principles that could explain
arguments assuming that “trifling” matters such as food-laws could not possibly be at dispute. Both of these past
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should there be an antithesis between “Jewish food laws” and being “enlightened”? Since
there is no logical incoherency with the notion of Corinthians interacting with Paul
concerning idol food and since there is a consistency in form and grammatical voice as Willis
and others readily admit, there seems not to be any grounds for why verse 8 could not be
Corinthian.

Fotopoulos makes a little more sophisticated argument in this regard.122 He argues from
internal coherency to a) demonstrate that 8:8a is not in line with what Paul argues in 10:1-
22. In the latter Paul utilizes examples from Israel’s history to demonstrate that the eating of
sacrificial food is not a matter of adiaphoron for Paul and that the statement therefore
should be considered Corinthian. He also argues b) that the double οὔτε should be ascribed
to Paul, since if it is taken as Corinthian it would ”seem to contradict their prior advocacy of
idol-food consumption.”123 The argument from internal coherency is an appealing one and
convincing as far as 8:8a goes.124 With regard to the double οὔτε this specific argument
would however presume that there is a mutual exclusivity in saying that food has no bearing
with God, and to state that one does neither abound nor have less by eating of presumably
the same food. There is however no such constraint here. If what the Corinthians eat does
not commend them to God, it follows quite logically that it is perceived by them an
adiaphoron in the eyes of God, meaning whether they eat or not. Neither is there any
contradiction to be found if the ὑστερούμεθα and περισσεύομεν refer to their social
situation. There are plenty of reasons why a socially interacting Corinthian fraction would
downplay the role of their social ties in determining their conduct in this regard. There is
neither nothing inconceivable why a socially aspiring Corinthian fraction would argue in the
same fashion. A third and very important observation is that there is really nothing as we
have seen thus far, that would suggest that the Corinthian’s believed there existed any such
thing as idol-food.125 Certainly Paul did and referred to it with its proper term. The
Corinthians however are mostly speaking about food (vv.4,8) or referring to idol-food as
subsection of food (vv.4,7). Fotopoulos is hence wrong in referring to “their prior advocacy
of idol-food consumption”. Their case is not to advocate a consumption of idol-food as such
with all the connotations this brings with it. Their case is that they should not abstain from
regular food referred to by some as “idol-food”. Once this distinction is grasped, namely that
the Corinthians do not make such a distinction, there seem not be any arguments from
internal coherency that would contradict our suggested division so far. Our suggestion is
therefore that Fotopoulos has the benefit of the argument as far as 8:8a goes and that the
arguments evoked by Willis and Fotopoulos are neither convincing theologically or formally
with regard to the double οὔτε.126 This means that we suggest that verse 8 in its entirety is to
be considered an embedded statement.127

This leaves us to proceed with the sections that these scholars in conclusion agree are not
to be ascribed to the Corinthians. These are 2-4a, 5b and 7. Looking at 5b ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ

assumptions have however long since been disbanded by more recent scholarship. The implications stemming
from them should follow suit.
122 Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 217-8.
123 Iid, 217.
124 This conclusions is shared by the NRSV which puts 8:8a within quotation marks. In a note it entertains the
possibility of including the whole of verse 8 within the quotations marks. Cf. Omanson, “Acknowledging Paul’s
Quotations,” 209.
125 See previous sections of this dissertation for the reasons behind this conclusion.
126 Here we agree with the observation of Lock upon the relation between vv.8 and 9, “1 Corinthians viii.1-9, A
Suggestion,” 68: “It explains the antithesis between "we" (v. 8) and "you" (v. 9). Throughout the whole passage
the first person plural is the language of the Corinthians (οἴδαμεν, i. 4; ἡμῖν, ἡμεῖς , 6; ἡμᾶς 8); the second person
in vv. 9-12 is in St. Paul's address to them.”
127 This conclusion should not be confused with us suggesting that Paul necessarily disagrees with the Corinthians.
In point of fact he could very well agree with them about food in general. They could even evoke principles
reminiscent of what Paul has explicated elsewhere (cf. Ro 14:17). The point of disagreement seems however to
be how to categorize εἰδωλόθυτον. The existence of the effects of the latter Paul are affirmed by Paul in 10:1-22.
The Corinthian’s would however not as it seem agree that the category existed or was incumbent with any
negative effects at all.



44

πολλοὶ καὶ κύριοι πολλοί the enumerated scholars are in agreement that these words are
not Corinthian.128 Yet Willis concedes that there is an increased likelihood of that verse 5
comes from the Corinthians since it intervenes inbetween two statements attributed to the
Corinthians in verse 4 and 6 and is syntactically linked to the latter.129 The main reason why
he takes it as Pauline seems however to be due to the ὥσπερ εἰσὶν which he takes as
qualifying.130 Fotopoulos for the same reason argues that “5a is interrupted by a Pauline
refutation”.131 This leads both of them to conclude that Paul argues for the existence of
pagan deities. So Willis states: “Paul is in the awkward position of having to argue with some
Christians (formerly pagans) for the reality of the pagan divinities”; while Fotopoulos
concludes that “Paul states that the so-called gods and lords whom the Strong do not
believe do, in fact, exist.”132 Thus both Willis and Fotopoulos agree that Paul believes and
argues for the existence of these gods. Willis believes this as something de facto, namely
since there are things worshipped as such. Fotopoulos on the other hand since the so-called
gods are confused with demons.133 However, if as we have argued above concerning the
supportive arguments for our general division, namely that the enclitic -περ strengthens the
conjunction it is attached to, then the translation should perhaps not be “as there are” but
rather “as if” or an emphatic “like”. This would dispend from reading in a qualification to the
existence of one God. It would furthermore not necessitate to argue that either Paul or the
Corinthians suggest that there are a multiplicity of gods. Moreover it would work perfectly
well with 5a καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς in that it would
emphasize that there really are those things that by some are invoked with conviction as
gods and lords. In other words it would perfectly well fit within a Corinthian argument
suggesting that they themselves are not affected by whatever is called a god or even
invoked as if they would exist. For the Corinthians there would still only remain one Deity.
This seems to be a more natural reading of ὥσπερ rather than to take it as an affirmative.
There is hence no necessity to interject a polytheistic Paul in this context and break an
otherwise fully discernable argument. This leads us to suggest that 5b if properly translated
is most probably Corinthian to.

Another subsection these scholars agree are not to be considered Corinthian is 4a Περὶ
τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων. They are by no means unchallenged in this
conclusion.134 Their two main reasons for ascribing this to Paul seems to be 1) that they
believe that Paul interjects in verses 2-3 and in order to resume his quotations again uses a
topic marker in 4a; 2) that there is a close resemblance between 1a and 4a and that this
therefore should be considered the topic marker. What they do not agree about is what Paul
is resuming. Willis suggests that Paul returns to the announced topic, while Fotopoulos
suggests that “the very act of eating, not just the food itself” is set as a central problem.135
Earlier we have noted two things. First, that Margaret M. Mitchell has demonstrated that
περὶ δὲ is a topic marker that could or not introduce embedded statements.136 One of the
theories that Margaret M. Mitchell’s study therefore has made implausible are those early
attempts at recreating a Corinthian original letter through the alignment of whatever
succeeds the topic marker in 1 Corinthians as necessarily stemming from a Corinthian

128 Others do not find 5a and 5b mutually exclusive. See Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 369-70.
129 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 85.
130 Ibid, 86.
131 Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 212.
132 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 86; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 212.
133 Ibid.
134 Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 82n63 concedes even though he does not follow through to a difference in that
the terminology “makes the inquiry more specific.”
135 The full quotes are as follows: Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 82: “In 1 Cor 8:4 he [Paul] resumes quoting from the
Corinthian’s inquiry. The introductory words, Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων return to the topic
announces [sic!] in 8:1 and indeed closely resembles that verse”; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman
Corinth, 210: “Paul uses the topic marker Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων (v 4a) in order to resume the
Strong’s propositiones…thus indicating that the central problem faced by Paul and the Corinthians is the very act
of eating sacrificial food, not just the food itself…”
136 Mitchell, “Concerning περὶ δὲ”, 229-56.
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literary correspondence.137 We have also demonstrated from our study of Paul’s embedded
statements in general as well as those in antiquity that there are no fixed formulas
introducing such statements. There is hence no necessity even if assuming that Paul
interjects in 8:2-3 to require that he in order to resume the habit of embedding would need
to introduce such an embedding with an introductory formula. Secondly we have noted
from our discussions about where the embedding might begin that there is a difference
between 1a and 4a. The first difference which Fotopoulos also notes is that the emphasis is
put on eating idol food in 4a, while in 1a the subject is simply idol-food.138 The second
difference has also been noted even among the proponents of the partition theories and
that is that the otherwise always occurring postpositive δὲ is lacking here.139 This has made
them not to include this περὶ among what they believed were the “quotation marks”.140

These facts do all illustrate the difficulty incumbent in the task of discerning between
what could be Corinthian respectively Pauline. However it seems farfetched to assume that
Paul would need to introduce the topic twice. If Willis is right in that there is no difference
between 1a and 4a, then the incumbent question would be what would necessitate Paul to
return or reintroduce the same topic again? It does not seem that the space of verses 2-3
was sufficiently divergent from the general argument, that the Corinthians should be
presumed to have been affected by amnesia or distracted from the general topic in order to
be reintroduced to it again. However if Fotopoulos is right in that neither Paul nor his
opponents are as much interested in the τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων of 8:1a as of the actual eating of
it in 4a. Then who is? What would necessitate Paul to introduce two different topics twice in
the space of 4 verses rather than immediately cut to the chase if neither he nor his
addressees are really interested in the first one? Is there any other possibility that these
scholars have not contemplated?

We have already mentioned in several loci that there is a difference in perceptions with
regard to idol food. It is not at all clear that the ones Paul interacts with would believe that
any such thing actually existed. This is especially the case since they do not acknowledge the
existence or power of other deities (v.4b-6) and use a language that seems to describe idol-
food as simply food (v.8). For them it does not simply seem to be an issue of concern (v.8)
and hence they appear to explain the uneasiness of some in this regard by assuming that
such people lack the type of knowledge they themselves have (v.7). For Paul on the other
hand there exists such a thing as τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων (8:1a, 10), if food as such should regulate
ones conduct (8:13), so much the more idol-food seeing that it does contrary to the
assertion of 8:8 affect both the relationship with fellow-believers (8:9-13) as the relation to
God (10:14). This regulation does not seem to be mitigated by any particular favors one
would believe assures oneself before God (cf. 8:1b-3 with 10:1-14). Could it therefore be
excluded that also the 4a is Corinthian? If 1b-3 are general principles as will be argued, then
4a could very well introduce how this principle works out in practice with regard to the
eating of idol-food. In other words, the question of eating idol-food is ultimately a subject
decided upon the principles it evokes. For the Corinthians it is to love and in return be
known by God (8:1b-3). The one who loves and is known by God has nothing to fear (8:1b-
3,8) especially the effects of eating idol-food, seeing that there is no other God (8:4b) and
that the existence of those who do believe and call upon such beings does not affect their
firmness (8:5-6). Hence if one claims to have knowledge but yet is unaware of the state of
affairs, that one is defiled by his or her own lack of the right knowledge (8:6,7) and possibly
even lack of love of God (8:3). It is therefore not unlikely that if the 4a is taken as Corinthian

137 cf. Schenk, “Der 1 Korintherbrief als Briefsamlung,” 224; Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth, 85; Hurd, The
Origins of 1 Corinthians, 61-94. These scholars believed wrongfully that the περὶ δὲ was a quotation mark.
138 Gooch, Dangerous Food, 54 does also note this difference and suggests from the terminology that eating may
include other foods than meat.
139 The other occurences are 7:1, 25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1, 12 cf. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 207;
Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlischen Literatur, 135; Bruce, I and II Corinthians, 66).
140 Ibid.
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it introduces the practical application of shared principles in 1b-3 in regard to the practical
issue of food consumption of which the embedded Corinthian’s seem to categorize idol food.

At the end of the previous section it was indirectly argued that verse 7 should be
considered Corinthian. This it would seem to be one of the more clear cases to argue and yet
perhaps the one there has been the most consensus against.141 Verse 7 which runs Ἀλλ' οὐκ
ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν,
καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα μολύνεται has decisively been judged as non-
Corinthian. The first argument usually runs like this, verse 7 is a blatant contradiction to
verse 1b. If verse 1b is Corinthian then verse 7 surely must be a Pauline qualification. The
second argument is simply put that the verse is adversative, it includes a αλλα which
qualifies something of what the Corinthians are saying. Variations of these arguments are to
be found universally. In the following it will be demonstrated why the arguments are not
consistent and secondly a positive case will be made for why it is better to be taken as a
Corinthian statement.

With regard to the first argument, since verse 1b runs that πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν it would
seem that 7a οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις contradicts the former. This is however a misconception.
First, at the beginning of this chapter we noted that there has been a lack of comprehension
for the different types of knowledge appearing within the first eight verses. To recapitulate:
The first type of knowledge is the one God has, the second the knowledge that the
embedded ones argue they have and thirdly the knowledge the embedded ones argue some
lack. The division is confirmed by how Paul point for point interacts with each one of them.
The ἡ γνῶσις of 7a has been taken as the same type of knowledge as is referred to in verse
1b. Had this been the case and especially if verse 7a would immediately follow upon 1b
there would perhaps be a better case.142 As it stands now 7a stands in immediate succession
to the creed explicated and confirmed by the Corinthians in verse 6. The content of verse 6 is
therefore the knowledge the embedded Corinthians argue they have and possess. It is this
knowledge that makes them sure that as far as idol food goes they have nothing to fear. It is
also this knowledge that they would claim some lack, namely the ones the Corinthians
perceive do not agree with them with regard to food. While 1b affirms that everybody has a
type of knowledge, verses 5-6 explicate what kind of knowledge the embedded Corinthians
have. The adversative and the knowledge in verse 7 is the beginning of an argument
presented against those not reaching the same conclusion as the embedded Corinthians,
namely the accusations of that such as they must lack this knowledge. Had the stop been put
after 7:a the interpretive problem would have been to figure out whether the ignorance in
others was in reference to the creed in verse 6 or in reference to that the embedded
Corinthians accept the creed. The continued emphasis on the weakness of the consciousness
of some transforms this into a coherent accusation that the adversaries of the embedded
Corinthians lack the very same knowledge the former take pride in.

The second argument usually comes from the utilization of the αλλα. This argument
seems particularly weak. There are many reasons for why this is so and the confusion upon
its role could partly be explained by the earlier absence of any preliminary studies upon
embedded statements. First, we have seen that the use of adversatives are not the usual
mark of embedded statements. For each embedded statement we found three criterion of
which an adversative could at the most function as one. From one naked adversative
nothing much really follows. Second, there is often a widespread assumption of that only
Paul could form arguments utilizing adversatives. This is by no reason a position that
somehow should be taking by default. There is nothing that logically speaking would hinder
the Corinthians from construing qualified arguments. Thirdly, the argument from necessity is

141 Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth, 187-9; Willis, Idol Meat in Corinth, 224; Fotopoulos, Food
Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 220.
142 Formally speaking there is no contradiction to be found inbetween the statements “we all have knowledge”
and “this knowledge is not in everyone”. The particular does not negate the universal. For a formal contradiction
the one would either have to affirm that we all have knowledge respectively we all have not knowledge or in
particular we all have this knowledge and we all have not this knowledge.
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particularly weak especially since many scholars already have conceded that ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς
θεὸς ὁ πατήρ at the beginning of verse 6 belongs to the embedded statements of the
Corinthians. Even if verse 6 is a creedal formula, the ἀλλ' would fall into the vocabulary of
the embedded Corinthians. Having conceded that the Corinthians could argue in this fashion
in one instance, there is nothing that really hinders them from doing this again.

To what has been said about the relation between verse 7 to the knowledge confessed in
verse 6 further arguments could be brought in support for this verse’s Corinthian origin. First
there is a thematic overlap between what the Corinthians seem to argue about the nature of
εἰδωλόθυτον as merely food (8:8) and the utilization of the description ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον. The
conjunct does fall perfectly in line with the succeeding argument in verse 8, namely that the
embedded Corinthians seem to perceive idol-food as simply speaking food. The ὡς
εἰδωλόθυτον suggests that what is eaten ”as” or ”as if” it would be idol-food is in the
perception of those lacking the ”right” type of knowledge etc. There is no more objective
reality to such type of food in the perception of the embedded Corinthians than there is in
the idols and gods people evoke as such (vv.4-6). This thematic coherency with regard to
food and idol-food is furthermore thematically present and interacted with in the Pauline
point for point interaction. Such is as we have seen one of the criterion for embedded
statements. In 10:19 Paul for instance guards himself from the accusation of assigning too
much importance to idol-food. This is coherent with the notion that the embedded
Corinthians would denigrade its status (8:7-8) while Paul warned against the effects of eating
it (8:9-13; 10:1-14). There is also a thematic overlap though disagreement about the
consequential nature of the consumption as we have seen earlier by those weak in
conscience (ἡ συνείδησις) and lacking real knowledge (μολύνεται, 8:7 vis a vie ἀπόλλυται,
8:11) and the disagreement about the status of those of different opinion (cf. 8:7 and the
“brothers” for whom Christ had died in 8:12-13 and the absence of fraternal language in
8:1b-8). In short, the suggestion from style does not seem to be contradicted by the
arguments suggested from content. On the contrary on a closer examination, they rather
support such a division. Our suggestion is therefore that verse 7 more clearly than the other
verses discussed here could be affirmed as Corinthian.

The final verses usually ascribed to Paul are verses 1c-3. We have already seen how the
interjection of Paul here has in turn necessitated some scholars to suggest that 4a therefore
must be a new introduction of the same topic. On the discussion upon 4a we briefly touched
upon how verses 2-3 could structurally work within a coherent Corinthian argument. We did
also note when discussing verse 7 that a mere adversative should not be taken as a Pauline
interjection by default. The main reason for why these verses (2-3) have been assigned to
Paul are their qualifying nature. So far we are in agreement with past scholarship. These
verses are most convincingly to be taken as qualifying statements of the general proposition
explicated in 8:1b. Where we disagree is to whom this qualification should be attributed. If
the immediate response to a qualification is not to exclude it as a possibility of being other
than Pauline, then it will be much easier to explore why it makes more sense to take them as
Corinthian qualifications of this probably shared and repeated principle.143 First, the
suggestion that these verses could be fitted into a coherent argument has been recognized
earlier by many of those arguing for a partitio in this loci.144 Smit in arguing against partitions
based on too much emphasis on the qualifiers noted three characteristics of verses 1-6
which he suggests point to their integrity as an rhetorical whole: 1) “A series of
parallelisms…all sentences or parts of sentences are interrelated by twos through an indirect

143 I think that there is a slight likelihood that the Corinthians here respond to a principle they have heard either
from Paul or from other Corinthians. The embedded Corinthians emphasis on the right type of knowledge 8:4-8
they do have and others supposedly lack could very well have been met with an equally affirmative claim to
knowledge. In that case the embedded Corinthians could in turn start off by acknowledging the universality of
knowledge, but breaking it down into it subsequent parts of which they of course got the choicest ones. Cf.
Odeberg, Pauli Brev till Korintierna, 147-8 who is right in noting that the content of 2-3 is most probably a
universal affirmative among both the sender and receiver of the letter.
144 Se section on previous research.
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beginning (anaphora)”; 2) the plural in the grammatical voice; 3) the “high number of
general indefinite utterances”.145 To Smit’s arguments and the ones above explicated on 4a
we would like to add or own. The entire section (8:1b-3) looks like this: οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες
γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω
ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ. Now looking
at verse three what is the object of love? God. What is the consequence of loving God?
Being known by him. This explicates the proposition about love in verse 1. Similarly with
regard to verse two there is a right way of knowing things emphasized by the compulsory
force of δεῖ. This explicates the proposition about the knowledge that puffs up. While the
right way of knowing things is opposed to knowing things in a manner that puffs up, the love
that builds up is the one directed towards God. While a type of knowledge could be had
without love, the latter never comes without the right type of knowledge.

Too much emphasis in scholarship has been put on where the Corinthians and Paul
disagree, and too little has been done in illustrating where they actually do agree. The
disagreement between them does not surround common shared principles (cf. 8:6). The
disagreement surrounds the implications of those principles and if they apply in the way the
Corinthians understand them to do. The thesis that puts the embedded Corinthians and Paul
in an either or category misses what they actually share. If verses 2-3 should be taken as
Paul’s qualification of what the Corinthians know and consequently an appeal to love God, it
would on this view suggest that the embedded Corinthians would be accused of lacking
proper knowledge and love of God. Now this begs the question why the section does not
continue in that case with Paul emphasizing a shift to their knowledge and appeal for them
to start loving God? Are there any reasons why Paul would not make such an appeal if this
was the case? Are there any reasons to suppose that Paul does not share the type of
knowledge explicated by the Corinthians in this section? In context the reason behind the
puffing up in verse 2, is knowledge. This could not be any knowledge, since Paul himself calls
for knowing things (7.sss). If not a general statement about knowledge, the only other
option in this context would be that Paul talks specifically about the knowledge the
embedded Corinthians had. What was this knowledge? We saw earlier that it is explicated in
verses 4-8 with the emphasis surrounding monotheism. Is anything in the content of the
knowledge explicated by the Corinthians disagreeable to Paul? It does not seem that there is
any reason to suppose this.

There is hence a basic coherency in this section. What it does lack is a clear grammatical
voice on the part of the speaker. There seems however to be a consistency both with what
the Corinthians argue and with what Paul argues. Looking at the Corinthians, from the verses
we have attributed to them thus far, it is apparent for instance that they speak about those
disagreeing with them by utilizing an indefinite voice. They are “some” (8:7), lack the proper
knowledge (8:7) and have a weak conscience (8:7). Even if we would limit ourselves to 4b-6
as embedded statements, the emphasis of the type of knowledge the embedded Corinthians
claim they have is consistent with them perceiving others to not be in possession of. This
corresponds to the indefinite “one” who lacks proper knowledge in verse 2. As it stands
there is nothing controversial with the notion that the Corinthians would appeal to
principles in support for their behavior while denying the adherence to them for those they
are in commotion with. There is neither nothing that would suggest that Paul would disagree
with the principles contained in 2-3. There seems to be ample evidence that he may even
have been the originator of similar formulations. In-fact his appeal in this very letter as
conceivable on other occasions has been as in 1 Cor 4:6 μὴ εἷς ὑπὲρ τοῦ ἑνὸς φυσιοῦσθε
κατὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου and he returns frequently to similar expressions 1 Cor 13:4 [ἡ ἀγάπη] οὐ
περπερεύεται, οὐ φυσιοῦται. There is however a slight change in emphasis here. Paul
presupposes the presence of the love of God (1 Cor 16:22); he utilizes it as a rule of conduct
(1 Cor 10:31); uses himself as an example in this regard (1 Cor 9:1-27); and anticipates its

145 Smit, “1 Cor 8,1-6: A Rhetorical Partitio, A Contribution to the Coherence of 1 Cor 8,1-11,1,” 577-91 esp. 580.
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rewards (1 Cor 2:9). What he on the other hand returns to are appeals to mutual unity (1 Cor
1:10), to love one another (1 Cor 16:20) and to emphasis of brotherhood (1 Cor 6:6-7;
16:24).146 The ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν in 8:3 is never included among those things Paul emphasizes
the Corinthians to change. This observation would be magnified by that the lack of love of
God evidentially is one of the things that “tick” him off (cf. 1 Cor 16:22 εἴ τις οὐ φιλεῖ τὸν
κύριον, ἤτω ἀνάθεμα). So it would seem unlikely that Paul would leave it unmentioned if it
indeed was a defect among the embedded Corinthians. On the other hand there is nothing
surprising with the Corinthians explaining their case and position by appealing to the
principles cherished by Paul.147 Infact this would be an effective way strategically speaking
for the embedded Corinthians to disavow their role in the ongoing dispute while justifying
their own practices. At the same time it would enforce the argument against their
opponents by aligning them with one of the things Paul does hate, namely lack of love of
God. The Corinthians would claim as disputing parties generally do, that the wrong is on the
opposite side. For the embedded Corinthians the obstruction with regard to this issue are
certain other Corinthians not yet reconciled with the notion of the existence of one God.
These are the ones creating the havoc. The absence of them being called brothers and the
accusation of them lacking the proper creedal knowledge seems to be an attempt to
distance their adversaries from the category of brotherhood by an appeal to principles
shared with Paul. The latter is not buying into their argument. He goes rather out of the way
in suggesting that the adversaries of the embedded statements share the belief system if not
the conclusions of the embedded Corinthians. He does so by describing them as “brothers”
for whom Christ has died (8:9-13). It is not likely that Paul would call anybody a brother that
was ignorant of the creedal formulation in verse 6.148 Rather it is the embedded Corinthian
argument that amounts to that this must be what explains the behavior or lack thereof of
the opposing party and it furthermore explains also why they never are designated as
brothers by them, but rather as continuing in pagan practices (8:7). In other words the

146 There are those who have argued that the δὲ ἀγάπη οἰκοδομεῖ in 1c refers to what Paul later would explicate
as love towards a brother. However in context, the object of ones love is God (8:3). If Paul would make this
argument, he would essentially say that the one who lacks love, lacks it in reference to God as an object. If this
would be Paul’s argument, namely that the Corinthians lack a proper love towards God or are not known by him
he would contradict himself (cf. 1 Cor 2:9-10; 15:2; 16:20) and furthermore fail to raise this surely important
issue (i.e. no love of God) in his further exploration upon this issue (8:9-13;9;10). It is in addition not clear what
role the love of God with a reciprocal knowledge would really mean for Paul in his subsequent argument with
regard to idol-food. He sees the problems with regards to brethren (8:9-13; 10:24-32); uses himself as an
example in this regard (9:1-27); and warns against syncretism (10:1-23).
147 They have indeed done this on other occasions as we saw in the previous part of this dissertation while
discussing the origins of 6:12-13 we wrote about the mirroring: “The reoccurring statement and the qualification
of it seems to best fit a pattern where the Corinthians make use of Paul’s own slogan in application to questions
not covered by his original intention.” Paul himself seems to make such appeals, as for instance 1 Cor 10:26
where Paul echoes what is argued by the Corinthians in 8:4-6 either by utilizing their own scriptural quotation or
appealing to such as fit their conclusion (τοῦ κυρίου γὰρ ἡ γῆ καὶ τὸ πλήρωμα αὐτῆς).
148 Shen, Canaan to Corinth: Paul’s Doctrine of God and the Issue of Food Offered to Idols in 1 Corinthians 8:1-11:1,
145 has observed the same thing: “First, those with “weak conscience” (8:7b) did have knowledge, the essentials
of the faith Paul just stated: (1) many “gods” and many “lords” in the demonic realm, (2) one God the Father, and
(3) the Lord Jesus Christ (8:5-6). Such basic truths are part of the fundamentals to being a Christian. In fact Paul
repeatedly addressed those with weak conscience, or “the weak,” as “brothers” (ἀδελφὸς) “for whom Christ died”
(8:11).” Other interpreters also do affirm this fundamental notion. Murphy-O’Connor, “Freedom or the Ghetto (1
Cor. VIII, 1-13; X, 23-XI,1),” 545 calls it “a fundamental element of the kerygma”; Horsley, “Gnosis in Corinth: 1
Corinthians 8:1-6,” 36 calls it “the essence of one’s conversion”. In distinction to Shen who views 8:7 as a Pauline
statement directed against the generally embedded Corinthians, we view this verse as the embedded statements
argument against their opposing brethren. This possibility has not been contemplated by Shen who does not
delve into a systematic categorization of what is Paul and what is not. Shens proposal which changes the referent
in the statement and the conclusions reached in this study which discloses both the referent and the originator of
the statement dispend with speculations rising from puzzling notions about why Corinthian converts would be
unaware of such a fundamental principle, see Dawes, “The Danger of Idolatry,” 89; Calvin, The First Epistle of Paul
the Apostle to the Corinthians, trans. Fraser in Torrance & Torrance (ed.) Calvin’s Commentaries. One merit of
Dawes study is his systematic disjunction between supposed affinities inbetween the “weak” of Romans 14-15
and those here commonly referred to as “weak”. The differences pertain both to types of food discussed and
whom Paul sides with (see Dawes, “The Danger of Idolatry”, 82-98 esp. 88).
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embedded Corinthians would suggest that if the opposing party claim they know God, they
would not be acting as if the idols are anything. We on the other hand have the right
knowledge, belief and moreover by loving God we are also protected by him they would
claim. It is the latter conclusion, and Paul’s subsequent response to this type of security (1
Cor 10:1-14) that will be explored further in the upcoming chapter of this dissertation.

In conclusion, the Corinthians would start off their argumentation from affirmatives
shared between them and Paul to illustrate how they are consistent with the shared
principles while the others are not. The notions about knowledge and the qualifying factors
are something that neither the embedded Corinthians nor Paul himself necessarily disagree
about. Rather this is a basis for their agreement. The disagreement surrounds the
implications of the common principles and how they relate to this issue. Does the existence
of the one God exclude other powers or include protection from them?

2.7 Other Corinthian statements in chapter 10?

So far we have looked at where Paul may have embedded statements from Corinthians in
chapter 8. We have also put under discussion the possibility of Paul interjecting statements
within the section broadly ascribed by us to the Corinthians. There is however incumbent to
also investigate if this could be the case in the other pillar supporting the structure of this
debate. Is the entirety of chapter 10 to be ascribed to Paul or are there any grounds for
suggesting that the Corinthians could be represented here in a similar fashion as they have
appeared in chapter 8? It is the contention of the present author that there indeed are good
grounds for asserting the presence of embedded Corinthian statements within this section.
We have divided our enquiry into three parts: a) statements that probably are Corinthian
considering our previously worked out premises; b) Those statements that upon the same
premises could not be considered embedded and therefore most likely Pauline. c) The more
disputed ones. In the following we account for the probable ones.

2.7.1 Statements that arguably are Corinthian

The first thing to recognize is that there have been a long range of authors that have
conceded that there are Corinthian statements present in this chapter.149 By far the verse
that has gained the most attention and consensus is 10:23 with 10:29-30 as a close
second.150 In one sense we do not therefore present an unconceived idea from the
standpoint of what is possible to entertain if we propose the presence of such embeddings.

149 Horrell, The Social Ethos of the Corinthian Correspondence, 122; Omanson, “Acknowledging Paul’s Quotations,”
210-1; Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 108-9, 140; Moffat, An Introduction to the Literture of the New Testament, 112;
Gooch, Dangerous Food, 62,91-2; Wire, Woman Prophets, 103; Cheung, Idol Food; 113; Chow, Patronage and
Power, 130, 166; Henrici, Der erste Brief an die Korinther, 198; Lightfoot, Notes on Epistles of St. Paul, 213;
Robertson & Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians,
121-2; Lietzmann-Kümmel, An die Korinther I, II, 27; Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric, 33; Clarke, Secular and
Christian Leadership in Corinth, 106; Newton, Deity and Diet, 373; Fotopoulos, Foof Offerd to Idols, 205, 237;
Shen, Canaan to Corinth, 192; Willis, Idol Food, 224; Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 144-5.
150 For 10:23 see the apparatus below. As goes for 10:29-30 Omanson, “Acknowledging Paul’s Quotations,” 210-1
has pointed out how various translations illustrate this assertion. NBE has for instance put quotations marks
around 10:29b-30; REB and Barclay have inserted a “you say”; while GND and FrCL a preceding “someone will
ask”. Whatever reasons the translators found convincing, they were persuaded to distance these sayings as
reflective of the mind of Paul.
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If there are one or more such present within chapter 10, there certainly could be more.151
There are still grounds for rejecting the reasons behind some of the earlier suggestions
especially with regard to 10:29-30. Since the latter have drawn attention for its supposedly
incompatibility with what is regarded as a Pauline argument, it falls under the same critique
we raised earlier about the circularity of a reasoning which determines what could or could
not be Pauline based on what Paul in a sense “must” argue.152 Here, like when chapter 8 was
put under scrutiny, the criterion from how Paul evidentially behaves when he embeds his
opponents should be the methodological way forward rather than criterion often stemming
from subjective theological assessments. Once a workable division of the text has been
presented, the theological content could be put under scrutiny and the theological positions
assessed. This same standard applies to 10:29-30 and any other possible embedded
statement within chapter 10. With regard to 10:23 however the case is much more different
than the previous assessment of 10:29-30 and further the least challenged. The reasons for
this have been argued more at length in our exposé of Paul’s behavior with regard to his
employment of embedded statements in 6:12-13. If the argument for their Corinthian origin
is valid, then the repetition of the statements in 10:23 should as several scholars also have
argued be attributed to other origins than Paul.153

To entertain the possibility of embedded Corinthian statements within chapter 10 is one
thing. To sift through the text with a methodology that could be validated is a whole
different matter. Repeating phrases are a convincing standard, but scholars have not
struggled to find a way beyond this. The methodology employed by us in chapter 8 does
however precisely allow us such an assessment also with regard to chapter 10. We have
seen that Paul a) interacts with his embedded statements by way of imperatives, negatives
and interrogations. If we concede that 10:23 is interacted with by Paul, then we could also
add adversatives to the list. But these interactions do not stand by themselves, we would
further need to find b) different voices preceding and succeeding the demarcation line and c)
a point-for-point interaction with whatever the putative embedding contains. Once these
patterns (a,b,c) are present, we have solid reasons for suggesting which statements that are
embedded, which statements that interact with those and finally which statements that do
fall outside the scope of the methodology’s range of assessment.

151 Here as in previous scholarly speculations, the grounds upon which something is to be accepted or rejected as
an embedded statement have been obscure. Our worked out methodology serves to counter this deficiency.
152 For instance Omanson,”Acknowledging Paul’s Quotations” makes an argument from theological content in
that:”1 Cor 10.29b-30. These two verses, traditionally translated as Paul’s words, appear to contradict all that he
has said in the previous verses”. This incompatibility is further theorized by Lietzmann, An die Korinther, 51 as a
possible diatribe. Héring, La premiere eptire de Saint Paul aux Corinthiens, 99 on the other hand found Paul
addressing this question to the “weak”. A third theory put forward by Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, 265-7 was
to take this as a textual gloss introduced by one of the “Corinthian Strong”. All these theories follow upon an
imagined necessity these exegetes have felt at reconciling their own Pauline image and should therefore stand as
negative warnings of why theological outlooks should not guide the analysis of this debate.
153 So Cheung, Idol Food, 113 calls it “most obvious is Paul’s quotations of the Corinthian motto: PANTA [MOI]
EXESTIN in 6.12 and 10.23”; Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric, 33 says “Paul…quotes the Corinthian slogan”;
Newton, Deity and Diet, 373 calls it a “slogan”; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols, 237 says this slogan “is quoted
twice” even though he attentively recognizes that is does so “without any introduction or topic marker”;
Conzelmann, 1 Corinthians, 140 argues from this texts repetitive nature. Most reflective and explicit is Gooch,
Dangerous Food, 62 who writes: “It has long been recognized that 1 Corinthians includes quotations from (or at
the very least allusions to) the Corinthian letter to Paul. These are indicated by a repeated feature of Paul’s letter
that is hard to explain otherwise: occasionally Pail will make a bold aphoristic statement which immediately he
retracts or strongly qualifies. For example in 6:13 he says “Food for the belly, and the belly for food, but God will
make nothing both one and the other.” Four times Paul says “All things are permitted” (6:12; 10:23) and each
time immediately suggests otherwise: “but not all things are helpful or constructive” and “but I won’t be
mastered by anything.”…The quotations may be recognized by both their aphoristic quality and Paul’s hasty
subversion of them.” Cf. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 144, 239; Chow, Patronage and Power, 145,
Shen, Canaan to Corinth, 162, 192; Willis, Idol Food, 224. What Gooch intuitively have tapped in to is partly
confirmed by our study. His attempt however at describing the general marks of embedded statements is solely
built upon this example without any further demonstrations of recognized embedded statements by way of
application.
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In the following I will suggest why 1 Corinthians 10:16-17 should be considered an
embedded statement. This proposal will be novel, but nevertheless consistent with the
worked out methodology.154 Following the outlined pattern above, we need to determine a
possible point of interaction within chapter 10. For 10:16-17 there is an imperative of
warning βλέπετε at the beginning of verse 18. Now that it happens to be βλέπετε just as in
8:9 may be a coincidence. The word choice is not the genealogical motive behind or neither
requisite for why this instance necessarily should be noted. Rather its form is consistent with
what happens at the point of interaction whenever embedded statements do present
themselves. In of itself it does however not prove anything. There is thus a further necessity
to corroborate this point of interaction with the other patterns, all of which need to be
present in order to suggest a firm case.

If indeed the βλέπετε of verse 18 is the mark of the point of interaction, then what
succeeds it must utilize another voice in a point for point interaction with whatever that
precedes the βλέπετε. Once again, these patterns do not work in isolation, but need to be
present simultaneously as has been demonstrated from previous sections of this
dissertation. With regard to verses 16-17 the voice appearing within them is in the first
personal plural, so in verse 16 we have εὐλογοῦμεν, κλῶμεν; in verse 17 ἐσμεν and
μετέχομεν. This does not in of itself suggest that Paul could not have been the originator of
such formulations and on a theoretical level several reasons may suggest why Paul could
utilize the first person plural. Taken together with the other patterns it is however
suggestive to the fact that it has other origins than Paul, since it would fit the pattern of
embedded statements whenever such occur and further in a discourse already conceded to
contain such. The other patterns in this context are except the adversative imperative of
verse 18, the absence of any first person singular form which nevertheless are present
subsequently to verses 16-17 and immediately preceding them. So in verse 15 we have ὡς
φρονίμοις λέγω: κρίνατε ὑμεῖς ὅ φημι where two forms in the first personal singular
distinguishes the expression from what succeeds them and where the κρίνατε ὑμεῖς further
puts a distance between the speaker and those he addresses. The case is quite similar in
verse 19 where φημι appears once again in the first person singular; piggy backing on the
βλέπετε already spotted in verse 18. In verse 20 there is further a θέλω. Both the
imperatives κρίνατε and βλέπετε appear in the second personal plural to further distinguish
the speaker from those addressed. An element repeated then in the twice occurring οὐ
δύνασθε of verse 21.

The third element, that being the point for point interaction is also present. Following the
imperative of warning in verse 18 there is an additional mentioning of the “fleshly” Israel.
This would indeed it seems be referencing back to the first section of this chapter where
verses 1-12 speaks about how the Israelites who were led through the desert partook of the
same favors. These favors were however no guarantee for keeping their relationship with
God intact. Particularly of notice are verses 3-4 were πάντες τὸ αὐτὸ βρῶμα ἔφαγον and
ἔπιον πόμα of which source was ὁ Χριστός. Likewise verse 21 references the incompatibility
of ποτήριον πίνειν and τραπέζης μετέχειν if they are not of the same kind. So while the first
section builds up an exemplary momentum to verse 12 and ὁ δοκῶν ἑστάναι βλεπέτω μὴ
πέσῃ; both the grounds/ object for why the Corinthians are being warned at the present
moment appear in 10:16-17 and the warning itself (10:18, 21) is added. Of further notice is
the terminological correspondence between ποτήριον (10:16;21) - πίνειν (10:3,7,21,31);
μετέχομεν (10:17) -μετέχειν (10:21); βρῶμα (10:3) - ἄρτος (10:17); ἔφαγον (10:3), φαγεῖν
καὶ πεῖν (10:7). An thematic overlap is evident in that 10:16-17 argues for effects that are
either extrapolated from or denied altogether in 10:18-22. The extrapolation would go from
a known effect (i.e. union with Christ through his table) to the extension of such effects to
other comparable domains. Such a view would entail an argument from conceded effects by

154 Cf. Barrett, The First Letter to the Corinthians, 234 entertains the thought that “in verse 16 Paul is quoting
commonly accepted belief…”; Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols, 234 distances somewhat this saying from Paul
by calling it “an argument from the tradition of the Lord’s Supper…”.
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way of illustrating how the principle also comes into play with regard to comparable
participations. The alternative view that a thematic overlap presents itself by way of denial
of the effects of what (10:21) the Corinthians either could benefit from or alternatively are
not in actuality benefitting from. The former essentially denying the simultaneous mix of
worships. The other in essence that the Corinthians do not re-enact the benefits of the
Lord’s table they would believe was possible to tap into for the believer at the pagan altars
themselves. The kind of suggestion that would be most convincing depend essentially on the
force of οὐ δύνασθε in verse 21. In either case it is perfectly compatible with an embedding.

At this point it perhaps could be interjected that if verses 16-17 indeed are embedded
statements then it seems to lack a proper introduction. Furthermore, the text immediately
preceding it ends with φημι and could therefore assign the mentioned verses to Paul. A third
objection would perhaps be that the text could be reconciled within a Pauline
argumentation. The last point lacks merit in our context. The reason for this is because what
we are interested in is not to reconcile any preconceived idea of Pauline or Corinthian
theology, but how the text falls out when assessed with regard to the stylistic features
identified in association to embedded statements. This chapter does already contain
embedded statements, and how to determine which further statements if any are or are not
embedded would therefore need to be assessed according to the same criterion as do apply
to other identifiable instances. The second objection does not need to be taken as signaling
an introduction to what follows, but the relative ὅ rather seems to round up what
immediately precedes it. The word play in designating the addressee as wise and the
subsequent call for judgment seems to anticipate what in the authors mind is a call for flight
from idolatry (10:14). Likewise the first point of objection does not have any force. First and
foremost as this present study has pointed out, there is no such thing as one or even
multiple “introductory” formulas working in introducing embedded statements. To expect a
particular one in this case is hence unmotivated. What is present, is however what
evidentially have been proven to be common among embedded statements both within
Paul as well as in many other contemporary authors. Secondly other authors have already
noticed that the embedded statements in verse 23 start quite abruptly without any
introductory formula.155 Yet these same scholars do agree that verse 23 inculcates Corinthian
statements. This proves two things. First it is supportive of the possibility in our general
conclusion, secondly it constitutes another example of that an embedded statement within
this context is not introduced by a particular formula. No such requirement is hence
incumbent to stretch over verses 16-17. Taken as embedded statements they would work
similarly to verse 23. An abrupt embedding is countered and interacted with by Paul
following the usual pattern of similar sayings.

2.8 Embedded positions from the third party?

There has been doubt among some scholars about the existence of a third position in
Corinth.156 The suggestion that Paul would invent a party to be persuasive in his
argumentation does however not stand up to scrutiny. Cheung has expressed this most
succinctly in that if Paul is seen as being in agreement with the embedded Corinthians, then

155 Cf. Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 237: ”vv 23-24 The Strong’s slogan, PANTA EXESTIN is
quoted twice by Paul in 10:23 and was also quoted by the apostle in 6:12. Although Paul’s transition from 10:1-22
to 10:23ff. may seem abrupt in English – v. 23 standing as it does without any introduction or topic marker…”
156 Hurd, Origins, 125; For an overview of the division of the scholars opposed to a “Strong/Weak division”:
Cheung, Conzelmann, Fee, Gooch, Newton, Smit, Willis, Yeo and those affirming it: Barrett, Murphy-O’Connor,
Theissen, Weiss, Witherington see tale 1.1 in Fotopoulos, Food Offered to Idols in Roman Corinth, 41-5.
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he would on such a view construct a hypothetical case in order to persuade the Corinthians
about changing a behavior neither he nor they find obstructive.

There is also another point to be taken into consideration. The mentioning of divisions,
the call for unity and the instructions to that effect throughout the letter are all indicative
that divisions at Corinth were real rather than imaginary. This undoubtedly seems to be the
case with regard to idol-food which is a discussion that quantitatively takes up constitutes
one of the larger sections of this letter. There does not seem to be any reason why the
scholar should assume a hypothetical debate concerning this issue, especially since most of
the other divisions touched upon in this letter are conceded.

Further there is no incumbent necessity for the scholar to simplify the debate and
exaggerate all the disputes as being between two parties i.e. that each and every dispute
must have had the same individuals on the pro and con side. Like any other division different
constellations of affinity could be formed surrounding different questions; different parties
could take collective stance for different issues or association could be made on an
individual basis surrounding the teacher most favorable to one’s own conclusion. To simplify
any division along the lines of social status or as earlier has been the case among those in
possession of a proto-gnostic knowledge and those not is not convincing. What we should
be delving into are the possible reasons and arguments behind the behaviors in question,
rather than to speculate what other perceptions these “parties” may have had in
conjunction to their stances with regard to this issue.

Still, the existence of a division surrounding idol-food is one thing. To reach the position
of such a third position is a totally different enterprise. Since Paul does not address all
Corinthians (as is seen from his call to salute other Corinthians at the end of the letter 1 Cor
16:12-19), we could not assume that these instructions surrounding idol-food were directed
towards all the Corinthians. This being the case there are still three ways in which we could
get a grasp of what those perhaps not directly addressed, namely the third party could argue.
The first being if there are directly embedded positions that could be affirmed to represent
this party (party in the sense of positioning towards idol food). The second being as reflected
in the embedded Corinthian argumentation. The third being as reflected in Paul’s
argumentation. The first would be direct information from the disputants themselves. This
would be the closest way for us to approach them. The second and third are more indirect
ways and should not be taken independently of each other. If taken independently they
would represent how the opposing party described them or contrariwise how Paul saw them.
Still the embedded Corinthians and Paul would be though biased, two “independent”
sources for the reconstruction of the third party, i.e. who they were, what were their
concerns and what they argued. In the following we will explore how close we could come
the first of the three ways. The second and the third ways will be further explored in the
next part of this dissertation.

Are the third position present and voiced and how would we know? Our worked out
methodology says us something about where embeddings’ take place. It does not specify
from which source, whether written or oral or for that matter from whom. This means that if
the third party is somehow embedded, it would be located among the statements that are
identified by us as being such. If that is the case, which are the likely candidates? In form
there is a consistency as we have seen among the majority of the statements embedded. For
instance there is a consistency in grammatical voice and argument. The only sentences that
are divergent are the previously already scrutinized 10:29b-30 i.e. ἱνατί γὰρ ἡ ἐλευθερία μου
κρίνεται ὑπὸ ἄλλης συνειδήσεως; 30εἰ ἐγὼ χάριτι μετέχω, τί βλασφημοῦμαι ὑπὲρ οὗ ἐγὼ
εὐχαριστῶ. And the idiomatically divergent 10:28b. Could Paul echo the third position in one
or both of these statements?157

157 Some scholars have in answer to others given reasons for why this section (10:29-30) should not be
considered to be emedded statements. Gooch, Dangerous Food, 91-2 has for instance listed two “observations”
counter to the notion of any embedding. The first being that they “are not immediately falsified or denied by
Paul”; the second “both the content of the verses and the stress on the pronoun “I” clearly reflect Paul’s demand
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The first passage that stands out is 28b which follows, Τοῦτο ἱερόθυτόν ἐστιν, μὴ ἐσθίετε
δι' ἐκεῖνον τὸν μηνύσαντα καὶ τὴν συνείδησιν. The reason for its standing out is the choice
in terminology. As we have seen, the terminological choice has been considered by previous
scholars in many different ways. Some have even suggested that it could represent a
statement from the third party. The reason for this seems at least at the surface level to be
convincing. In the discussions leading us up thus far we have seen that the embedded
Corinthians do most often categorize what Paul describes as idol food under the general
heading of food. They are hence reluctant to specify something as really existing as idol food
which ofcourse would be consistent with their view of that there is no such thing as an idol
in the world. Paul on the other hand does utilize the terminology without any such
reservation. For him, idol food is not merely a subset of food – but ultimately incumbent
with characteristic not present in every sort of food. Nevertheless, inconceivable as it would
seem that the embedded Corinthians would be the source of calling something a holy
offering especially in light of them being reluctant to even call it idol food, this observation
seem further to be strengthened by 10:28a where Paul puts this saying in the mouth of
somebody directing this statement at the ones he himself also addresses, the ὑμῖν.

The question hence remains whom the utterance should be attributed to if not to a
construct of Paul’s? The three likely options would be that τὸν μηνύσαντα is either a) the
unbelieving host; b) somebody from the opposing party; c) either one of them. Is there any
way of minimizing the alternatives? Most scholars who have contemplated 10:28b as being
sourced from somebody or a realistic scenario have contemplated the extent of the
embedding to be Τοῦτο ἱερόθυτόν ἐστιν. The following μὴ ἐσθίετε has been taken as a
Pauline instruction about how to behave in such a situation. This interpretation holds
whoever is the originator of the utterance. However, keeping in mind that the punctuation
of the Greek corpus is a latter scholarly invention, an appealing alternative not
contemplated previously by scholarship would present itself if the extension of the
embedding would not terminate with ἐστιν, but rather extend with the μὴ ἐσθίετε inclusive
and perhaps even more. How would such a reading affect the interpretation? First, it would
reduce the alternatives of whom could be the originator of the statements to the opposing
party. The terminology would reflect their pagan background as witnessed by the embedded
Corinthians (8:7). Second, it would complete the requirement of practical conduct following
the judgment of the other party. Third, it would highlight the practical outcomes and
tensions incumbent in the philosophical divergences. Fourth, it would be the only indication
of that the opposing party not only found it incompatible to consume idol food on a
theoretical level but moreover did not consume it themselves once it was identified as
such.158 Fifth, it would absolve Paul from the contradiction of instructing to eat everything in
10:27 πᾶν…ἐσθίετε and its reverse negation of not eating μὴ ἐσθίετε 10:28b, since the latter
would not reflect Paul’s instruction. Appealing as such a novel alternative would be, there
are however difficulties with such a suggestion which could make it unlikely.

The major difficulty seems to surround the extension of such an embedding. If the entire
clause-structure in 10:28b is to be ascribed to the opposing party, namely Τοῦτο ἱερόθυτόν

for consideration of the consciousness of others”. Instead Gooch proposes that it could be an anticipation by Paul
of how the Corinthians would react to his statement. These arguments are partly reproduced in Omanson,
“Acknowledgning Paul’s Quotations”, 211 but here by digging up the “Translator’s Handbook” as authority. The
objections provided by Gooch and reproduced in part by others are hence not as convincing as those following a
consistent methodology. Neither the arguments of those produced thus far either for or against are convincing to
the point. They are moreover contradictory at instances. So those arguing for its quotational nature stress that
they contradicted whatever Paul is saying; while those arguing against on the other hand say that Paul does not
contradict its content. Both views could of course not be right.

158 As we have noticed earlier. Past scholarship has assumed that one of the parties did not consume idol food.
However as we have seen both the Corinthians (8:7) and Paul (8:13) seem to indicate that this however may have
been the case. However this conduct seemed to run contrary to their consciences. If 10:28b with the imperative
of abstention would be assigned to the other party it would highlight their requirement to abstain from such
food and hence counter-balance the accusation of the Corinthians to the opposite.
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ἐστιν, μὴ ἐσθίετε δι' ἐκεῖνον τὸν μηνύσαντα καὶ τὴν συνείδησιν it would be a shift of
perspectives requiring major reinterpretations of the present sentence references. Secondly
such a change in perspectives would require a re-assessment of how Paul relates to this
issue at large, but more functionally to the embedding in particular. Thirdly the question of
whether such an assessment can be validated would need to be contemplated. With regard
to the first, one advantage of this perspective is that it would account for what really differs
the ἐκεῖνον τὸν μηνύσαντα καὶ τὴν συνείδησιν. On the traditional view of interpreting this as
a Pauline instruction with regard to the opposing Corinthian fraction it is hard to explain
what really is the difference between taking into consideration the one mentioning and the
conscience which also is attributed to the one mentioning (10:29a). It seems to be redundant
to state that consideration should be shown to the one mentioning this and also to the
conscience of the one mentioning this. If we however switch perspectives in that the
statement in its entirety is attributed to the opposing party, the one τὸν μηνύσαντα would
not be the opposing Corinthian, but more likely the inviting host specifying the content of
the table.

The appeal to conscience on the other hand would be the opposing Corinthian’s
statement with regard to what he believes should be the conscience based response in the
generally embedded Corinthians Paul addresses. In other words, the opposing Corinthian
would expect that the Corinthians Paul generally embeds would react with abstention once
the character of the food is made known. This would emphasize that the third or opposing
party would react negatively towards anything that was identified as idol food and moreover
that this identification could come from the pagan himself. The pagan (host in this case) is
the ultimate source of the character of the food he presents. In the belief of the opposing
party the eating of pagan food would not as much be prohibited as the eating of food the
pagan would explicitly identify as holy. This would explain two things previously baffling
scholars. First, it would explain why the third party Corinthian could be present at the dinner
in the first place. He would eat food served by pagans, but not food believed to represent
something beyond bodily satisfaction. Second, it would explain why the embedded
Corinthians accuse their opponents of eating food as if it would be idol food. For the
embedded Corinthians, unlike the third party it made little difference what the pagan
invoked or identified as a particular meat. For them it remained food without change of
character. The distinction was artificial and the character would remain the same. For the
opposing party, the character of the food could be changed and this mainly by the conduct
of the pagan. The section could then be translated in the following:

Paul: “If somebody says” (10:28a):
Third party (to the generally embedded Corinthians, 10:28b): “This is a holy offering, do not
eat because of the one mentioning it (the pagan) and for conscience sake (as believers).”
Paul: “But I say, not your own conscience (the Corinthians addressed by the third party), but
the other ones” (the third party conscience) (10:29a).

Such a division would highlight the role of conscience in this debate. Paul has recognized
that the third party conscience is weak, but has conceded to that it is not to be disregarded
since it ultimately affects the weak party’s salvation. The embedded Corinthians have
accused the third party of having a weak conscience stemming from ignorance of the central
principles and a not entirely unshackled pagan past. The third party on the other hand, seem
to expect that the conscience based response in light of what is clearly designated as idol
food is abstention.

The question remains however whether such a division does makes a stylistic and
structural sense? In other words, is such a proposal verifiable considering the worked out
toolkit? Keeping this toolkit in mind, we would need to verify a) where Paul could take by; b)
the grammatical voice; c) the point for point interaction. Are all these elements present? The
introduction of 10:28a with a verbum dicendi would be a rare example of a formulation that
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unmistakably are not to be confused with anything else than it implies. 159 As stated earlier,
there is no consistent introductory formula with the verbum dicendi. Whenever it is present
however it is not insignificant. In this case the introduction is consistent with the voice
appearing in 10:29a where it appears again in the first person singular further underlining
the difference of what is being said there and the preceding part (10:28b). In the middle
section we do not have a clear grammatical voice. True the Corinthians are addressed in the
second person plural, but that has also been a consistent feature whenever Paul has
addressed them. Should this someone i.e. τις in 10:28a be a reference to another competing
teacher to Paul’s or another believer it is not at all unthinkable that he would address the
Corinthians Paul embeds in the same fashion as Paul does, namely with the second person
plural. This could however not be verified with certainty. Paul does however seem to
interact with the statement at least in a qualifying manner. The οὐχὶ is consistent with the
three major ways in which Paul interacts with embedded statements (imperatives, negations,
questions). There is also a consistency in the third element of point for point interaction in
that Paul raises as already has been spotted and expanded upon the question of the
συνείδησιν (10:28-9), but changes its reference from the generally embedded Corinthians to
the one(s) addressing them. Hence he does not entirely agree with the statement, a feature
further indispensably characteristic of the interaction with embedded statements we have
seen thus far. Structurally it seems that what Paul initiates at 10:27 is continued in 10:29b-
30, with 10:28-29a being an excursus or parenthesis including a third party statement
attributed or real in 10:28bc. Hence there is a case to suggest that 10:28b if not a Pauline
invention is reflective of what the third party Corinthian/ Corinthians’ may have uttered to
the generally embedded Corinthians.

In sum, what is so appealing with ἱερόθυτόν is that the terminology is not of the
embedded Corinthians. It is furthermore directed against them and not by Paul. In context
the utterance could either be the one’s who has invited them or somebody else present
there. The most likely candidate seems to be the third party objector. The traditional
restriction of what has been deemed to be embedded as the statement “holy offering” has
an alternative. The worked out methodology lends some support for a longer reading which
moreover has the advantage in that it seems to supply answers to some of the issues
scholarship has not reached a consensus upon yet, namely why the third party would be
present at such a dinner and how it comes that the embedded Corinthians accuse their
objectors of eating meat as if it were idol food (8:7).

Our exposition upon 10:28b does already imply as we have seen that 10:29b-30 most
probably is Pauline. But being the only other possible candidate of originating with the third
party Corinthians it merits a closer examination if this could be so. On one level (disregarding
10:28b) the sentence sounds very familiar with regard to how the Corinthians possibly could
have argued. The theme of the freedom or right to consume or behave in accordance with

159 The verbum dicendi has also been the main reason for why some scholars have assigned this statement to
others than Paul. Among those that do that or even among those that would rather decide upon this statement
being entirely Pauline, there is a raging debate of who to ascribe this statement to or to whom Paul supposedly
ascribes this statement. There are a number of suggestions raging from the weaker party of the Corinthians to a
heathen guest or a heathen host (weaker brother: Barrett, I Cor, 239; Meyer, I Cor, 309-10; Murphy-OConnor,
“Freedom”, 570 n.79; Weiss, 1 Kor, 265; Klauck, Henenmahl, 277; Robertson-Plummer, I Corinthians, 221. Guest:
Lietzmann, I Korinthians, 51; von Soden, “Sakrament”, 250-1. Hypothetical construct: Hurd, Origins, 125. Host: cf.
Cheung, Idol Food, 157). The point of debate has often surrounded the terminology employed here. Some
scholars emphasize that the choice of the terminology ἱερόθυτόν is a reflection of the uttering individual’s
religious beliefs and hence concluded that it must be somebody external to the Corinthian Christian fraternity (cf.
Lietzmann, I Korinthians, 51; von Soden, “Sakrament”, 250-1). Others have reconciled such a word-choice with
the notion of a Corinthian Christian heavy laden with past unchristian notions or to be the hosts (cf. Willis, Idol
Food, 240-2 who gives an overview of these alternatives). Another possibility could be that the Corinthian’s have
quoted in their communication to Paul what they have encountered, and hence the terminology could form a
significant part of their argument for why there is a misconception among certain Corinthians. Other issues have
dealt with how to interpret the occasion. Whom may for instance be perceived to be present at the house of a
pagan? What would the troubled in conscience expose themselves for such dangers? All these issues are
significant from the standpoint of interpretation of the debate and should be further explored in the next chapter.
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their convictions has evidently been a topic of discussion both conceded and qualified by
Paul. On the other hand there is a divergence with regard to this statement in that it is found
in the first person singular. Whereas the embedded Corinthian’s do appear in the plural
when reflective of themselves and their arguments, Paul is giving responses utilizing the
singular. That this singular should also most likely been attributed to Paul seems to be
supported by two major reasons. First and foremost, Paul after qualifying the Corinthians
rights and freedoms, which he does by calling for abstention from what would be considered
legitimate rights attributed to the apostleship he lays claim to; would benefit on a strategical
level to at some point also affirm the legitimate utilization of rights. In other words, if he in
theory affirmed rights but in practice always made exemptions from their utilization he
would not only run the risk of being accused to deny those very rights but could be
suspected of siding completely with the opposing fraction. By conceding in 10:27 to the
freedom of eating whatever is presented at an invitation, the 10:29a-30 would function as a
motif for why it is so, namely that he shares their (the embedded Corinthians) conviction
that one does not loose ones freedom to consume (especially after thanksgiving) by the
dictates of the conscience of another. The conscience of another is not a guide for behavior
as long as they are not present to be scandalized. This is seen by the conduct expected on
the market and in the private setting. However the rule of conduct is another when such a
one with a divergent conscience actually is present. If such a type is present, then ones
freedom even though retained would not benefit the conviction of the other by being
utilized. To consume clandestinely is accepted as long as it remains so. The second reason
for why it most likely is Pauline is that the alternative would as it seem to be only consist of
either the embedded Corinthians or the third party. We have however already noticed that
the embedded Corinthians appear in another grammatical form whenever they are present
in the text. Similarly if it would be the third party as is entertained hypothetically here it
would run into serious problems. In that case the third party would argue for a freedom
independent of somebody else’s conscience. However the argued for freedom is not a
freedom to abstain, since it in context refers to a participation. As it stands this seems to be
more consistent with what the embedded party signaled and Paul consequently addressed
in detail 8:9-9:1-31. Most convincingly however is that the section is not surrounded by all
the general characteristics of embedded statements. Rather it contains several of the
reverse elements consistent with an interaction towards an embedded statement. So the
ἱνατί consistent with the point of interaction including imperatives, negations or questions is
followed by the singular voice and theme which is consistent with what is already conceded
to be Pauline. In other words, the theme that is expressed in this loci with regard to the
question of conscience is far from being qualified, rather conceding. Should this be an
embedded statement we would expect the content to be interacted with point for point and
the content furthermore being somehow qualified. These arguments considered together
seem to argue the case for that this part should be assigned to Paul most probably for the
reasons expressed above namely with regards to the necessity of affirming utilization of
rights.

In conclusion then. Of the two passages in chapter 10 that have divergent characteristics.
The one appearing in a grammatical voice particular to it, the other being the one employing
a terminology that is not found among the positions attributed to the Corinthians, nor
anywhere else in Paul; our suggestion is that whereas 10:28b is likely a statement that could
originate in form or spirit to the contention of the third party, 10:27 and 10:29b-30 on the
other hand seem to form a unity with Paul as originator.
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2.9 The worked out division

The application of the worked out methodology and the supportive tools on 1 Corinthians 8-
10 leads us to the following suggestion of division. This division will in turn be subjected to a
content analysis in the subsequent chapter and then in a final step, the most interesting
results will be contextualized. The division below represents the statements that we assign
the Corinthian’s and their opponents respectively. The Pauline response are for practical
reasons not marked out here with the exception of those statements that have been argued
to be shared principles between Paul and the Corinthians he addresses. Others are common
to all the three parties. The former are marked with red coloring, the latter with blue. Some
of the statements that are common principles would be denied to be so by the parties
involved, but that will be discussed in more detail in the next section.

The addressed to Corinthians (1 Cor 6:12-13 included):

Πάντα ἔξεστιν Πάντα ἔξεστιν τὰ βρώματα τῇ κοιλίᾳ, καὶ ἡ
κοιλία τοῖς βρώμασιν: ὁ δὲ θεὸς καὶ ταύτην καὶ ταῦτα καταργήσει.

1 Cor 8:1b-8 οἴδαμεν ὅτι πάντες γνῶσιν ἔχομεν. ἡ γνῶσις φυσιοῖ, ἡ δὲ ἀγάπη οἰκοδομεῖ. 2εἴ τις δοκεῖ
ἐγνωκέναι τι, οὔπω ἔγνω καθὼς δεῖ γνῶναι: 3εἰ δέ τις ἀγαπᾷ τὸν θεόν, οὗτος ἔγνωσται ὑπ' αὐτοῦ.
4Περὶ τῆς βρώσεως οὖν τῶν εἰδωλοθύτων οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὐδὲν εἴδωλον ἐν κόσμῳ, καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς θεὸς
εἰ μὴ εἷς. 5καὶ γὰρ εἴπερ εἰσὶν λεγόμενοι θεοὶ εἴτε ἐν οὐρανῷ εἴτε ἐπὶ γῆς, ὥσπερ εἰσὶν θεοὶ πολλοὶ
καὶ κύριοι πολλοί, 6ἀλλ' ἡμῖν εἷς θεὸς ὁ πατήρ, ἐξ οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς εἰς αὐτόν, καὶ εἷς κύριος
Ἰησοῦς Χριστός, δι' οὗ τὰ πάντα καὶ ἡμεῖς δι' αὐτοῦ. 7Ἀλλ' οὐκ ἐν πᾶσιν ἡ γνῶσις: τινὲς δὲ τῇ
συνηθείᾳ ἕως ἄρτι τοῦ εἰδώλου ὡς εἰδωλόθυτον ἐσθίουσιν, καὶ ἡ συνείδησις αὐτῶν ἀσθενὴς οὖσα
μολύνεται. 8βρῶμα δὲ ἡμᾶς οὐ παραστήσει τῷ θεῷ: οὔτε ἐὰν μὴ φάγωμεν ὑστερούμεθα, οὔτε ἐὰν
φάγωμεν περισσεύομεν.

1 Cor 10:16-17 τὸ ποτήριον τῆς εὐλογίας ὃ εὐλογοῦμεν, οὐχὶ κοινωνία ἐστὶν τοῦ αἵματος τοῦ
Χριστοῦ; τὸν ἄρτον ὃν κλῶμεν, οὐχὶ κοινωνία τοῦ σώματος τοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐστιν; 17ὅτι εἷς ἄρτος, ἓν
σῶμα οἱ πολλοί ἐσμεν, οἱ γὰρ πάντες ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἄρτου μετέχομεν.

(1 Cor 10:23 Πάντα ἔξεστιν Πάντα ἔξεστιν)

The opposing Corinthians:

1 Cor 10:28b Τοῦτο ἱερόθυτόν ἐστιν, μὴ ἐσθίετε δι' ἐκεῖνον τὸν μηνύσαντα καὶ τὴν συνείδησιν

3. Summary and concluding remarks

In the present text we have delved into how previous divisions of the corpus 1 Cor 8-10 have been
divided between Paul and his interlocutors. Some of the guiding principles behind these divisions
were analysed and found deficient. A way forward in regard to reaching embeddings was proposed
and applied to the text in question. In summary we would expect to find a double sequence in
different voices whenever an embedding was suggested. The second sequence would respond to the
first sequence point by point in another tone or person either qualifying, highlighting, rebuking, or
arguing with the content in the first sequence. Further, we took a look at supportive arguments from
the stylometric discipline which indicate that indeed the present division is congruent with the
personal use of prepositions, emphatical conjunctions, conditionals, and terminology in the Pauline
corpus at large. We also discussed where the embedding may have begun, proposed interjections of
Paul, Corinthian statements in 1 Corinthians chapter 10 (both those of the main disputants as well as
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of the suggested third party). The investigation ended in a division of the study text which is therefore
transparent in how it came about.
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