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Abstract

In this article, the way in which Paul defines the relationship between
knowledge and love, especially as found in 1 Corinthians 8, will be
discussed. This investigation intends to show that there is an undeniable
friction between these two concepts that can only be dissolved, to the
benefit of one another, in Christ alone!

1. Knowledge and Love in 1 Cor 8:1-3

Paul introduces yet another one of the Corinthian believers’ questions in
chapter 8. He formulates it in a nutshell in 1 Cor 8:1a, mepl 8¢ @OV
£idwlo0btov which may be translated as: “And concerning the question
about events (both social and cultic), where the eating of food (and
especially also meat), being consecrated and/or offered to idols, is
concerned..”.!

In 1 Cor 8:1b-3, oidapev &1t mdvTeg YvAGWY ExOpEV. 1) YVOGIS QUGLOL, 1) 8¢
dydmn oikodopel: &l Tig Sokel Syvmkévat i, obn® Eyve kabog 5et yvdvar: &l
8¢ Tig dyomd tov 0edv, ovtoc Eyvootar V' odTod, Paul then addresses this
issue as so simply put in 1 Cor 8:1a. He fires away by defining the
difference between yv@oig and dydnn. He points out that knowledge is not
necessarily bad—at least we all have it—1 Cor 8:1b, oidapev 8t mdvte
yvoowv Eyopev! However, it is equally important to remember that
knowledge is not only submissive to love, but could also lead to something
bad’—a conclusion drawn from Paul’s comparison between yv@oig and
dydnn in 1 Cor 8:1c, 1} yv®doig @votol, 1) 8¢ dydnn oikodouel. Paul warns
that yv@olg could grow into a “puffed up” kind of individualism,

1 Because it is not the intention of this article to specifically focus on a clear definition of
this question, the translation as argumented in detail by De Wet (2005, 331-339) will
suffice.

2 See further Willis (1985, 68-70); Gardner (1994, 22-23); Richter (1996, 562-563);
Eriksson (1998, 150-151).
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consequently paying less and less attention to the well-being of fellow-
believers (Barrett 1965, 138-153)!° Mitchell (1991, 126) stresses it even
further by pointing out the danger that the “illusion of self-confidence”, that
yv®olg may create, might even lead to division amongst fellow-believers in
the end.*

However, it is especially Gardner (1994, 23-27), who has made a
detailed study about the friction between yv@®oig and dydmn as it is found
here in 1 Cor 8:1-3.° He has argued convincingly that Paul is probably
referring to some believers, who were trying to solve the problem of eating
food/meat, being consecrated and/or offered to idols, by “building” their
fellow-believers’ knowledge with a lot of clever arguments. Indeed
however, with Paul’s comparison between yv@oig and dydnn he is actually
pointing out the exact opposite, namely that yv@oig does not “build up”, but
that one should rather focus on dydmn when “building up” needs to be
done!® Love causes believers to take the results of their actions towards
fellow-believers, especially the “weaker” brothers and sisters in faith,
seriously into consideration.” In such a way the community of believers is
being built up, rather than being continuously busy with their individual
interests, consequently leading to a “breaking down” of the community or
even a sense of “conquering”® the community!’ Clearly Paul therefore
contributes to the solution of the problem at hand, that the believers’ focus
should be on dydmn and not yvdotg.

See also Barrett (1971, 37; 189).
See also Thiselton (2000, 620-622); Theissen (1975, 155-172).
See also Fotopoulos (2003, 210).

Gardner (1994, 24) is of the opinion that we may find specifically here the answer for
Paul’s use of no less than six references to the Greek guoidw in 1 Corinthians (4:6, 18, 19;
5:2; 8:1; 13:4), while it is only used once in the rest of the NT (Col 2:18)! Gardner
points out that pucidm has its roots in a story about the complacency of a frog in the
Greek fables (‘Aesop’s Fables’), that’s able to puff itself up with “air/wind”—against this
Gydmn would then also refer to that which builds up, but then in a “solid” and “truthful”
way. It seems as if there is at least a reasonable chance that Paul, with this background
knowledge of gvoidm in mind, could have hinted at the danger that yv®o1g also only puffs
up with “air” and does not lead to the “solid, truthful” upliftment of our spiritual lives.

7  See also Newton (1998, 277).

8  See Thiselton’s (2000, 623) strong decleration in this regard.

9 See here particularly Maly (1967, 100-104) and Mitchell (1991, 126), as well as
Kitzberger (1986, 73-38).
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In 1 Cor 8:2, & 1i¢ dokel &yvorévar 1, odme Fyve kabag del yvdva,
Paul sheds some light on yet another facet of the solution to the problem of
1OV cidorofbtov.”” Here it is especially the time difference between
gyvoxévor and Eyve that is essential. In the first instance we are dealing with
the infinitive perfect of ywdoke and with &yve we have the aorist infinitive.
Therefore &yvwkévon refers to a state of knowledge already acquired, while
&yvo rather portrays a continuous action of knowledge being acquired. If,
however, we are talking about yv@ocic" amongst fellow-believers, Paul
warns us to acknowledge that we should always think of a dynamic, rather
than a static course of action—thus the one believer, as well as the other, are
constantly in a process of building knowledge, especially in the light of the
fact that true knowledge is hidden in God himself and that no one in this
world could ever posess it completely (Thiselton 2000, 623-625)! e
somebody would therefore claim that he has already attained the necessary
knowledge (8:2a, &1 Tig Sokel éyvarévor t1), he actually confesses through
such a prideful statement that he doesn’t have it yet, 1 Cor 8:2b: oo &yve
koBog del yvdvou!

Paul settles this part of his proposed solution in 1 Cor 8:3, £i 8¢ ti¢ dyond
10V 0edv, ovtog &Fyvwototl U’ avtod. Paul’s intention could be summarized
as follows: the core of true yv®oic is to come to the understanding that
dydnn and in particular love to God, is that which truly concerns one (1 Cor
8:2'%); when someone has this love for God (g 8 Ti¢ dyand OV Oebv), it is
therefore an immediate indication that he is in a relationship with God, that
God knows him (o%tog #yvootar v’ adtod)," or if put differently, that God
stands in an active, personal relationship with him,'* based upon His

10 See Nabers (1969, 73-82).

11 See particularly also Conzelmann (1975, 141) and Késemann’s (1969, 66-81) detailed
discussion about the relationship between believers and yvdotg.

12 1 Cor 8:2, &l 11 dokel &yvakévar i, obmo &yve kabng el yvdvar.
13 See further Wischmeyer (1987, 141-144).

14 See especially Fee (1987, 368), who also treats the verb, ¥yvwotai, rather as a medium,
than a passive.
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election” to do so!'® Now, if this yv@ouc, that everything is actually about
our love for God, started in the first place with God’s deed of election, it
implies clearly that believers received this important yvdoig from God and
thus have no reason at all to exalt themselves or to become arrogant (1 Cor
8:1c, 1| yvdoig puotol)!’

2. Knowledge and Love in 1 Cor 8:4-13

Paul continues his proposed solution in a second phase from 1 Cor 8:4-13.
While Mitchell (1989, 233-234) tries to point out that the formula, wepi 8¢
.., in verse 4 simply introduces in a concise manner the next subject,
Thiselton (2000, 628) has adequately argued otherwise.'® According to
Thiselton the formula would in this case rather be a reference to the subject
at hand, as already introduced in 1 Cor 8:1-3 with reference to yv@oig and
dydmn. It seems that it can be accepted with certainty that Paul continues in
1 Cor 8:4-13 with his proposed solution.
Paul begins this second phase of his solution in 1 Cor 8:4c by simply
connecting with a generally accepted confession amongst believers,

15 Schrage (1995, 234-235) points out that &yvwoton has a connection with the Hebrew y,
that definitely brings the OTic connection with godly election to the front and confirms it.

16 In opposition to Fee (1987, 368) Maly (1967, 103), Kistemaker (1993, 265), Schrage
(1995, 233-235) and Strobel (1989, 135) choose to use, #vootal, as a passive, which in
turn let the emphasis fall more on God’s election of the believer, than on his active,
personal relationship with the believer. It becomes clear from the chosen argument, that
in this case a choice is made for both, together with Thiselton (2000, 627), because there is
no pressing motivation to choose the one possibility over the other, as well as the fact that
a combination of both strengthens Paul’s argument so much more.

17 See also Thiselton (2000, 625-627), as well as Héring (1962, 68). The latter especially
uses 1 Cor 13:12 (BAémopev yap dpti 8 Eodntpov &v aiviypori, ote 8¢ Tpdownov mTpog
npdowmov: dpTL yvdoke &k pépovs, tote 8¢ myvdoopa kabwg Kai éreyvdodny) to
show, in relation with the relevant texts, that one actually only knows God and love,
because God knows you, while Thiselton finds his connection with 1 Cor 4:7 (tig yap og
Swaxpiver; i 8¢ Exeig 0 o0k EhaPeg; el 8¢ kol FhaPeg, T kavydoar g pn Aofdv;), which in
line with Héring, as well as the above, proposed arguments confirm that nobody has any
reason for arrogance! See especially Downing (1984, 176-177) for a further discussion of
1 Cor 13:12.

18 See also Fotopoulos (2003, 193-195).

19 We may accept that this confession was well-known and loved in the circle of believers,
when one takes into consideration that it has its roots deep in the OT, as seen from
prominent sections from the Jewish faith-history (Oropeza 1998, 59)—Deut 6:4,
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namely the monotheistic proclamation of faith in only one God*® (6t 008elg
00¢ €l pn €ic). On the other hand he introduces a second statement of faith,
that every believer should actually deduce by implication from the first
confession,”’ namely: oldopev &1t 0088V eldmAov &v kéopw (1 Cor 8:4b).
Exegetes are actually devided about what Paul precisely meant by this:
while some® are of the opinion that 008&v ld@hov has to be translated as
“no idol exists”, others™ want to treat it as a predicative and translate it as
“an idol is nothing/not real”. It is especially Schrage (1995:236-237) that
argued convincingly regarding the latter possibility that Paul created a clear
contrast between o0d&v &idwiov and &v kdopw, by placing that which
“really” exists, the kdopoc, directly next to the idols, ldwlov, of which the
existence can actually not be proven and therefore only exist in human
concepts/fantasies.”* Paul thus begins this phase of his solution with two sets
of faith statements, which on the one hand connect with each other, but on
the other hand it is also generally accepted that there is only one true God,
who really exists. However, on the contrary some might still proclaim the
existence of idols, although it is obviously clear that (in all of creation/whole
universe) it is definitely not so.”

T M R MY YT yRw; Deut 32:39, 38 VTR DTN PRI R IX 18 D 1D 1
minR1 rnR and Isaiah 44:6, 110K IR TIWRT IR DRy M 183 SR TR M theTnd
o8 & v1w5am. See further Thiselton (2000, 629), as well as Weiss ([1910] 1977, 219),
Wolff (1996, 171), Schrage (1995, 237) and Strobel (1989, 135), to name but a few who
all confirm the same.

20 See also 8:6, but especially v6a, with the same monotheistic confession: GAL’ Muiv €ig
0edc.

21 See especially Byrskog (1996, 230-250) for Paul’s effective identification with the
Corinthian believers.

22 See especially Héring (1962, 68), who tries to reason that o0d&v eidwlov (“no idol exists™)
and o0delg 0edc (“no God exists except One”) stand parallel with each other and should
therefore be translated as such—an argument that cannot be accepted only on these
grounds.

23 See here in particular Schrage (1995, 236), but also Yeo (1995, 188) and Thiselton (2000,
630).

24 See also further Denaux (1996, 594-606).

25 See further Fee (1987, 370-371); Gooch (1993, 62-63); Schrage (1995, 221); Richter
(1996, 562-563); Hofius (1997, 99-101).



316 Neotestamentica 43.2 (2009)

Next (1 Cor 8:5-6°%) Paul exploits the latter,”” actually “impossible
possibility” for the sake of argument,”® namely that for some, “weak”
believers,” the “so-called” gods (heyduevor Oeol) still exist. For these
believers it is difficult to come to terms with the fact that these gods don’t
really exist at all, especially after they’ve been influenced otherwise over
many years within the heathen cults, namely to think that these idols, being
called Ocot and xdpiot are real and should therefore be worshipped as such.
Paul now shares in 1 Cor 8:6, over against this lie that’s been proclaimed to
the heathen-Christians, the truth. This he does in a unique way:*’ on the one
hand he confirms to the “strong” believers that their belief is true and
worthy, while on the other hand he also helps the new, still “weak” believers

26 1 Cor 8:5-6, kai yap ginep eioiv Xsyopsvot 6801 gite &v onpoww su:s émi yfg, wcnsp glolv
Ocol moAlol Km KOplot ToAAot, GAA Hulv atg Bsog 0 mnnp € o0 Td mdvTo Kol Nuelc sic
ontév, Kol £1g Kiprog Incodg Xplotdg 81° 00 T6 mdvta kol fusic S’ odTod.

27 See Willis (1985, 83-87); Cheung (1999, 123).

28 See Robertson and Plummer (1914, 167); Collins (1999, 315); Schrage (1995, 239);
Barrett (1971, 191); Thiselton (2000, 632).

29 Concerning Paul’s use of these two terms, doOeviic (weak) and ioyvpdg (strong), with
reference to the believers of the Corinthian congregation, we’ve had a wide variety of
theological discussions in the past. The aim of this research does not require a lot of
detail—for more information one may consult for instance Soding (1994, 69-142).
However, it is necessary to acknowledge the conclusion, as drawn by especially Theissen
(1982, 121-144), namely that do@eviig and ioyvpdc refer in particular to the socio-
economical state of the believers. While ioyvpdg thus refers to a specific steadfast and
safe social and economical position, with a certain level of religious insight, dobevig on
the other hand, refers to the somewhat uncertain position of a believer with respect to
other believers, especially in a sociological sense, but also in respect of the level of
spiritual knowledge. Furthermore, generally doOeviig also refers to believers from a lower
socio-economical income class. After Yeo (1995, 90) largely argues in the same direction
as Theissen, he points to an important remark, namely that specifically these differences
between dofeviic and ioyvpdg, actually causes the former to continuously yearn for
acknowledgement and acceptance by the latter group. This could of course lead the
“weak” believers into doing something that might not be good for their spiritual lives,
perhaps even completely wrong, simply because of their longing to win the favour of the

)

“strong”!

30 Dunn (1980, 180; 1998, 28-50), has shown that Paul’s casting of roles here to God and
Jesus, specifically with reference to creation, has no early parallels. Paul also does not
ascribe in any other place in his letters this mediatorial function, as part of creation, to
Christ (Collins 1999, 320).
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to understand clearly what the actual truth is that should be believed.’' Paul
goes about this by using the Shema, as found in Deut 6:4,”* and
reinterpreting it Christologically®>—in this way Jesus is being associated in
1 Cor 8:6 in an exclusive, but at the same time inclusive way, with the one,
only and unique God of creation (v6a, gic 8¢ O motp &€ 00 10 Tdvta) of
the OT and the Jewish tradition,*® as this God’s unique Agent through
Whom everything was created (1 Cor 8:6b, gic kplocIncodg Xpiotog 81’ 00
0 mévta).” Hereby Paul attempts to assist especially the “weak” believers
not to experience a theological gap between God’s act of creation and his
soteriological intervention:*® the God who creates and the God who saves is
one and the same God (1 Cor 8:6a-b, GAL’ Muiv &ig Oedg O nomlp...Ka‘t elg
Koproc Incodc Xpiotéc) and outside of Him there is no other god.”’ To say it
differently: the Lord through Whom salvation for the believer has come, is
also the Lord through Whom all things came into existence—thus, as put in
v6, through Him (fpeic 8 adtod) we live fo Him (fpeic &g avtdév)!®

31 See especially Thiselton (2000, 636-638). Take note that this does not imply that Paul
tried to “uplift” the knowledge of the “weaker” believers, in order to get them on the same
level as the “stronger” ones—rather it is meant that Paul simply connects on the one hand
to an old, well-known religious truth, while on the other hand he wants to help other
believers to gain insight in this core truth. If Paul only cared about the building of
spiritual knowledge, he would not have continued to explain, with such a great effort, to
the “stronger” believers how to meet the “weaker” believers half-way! This would of
course also have been contradictory to Paul’s own advice about the nature of yvdoig and
the believers’ behaviour thereto, as mentioned above in the discussion of 1 Cor 8:1-3.
Also refer to Gardner (1994, 40) concerning this issue.

32 Deut 6:4, TR M IR M YR YR

(R

33 In the words of Collins (1999, 315): ‘Paul’s understanding of God was affected by his
understanding of Christ’.

34 For further discussion, with reference to other potential theological backgrounds of this
confession, one may consult especially: Conzelmann (1975, 144-145) and Horsley
(1978b, 130-135; 1978a, 574-589; 1981, 32-51).

35 See here in particular Hurtado (1988, 97-99), but also Ellis (1986, 494-495).

36 See also Bell (2002, 25).

37 In Dunn’s (1980, 180) words: ‘the unity of creation and salvation, to prevent a split in the
Corinthian’s thinking between their experience of spiritual power and their attitude to the
material world...”.

38 See especially Richardson (1994, 296-304), Cullmann ([1957] 1975, 241-254) and Taylor
(1958, 51) for a closer discussion of 31" adtod and eig adtdv.
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Paul realises that especially believers who converted recently and do not
have this knowledge yet (1 Cor 8:7a, A\’ 0¥k &v maolv 1 yv@dolg), even
though it is presented to them within a relationship of brotherly love, still
sometimes struggle to totally grasp it all, simply because they have become
accustomed to another truth for so long (1 Cor 8:7b, Tivég 8¢ tfj cvvnOsiq
og dptt Tod &iddrov...).” Therefore, wrong habits,™ being taught over
such a long period, have to be broken down™' so that the, now still “weak”,
believers may come to realise that the gods whom they experienced as
true,” are actually no gods at alll® Simultaneously however, one has to
acknowledge immediately that, although Paul strongly claims faith in one
God,* it does not imply that he rejects the belief that even though there is
no other god behind the idols, there still exists another “power”, namely
Satan and his demonic powers (Thiselton 2000, 632-633).* This is of
course exactly the reason why it is so important for Paul that the “strong”
believers should take the “weak” believers seriously into consideration when
it concerns meals with food/meat, that has been consecrated and/or
sacrificed to some kind of idol.*

Paul strongly motivates a support system between “strong” and “weak”
believers. He also adds a warning to the “strong” believers. He begins his
motivation with 1 Cor 8:7c, kai 1| cvveldnowg adT®V Godeviic odoa
poivvetar. Paul reminds the “strong” believers that the conscience
(cvvetdnoic) of the “weak™ believers is still frequently a stumbling block to
them and therefore they should be taken into consideration accordingly.47
Even though it is not easy to determine exactly what Paul had in mind with

39 See in particular also Smit (1997, 476-491).
40 See especially Dawes (1996, 88-89).

41 Thiselton (2000, 633) refers to it like this: °...habituated patterns of loyalty and devotion
long practised by new converts before their conversion cannot simply be brushed aside as
no longer affecting their lives and attitudes in the present’ [ Thiselton’s italics].

42 Gill (1991, 13-24) confirms that the idols at these sacrifices were definitely experienced as
real and truly present. See also Fotopoulos (2003, 175-176).

43 See also Fee (1987, 381); Murphy-O’Connor (1978b, 554).
44 See also Giblin (1975, 524-547).

45 See especially Fee (1987, 369); Barrett (1971, 192); Yeo (1995, 189-190); Wolff (1996,
171-172), as well as Murphy-O’Connor (1978a, 253-267).

46 See also Fotopoulos (2003, 215-216).
47 See also Fee (1987, 379-380); Thiselton (2000, 639).
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ovveidnowc, ™ it seems that he had at least three intentions with the phrase,
Kol 1) GLVEldNoIg adTAY doBeviic odoa polbvetar all in close relation with
each other.*’ In the first instance Paul is possibly suggesting that because the
“weak™ believers cannot yet discern clearly between right and wrong (f
cuveidnoic avtdv dobevr|c), they unfortunately, more often than they would
of course like to, do the wrong thing.”’ Resulting in feelings of failure their
conscience is hurt and burdened (ovco polMdvetar). In the third place
emotions like these also have a negative impact on the believers’ self-image
by robbing them from any “self-worth”, which in turn strenghthens the
feelings of failure and subsequently leads to a situation where the believers
get even “weaker” when compared to the “strong” believers. Finally this
could result in a further down-ward spiral where the “weak” believers, now
struggling with a “heavier” cuveidnoig than ever before, may be at fault
even more so than when they started out!”' This concludes the first reason
whereby Paul motivates the “strong” believers to take the “weak” believers
carefully into consideration: keep your fellow-believers’ “weaker”
conscience in mind whenever you want to eat food/meat that’s been
consecrated and/or sacrificed to idols! ™

The second motivation that Paul introduces to lead the “strong” believers
acting correctly towards the “weak” believers, is found in 1 Cor 8:8, Bpdua

48 Thiselton (2000, 640-644) has a thorough discussion about the meaning of ovoo
poldveton, where he attends to all the phases that exegesis, with reference to this term,
went through over time—definitely a piece of research that’s worth while to work
through! However, for the scope of this investigation it is necessary to point out that at
least two large possibilities should be taken into account when attending to cuveidnoig: it
may either be seen in reference to “conscience”, or it may be understood as “self-
image/self-worth”. While Whiteley (1974, 44) and Pierce (1955, 13-20) choose broadly
for “conscience”, the following scholars choose rather “self-image/self-worth”: Thiselton
(2000, 640-644); Eckstein (1983, 35-135); Horsley (1978a, 574-589); Willis (1985, 89-
96); Gooch (1987, 244-254); Gardner (1994, 42-54). See also further especially Jewett
(1971, 402-446); Sevenster (1961, 84-102); Thrall (1967, 118-125). As it will also be
discussed later on in this study, it is my opinion that it is unnecessary to make a definite
choice either for the one or the other, because the identified possibilites are completely
connected with one another and should rather be seen as referring to different experiences,
relating to the same concern, that the believer simply experiences at different stages.

49 See also Tomson (1990, 195-216).

50 See especially Dawes (1996, 95).

51 See especially Fotopoulos (2003, 216).

52 See also Horsley (1978a, 581-582).
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3¢ Muag ov nopactiost @ 0®* odte dav un edympuev votepodueda, olte
éav pdyopev mepiooebopey.” Now the question is obviously: how does
Paul use this statement to make the “strong” ones more sensitive to their
fellow “weaker” believers? In order to answer this question it is necessary
to first fully understand what Paul has in mind when he uses the phrase,
napactiost 1@ 0e@- It has already been sufficiently argued by many>* that
Paul didn’t have, by using mapacticet t® 0ed, any symbolic, spatial
reference to the placing of believers in mind. In other words that fpdpa,
either referring to the correct or wrong kinds of food, or on the other hand
the correct or wrong way of handling it (otte &av un edyopev votepoduedo,
otte &av @dyouev mepiooedouey), will not place the believer “closer” or
“further” from God.”® Rather, given the specific context of the problem at
hand, Paul is referring to the fact that the way in which believers deal with
Bpdpo, do not place them in a better legal and/or state of faith before God.™
Paul therefore convinces the “strong” believers that they cannot “impress”
God by proving to Him that they are able to eat food/meat that has been
consecrated/sacrificed to idols, without impacting their faith negatively. In
this way the “strong” believers actually place God under obligation to
ascribe to them a higher state of faith and to declare them as “righteous”.”’
Such a forceful, manipulating action, Paul wants to confirm to the “strong”
believers, is most definitely impossible: to stand firm as believer, no matter
what food/meat one eats, whether consecrated/sacrificed to idols or not, does
not at all influence your state of faith before God.*®

After arguing convincingly in 1 Cor 8:8 that the “strong” believers are
wrong with their above way of reasoning, Paul wants to motivate these
believers not to hold on so tight, even at the cost of their fellow “weaker”
believers, to a so-called freedom of continuing participating in meals which
involve food/meat having been consecrated/sacrificed to idols. Futhermore
Paul actually makes use of the “freedom” being claimed by the “strong”
believers, to warn them that it is exactly things like £ovoio that may cause

53 See also Smit (1997, 480-481).

54 See Schrage (1995, 259-260); Wolff (1996, 179-180); Conzelmann (1975, 146-148);
Collins (1999, 321-325); Fee (1987, 382-383).

55 See further Fotopoulos (2003, 216-218).

56 See here in particular Murphy-O’Connor (1979, 292-297) and Gardner (1994, 48-54).
57 See also further Thiselton (2000, 645-649).

58 See also Fotopoulos (2003, 218); Fee (1987, 384).
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“weak” believers to sin—as put in 1 Cor 8:9, BAénete 8¢ uf nwg 1 é€oveia
udv obt mpdokoppa yévntar toic dobevéow.” The “strong” believers
thus have to take care that their “right to choose”,60 their “freedom”,61
doesn’t become a mpdokoupa, in other words a reason for the “weaker”
believers to stumble in their faith.*® It is especially Gardner (1994, 55) who
has argued convincingly that Paul, by using specifically du@v excludes
himself from this self-acclaimed “right” of the “strong” believers, while
these believers on the other hand, were most probably of the opinion that
they actually deserved this “right to choose”, by earning it on the grounds of
their superior knowledge, as referred to in 1 Cor 8:1-3.%° He also motivates
this connection well by pointing out that ofitn refers to a specific £€ovoia
namely that which relate to the former yvdoic®™ In this way the “strong”
believers would have exalted their “right to choose” to such a level, that they
believe they have the liberty to excercise this power, no matter the cost to
other believers (Thiselton 2000, 648-650)!°°

The warning, as referred to in 1 Cor 8:9 and discussed above, is
continued by Paul in verse 10 with an example of how things could go
wrong, if the “strong” believers disregard Paul’s advice: &av ydp tic 1y o
OV &ovia yvdow &v eidwlein kotakeipevov, odyi 1 cuvveidnolg avtod
GoBevodg Svtog oikodopmOfoetar €ic T Ta eldwAéOvTa dobiewv;™ By using

59 See Dawes (1996, 89).

60 See also Weiss ([1910]1977, 227-229); Gooch (1993, 79); Brunt (1985, 114); Klauck
(1982, 243).

61 It is especially Thiselton (2000, 649) who argues convincingly that the “freedom” to
which é&ovoia refers is a freedom that specifically has to do with the “exercising of
certain choices”—in this instance it concerns of course the choice of whether food/meat
consecrated and/or sacrificed to idols should be eaten or not.

62 Gardner (1994, 54-63) points out that Tpdoopupo most definitely refers back to Paul’s use
of okdvdatov in 1 Cor 1:23a, fueig 8¢ knpdocopev Xpiotov éotavpopévov, Tovdaiolg
pév okdvdodov. According to this, mpdokoppa therefore relates to the meaning of “to
stumble over something”, with an OT background in for instance Isa 8:14, where the LXX
refers to the “stone that causes stumbling”, AlBo¢ mpookSupatog. See also further Oropeza
(1998, 66-67) and Thiselton (2000, 649).

63 See also especially Malherbe (1995, 233-241).

64 See also Horsley (1978a, 579-581); Fee (1987, 384); Smit (1997, 482): Schrage (1995,
261).

65 See also in particular Winter’s (2001, 269-286) discussion of &Eovcia, as well as
Fotopoulos (2003, 219-220).

66 See also Smit (1997, 481-483).
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this example in 1 Cor 8:10 Paul is saying: whenever the “strong” believers
have a choice to eat in a heathen temple and they would reason that on the
grounds of their yv®oig they have the right to enjoy their freedom and
therefore go and have a seat in an open area “restaurant”, the possibility is
great that they may be seen by someone with a weak conscience/self-
worth.”” Simply because of the “weak” believers’ need for acceptance and
acknowledgement by the “stronger” believers, it will be virtually impossible
for these believers not to sit down with the “strong” ones and enjoy some of
the food/meat with them. The problem is that for the “weaker” believers the
connotation with the idols/demons may still be very real, leading to the
conclusion® Paul defines in 1 Cor 8:11-12: gnéAlvton yap 6 Gobevdv &v 16
6@ yvdoetl, 0 adehpdg 81” Ov Xpiotdg anébavev. obtag 8¢ auaptdvovteg eig
TO0G GdeA@ODg Kol TOmMTOVIEG OOTOV TNV ouveldnow dobevodoav &g
Xpiotov apoptavere. Thus, apart from what the “strong” believers might
think, the “freedom” to use their yv@doic does not actually build® the faith of
the fellow-believers, but rather breaks it down!™ By using these contrasting
images of “building up” and “breaking down”, Paul emphasizes without a
doubt that drastic consequences would follow, should his warning in 1 Cor

67 See also Thiselton (2000, 7-8) and Oster (1992, 52-73). See further the summary of
Fotopoulos (2003, 221-222) on similar meals at the temples in Corinth.

68 Edwards (1885, 223-224), as well as Thiselton (2000, 653), makes it clear that 1 Cor 8:11
is definitely not part of verse 10, but rather the logical consequence of the actions, as
spelled out in the example of v10—this is clearly supported by Paul’s use of ydp.

69 It has already been argued convincingly that oikodopun6noetar of 1 Cor 8:10 should not be
translated with “promoted”, but that the “building”-image language should be kept (Fee
1987, 386; Héring 1962, 73). This would indeed not only connect to the same thought of
love that builds “constructively” and knowledge that builds “with air”, as was set forth in
1 Cor 8:1b-c (1] yv@®oig @uoiol, 1 8¢ dydnn oikodouel) (Strobel 1989:138), but it also
supports Paul’s emphasize of this image in the rest of the letter—see for instance also
1 Cor 3:9, 8g0D ydp Eopev cuvepyot, Beod yedpylov, Beod oikodopn ote and 1 Cor 10:23,
IMdvta #Egotv AL 0d Tdvto cupeéper Tavto oty GAL od mdvta oikodopel, as well
as a large sum of occurences in 1 Cor 14, namely in vv3, 4, 5, 12, 17 and 26
(Edwards 1885, 223; Godet 1886, 426; Thiselton 2000, 652).

70 Here, of course, we find yet another reason to stick to the building-image when translating
oikodopnOfoeton in 1 Cor 8:10, namely that the constrast with gréAivtar in 1 Cor 8:11
comes to the front so much clearer, which supports Paul’s point therefore simply so much
better, as will be pointed out even further through this investigation (Robertson &
Plummer 1914, 172). Especially this functional contrast means by implication that, “to
break down” still continues to be the logical and most useful choice for a translation of
dmdéA vton (Thiselton 2000, 653).
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8:9 be ignored.”" It is especially Gundry-Volf (1990, 85-97) who makes an
important contribution to this by pointing out that dméAlvtot does not only
refer to eschatological “destruction”, but also to a “break down” of the
fellow-believers’ current existence. In other words it may happen that the
“weak” believers fall back into all sorts of heathen customs and rituals, thus
finally heading towards their eschatological destruction!”> Exactly how
“drastic” these consequences might be, are clearly spelled out at the end of
1 Cor 8:11, & A&dehpoc & Ov Xpiotdg amébavev. Once again Paul
emphasizes the harsh consequences of such a behavior by “strong”
believers, by citing no less than three contrasts in this one, short phrase (see
especially Thiselton 2000, 654). First Paul contrasts the earlier, almost
clinical use of ©® o® yvdoer whereby “you/your” refers to the “strong”
believers, to 0 d8ehpdg a dominantly lovable and family term, referring to
the “weak” believers. Secondly Paul contrasts the “strong” believers’ selfish
claim/right to freedom of choice with Xpiotdg who gave up any
right/freedom of choice with his totally unselfish redeeming death—and this
especially also for the “weak” believers! Lastly Paul contrasts also, although
only by implication, the motivation of Christ’s actions/death, with the
motives of the “strong” believers’ actions—while their actions are being
driven by yv@cig Christ’s actions/death were clearly initiated from pure
dydmn. So, through all of these contrasts Paul is making it painstakingly
clear that the “weak” believers can easily be “destructed/broken down”, with
drastic consequences, by the insensitive actions of the “strong” believers. It
is necessary for the “strong” believer to thoroughly realise that the “weak”
believer is not merely “weak™, but also an 48ghpdg; even more so, he/she is
also someone for whom Christ sacrificed his freedom of choice to heavenly
glory, someone for whom Christ died and further, that He has done all of
this because He simply loves, also in particular, the “weak” believers!

Of course, all of this leads to the following, obvious conclusion:” with
“drastic consequences” it is not only the “breaking down” of the “weak”
believers that is implied, specifically also concerning their conscience (see 1

71 See also Malherbe (1995, 238).

72 See also Schrage (1995, 265-266).

73 The fact that 1 Cor 8:12 is introduced with the emphatic use of oUtwc, confirms that Paul
is referring back to that which has been said recently and therefore it is correct to see v12
as a conclusion of the preceding (Robertson & Plummer 1914, 172; Fee 1987, 388;
Thiselton 2000, 654).
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Cor 8:12b, koi tomrovieg adTd®v ™V cvveidnowy dobevodoav), but these
drastic implications also include negative consequences for the “strong”
believers.”* Therefore, on the one hand they sin against their fellow-
believers, “brothers”, according to 1 Cor 8:12a, oUtwg 8¢ auaptdvovteg &ic
T00¢ Gdelpovc, but on the other hand, all the more, they sin against Christ
Himself: &ig Xpiotov apaptdvere (1 Cor 8:12¢)! The use of the adjective,
“drastic”, to describe the consequences of the “strong” believers’ behaviour,
is indeed tragically appropriate: not only is the sin against their “brothers”
expressed in strong terms, but it is further seen as direct sin against Christ! ">
Regarding the harsh referral to sin against the “brothers”, it should be noted
that the word Paul uses to describe the damage done to the cuveidnoig of the
“weak” believers, tonto, for the most part’® refers to “blows planted with
the intention of causing damage” and therefore distinctly emphasizes real
damage being caused (Thiselton 2000, 654). Moreover, by comparing this
sin against the “brothers”, with direct sinning against Christ (oUtw¢ 68
QuopTAvoVTEG €lg TOVG A8EAPOVC...clc Xplotdv auoptdvete), Paul reaches
the climax of his argument! Also, obviously it must have been the most
difficult thing for the “strong” believers to hear that exactly that which they
thought they actually succeeded in, namely that by eating food/meat, being
consecrated and/or sacrificed to idols, they could prove to God how
steadfast they were, in fact only resulted in sinning against their fellow-
believers...and against the Lord himself...!”’

74 See also Fotopoulos (2003, 221-222).
75 See also Oropeza (1998, 66).

76 See Stéhlin (1972, 260-269), as well as Danker’s (2000, 830) Greek-English Lexicon of
the New Testament.

77 Robinson (1952, 58) provides an extremely interesting explanation for Paul’s convenient
comparison that he draws between sin against fellow-believers that could just as easily be
seen as sin against Christ. Robinson refers namely to Paul’s Damascus experience, where
Jesus asked Paul on the one hand why he persecuted Him and on the other hand fixed
Paul’s attention to the fact that he’s actually busy to persecute Jesus Himself—see Acts
9:3-5, ’Ev 8¢ 1® mopedecon &yéveto adtov &yyllew 1@ Aopackd, EEaipvng te adtdv
nepujoTpayey Od¢ £k 10D ovpavod kol mecwdv &l v YAV Hkovoey aviv Aéyovcav
a0Td Taodd Taovd, Tl pe Sidkelg; einev 8¢ Tic e, kipie; O 8¢ &yd elu’Incodg Ov o
Sudkelg. Next, one can easily agree with Robinson that it was not difficult at all for Paul to
look a fellow-believer in the eye and simultaneously see Christ staring back at him! See
also Thornton (1950, 40) and Thiselton (2000, 655), as well as Gal 4:14, who emphasize
the same thought: kol TOV mepocpOV VUGV &v T capki pov ovk éEovbevicate 008
EEemtioare, GAMG OG dyyelov 0e0D £84Eac0e e, g Xprotov Incodyv.
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It is precisely this very last line of thought that prompts Paul to share in 1
Cor 8:13 with the “strong” believers the example that he would have set (00
1 edyo kpéa gic 1oV aidva, o i) 1OV 48EAeSY pov ckavdarion),”™ given
the same circumstances (i Ppdua okavdoriler OV G8ehody pov).” The
following is interesting from the example Paul proposes: in the first place
he connects to the imagery as introduced in 1 Cor 8:11, namely to refer to
the “weak” believer as “brother” (d8ehpdc) and more specifically as “my”
brother (tov 4dehpbv pov). Secondly Paul uses oxavdarilm to describe what
could happen to this brother of him, a word that in itself carries a twofold
meaning, namely “to lay down that which causes stumbling” and then of
course also the action that follows: “to stumble”. This then being the reason
why Fee (1987, 389) and Thiselton (2000, 656-657) argue convincingly that
okavdoAlw should be translated with something more forceful than “to
stumble”, like for instance “to cause someone’s downfall”. This will then
include not only that something specifically led to the “downfall”, but also
the eventual consequence of this action, namely the “downfall” itself. When
Paul therefore reconstructs that which potentially could have happened, he
encourages through this example the “strong” believers to recognize that
they have to look differently at the current issue. Thus, part of the solution to
address the whole issue of whether food/meat that has been consecrated
and/or sacrificed to idols should be eaten or not, is to recognize that there
are at least two perspectives when looking at this situation, with two very
different courses of actions to follow. If one would look only from an
“earthly” level at the situation at hand, then it would simply be a case of a
“weaker” believer doing “something wrong” by joining you in a meal of the
above-mentioned food/meat. When, however, looking from a “spiritual”
angle, as Paul would like to illustrate, it is “your brother” (joined to Christ,
just like you), whom “you have led to go to rack and ruin”,” and “have even
looked upon this brother’s downfall”, while eating this specific food/meat! 8

78 Robertson and Plummer (1914, 173) already argued convincingly that 8i6nep points to an
emphatic, logical connection with the preceding thought—Thiselton (2000, 656) also
confirms this. See also Conzelmann (1975, 149); Fee (1987, 389); Willis (1985, 108);
Lindemann (2000, 198).

79 See also Smit (1997, 483-484).
80 See Fotopoulos (2003, 222).
81 See also Brunt (1985, 113-114).
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Given the circumstances as discussed above, Paul does not only want to
help the “strong” believers to look at the situation from the correct angle, but
he also wants to provide them with an example of how he himself would
have handled it.** Then, to say the least, for Paul the example to be followed
should not be difficult at all: i Bpdua cxavdarilel TOv adeApdy pov, od un
eayon kpéo €ic TOv aidvo. Therefore, “if” (ei) it is “meat” (Bpduo) that
causes “my brother” (t0v adehedv pov) to “stumble” (oxavdoriler), I will
“certainly never, as long as I live [eat again]” (o0 un [pdyo] ...€ig TOV
aidva) “meat of any kind”® (kpéa). To grasp the radical nature of Paul’s
suggested example, as well as the full intensity of his solution, as being
discussed, it is necessary to make a remark or two on the last two phrases,
namely o0 un pdyw...€lc tov aidva and kpéo.

First, regarding o0 pn @dyo...gig tOv aidva, the following remark: it is
striking that Paul has chosen an emphatic way to express the negative here.
Not only is it a double negative (o0 prj), combined with a second aorist
subjunctive (pdyo from é60im), in other words the most explicit way to give
expression to a negative relating the future,* but Paul also makes further
use of &i¢ TOv aidva, whereby he gives expression to a very “long” future, to
tell the truth, a future that will outlast his lifetime! 8

Secondly, a remark on the specific use of kpéa. It is indeed interesting
that Paul decides to choose the plural, kpéa, instead of the singular form,
kpéog, given that the latter is actually in itself a collective noun. 0t is
naturally even more striking when one takes note of the fact that when Paul
chooses to use Ppdua, only in the previous phrase (1 Cor 8:13a, S1dmep i
Bpdua okovdoAiler tov Gdedpdv pov), he decides to use the singular!
Therefore, with this clearly well-thought-out choice of Paul, he must have
had something very specific in mind and then it seems that Thiselton (2000,
657) is correct when he argues convincingly that the answer lies in the
different emphasis placed on the meaning of either the normal plural on the
one hand or the plural form of an already collective noun on the other. Thus,
when a choice is made in favour of, for instance, “a lot of meats or cheeses”,

82 See Castelli (1991, 86), but also Fiore (1986, 164-190).

83 See Conzelmann (1975, 150).

84 See especially Thiselton (2000, 657), as well as similar occurences in, for example, Matt
26:35a, Myet adtd 6 ITétpog: ko 64y pe ovv oot dmodavely, o i 6e GLopVI|COpaL.

85 See Fee (1987, 389; Collins (1999, 321, 327); Thiselton (2000, 657).

86 See Thiselton (2000, 657).



DE WET Knowledge and Love in 1 Corinthians § 327

instead of simply using “a lot of meat or cheese”, this does not suggest a
large amount of one type of meat or cheese, but rather refers to a whole
variety of different kinds of meat or cheese. Applied to Paul’s example that
he is trying to set, it refers to the fact that he would be willing, in a situation
like this, to never eat meat of any kind again, as long as he might live®’—
whether it would be meat as found directly at the temples, or meat as
received from the butcher, to be enjoyed at home.*

It is indeed hidden away in the extremities to which Paul is prepared to
go that we probably find the greatest worth of Paul’s solution to the “strong”
believers’ problem. To be as radical as to “never, ever again” eat “meat of
any kind”, in situations where the “weak” believer and brother in Christ may
be “pulled down” lightens the heart of Paul’s solution! Paul is without a
doubt willing to not only “twist” his right of freedom of choice a little bit,
but literally give it up totally, in all situations, for ever—and this being a
“right” that he definitely would have earned, according to the “strong”
believers, on the ground of the knowledge that he obviously has for a fact
(Paul did indeed spell it out so clearly in especially vv.4-6, but also in
v.8)!* Surely the “strong” believers would have to acknowledge: it is
impossible that such actions are being motivated by self-conceit or selfish
intentions. It can most definitely only be a motivation out of “love” for one
another (irrespective of whether they are “weaker” believers—perhaps it is
rather a case of: because they are exactly such)!

3. The Relationship between Knowledge and Love According
to1l Cor 8

It is clear that a healthy friction exists between knowledge and love that
needs to be addressed with great caution. When one allows a free hand to
knowledge, it may quickly lead to exalted individualism, which will in turn
violate the spiritual well-being of fellow-believers and may even instigate
division amongst themselves.

It is therefore very important to have the correct perspective on the
nature of knowledge. One needs to understand that the centre of true
knowledge lies in the fact that love for God is that which really matters and

87 See Fotopoulos (2003, 222); Cheung (1999, 137-138).
88 See also Schrage (1995, 268).
89 See especially Fotopoulos (2003, 223).
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precisely so, because God chose the believer to be in a relationship with
Him! It is therefore impossible that true knowledge may lead to arrogance.
True knowledge would much rather function willingly subordinately to love,
consequently causing believers to take the effect of their actions on fellow-
believers closely and seriously into consideration.

This friction between knowledge and love, with its special perspective
thereupon, is used by Paul to address the problem regarding the eating of
food, consecrated to idols. From the knowledge side of the argument Paul
points out that believers find themselves often on different levels of
knowledge. In this instance some believers (the “strong” ones) have the
knowledge that there is only one, true God and that food consecrated to the
idols may therefore be eaten with confidence—actually so much so that the
idol does not even have to be mentioned, because it obviously simply does
not exist at all! On the other hand there are fellow-believers (the “weaker”
ones) who, because of their long connection with the heathen cults and idols,
still struggle to fully understand all the implications concerning this
knowledge that there is only one, true God and whose conscience therefore
makes them stumble easily.

Therefore Paul’s advice: Firstly he points out that knowledge may not be
(mis)used to try and impress God or even manipulate Him by staying
unshakable in faith, notwithstanding the fact that believers are sharing in
meals with food consecrated to idols. It is impossible to, on this ground,
expect from God to offer some sort of justification or even appoint some
special state of faith to these believers. Secondly, thorough knowledge does
not imply a right to freedom of choice, even at the cost of fellow-believers’
spiritual well-being.

Paul is rather arguing that “stronger” believers should exert their
knowledge in service of love! It is therefore surely no coincidence that the
“weaker” fellow-believers are being defined by Paul at the end of his
argument with the loving, family term “brother”. Without arrogance and in
subordination to love, knowledge should lead to a voluntary, selfless
abandonment of any rights to freedom of choice, with the spiritual well-
being of fellow-believers absolutely in focus!

Such a relationship between knowledge and love glorifies Christ’s
example of selfless love, but also honours the value of fellow-believers’
union with our Lord Jesus! In conclusion then the radical assumption that
Paul closes his argument with, namely to never eat meat of any kind ever
again, should the smallest possibility exists that it might lead to the
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stumbling of a fellow-brother. This actually summarizes the relationship
between knowledge and love the best: knowledge, not being deeply rooted
in Christ and without a pure acknowledgment of Christ’s family of
believers, will never serve the salvation of the believer himself or that of his
fellow-believers! In a nutshell: the friction in the relationship between
knowledge and love is dissolved in Christ alone!
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