"YOUR BODY" IN 1 COR. 6:19,20
H. Van Dyke Parunak
September 2, 1986

Why Study the Passage?™

s Day morning, much of our discussion centered on
: he metaphor, “the Lord sz body." referzs toc the
wrniiversal church or to some smaller unit, such as & chuwrch
localized in space or time. 1 Cor. 019,20 1is one of the
central passsges in this discussion. To motivate the rest of
this memo, ] summarize why the extent of the metaphor is
important, and why this passage is crucial tc the guestion.

1. How broad is "the Lord’'s body"?

Faul often uses the metaphor of the Lord’ s body to refer to
“the church" {(Rom. 12:4-5; 1 Cor. &:118% 11:239, ch. 23 Eph.
1022, 258 2515,165F 404, 11-163) S51235,308 Col. 1:118,24F 2:119).
Im iteelf, "church" is ambiguous. It mav refer to the
urniversal church, which includes all true Christians of
every age and every place (as in Matt. 16:18), or to local
assemblies of Christians (as in Acts 13:41). The point at
iesue 1=z this! Does the metaphor of "the Lord’s body" refer
to the universal church, to.individual local churches, or
sometimes to one and sometimes to the other? :

The question is important because Faul often uses the
metaphor in describing spiritual gifts (Rom. 12§ 1 Cor. 12;
Eph. 4). He compares individual Christiams with the parts
of & bodv, and savys that the different gifts correspond to
the different functions of the various body parts. Just as
the body needes all of its parts, =o the church needs the
mirnistry of &ll the various gifts, not just of a few that
happen to be stylish.

His teaching has two different implications, depending on
whether the "body" made up of the gifted parts is local or
universal.

1) If the "body" is local, themn each local church should
contain all the gifts. If & particular gift seems to be
absent in & certain group of people {(such as gifts of
healing or tongues in WIBC), we might conclude that the
group is not really a church, since God has not given it &11
the necessary parte. O we might assume that the group is =&
chureh and so all the gifts must be present but hidden, and
trv to figure out who represente each gift.

2y I+ the "body" is universal, then it is less importamt that =
given local body have svery gift. We can profit from gifte
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Thus cur understanding of the scope of the body metaphor
will imnfluence how we view gifts in our gathering. and how
we interact with other assemblies of believers.

Evidence for the universal "body of Christ"

Ir the study last Lord’'s Day I outlined several arguments
that the body metaphor does apply to the universal church.
Here are those arguments, ordered roughly from strongest to
waalkest,

1y In three epistles, Faul says that he and his readers are
both in the same "body." In all three cases, he iz writing
from ancther city, where he is ministering in a different
local church from that to which he writes. 5o the common
body that he shares with_his readers cannot be & local
church., and must be the universal church. The relevant
passages are ¥
ax Rom. 12:5, written to Rome from Corinthi
B 1 Cor. 105174 21135 written to Corinth from Ephesus (c¥f.

Si32% 1&:8) 1%

cix Eph. S3:30, written to Asia Minor from Rome.

Z)Y The NT never speaks euplicitly of several bodies, but a
@mphasizes the unity of the body. Eph. 4:4, "there iz one
body. "

D Im 1 Cor. 12013, "we have &ll been baptized inte one body”
ig parallel with "have all been made to drink intoc one
Spirit.” The one Spirit is plainly the HE-—no one suggests
that each local church has ite own spirit. The second half
of the verse sesms to have the universal church in mind, so
it iz reasonable to see that in the first, as well.

4) With 1 Cor. 12:1% "baptized into one body," compare alsoc
Gal. 2227, "baptized into Christ." The HE does not baptize
us inteo & looal body fand then repest that every time ws
move), but intoc the one universal church. Ctherwizse we
should symholize the repeated baptism by repesting water
paptism each time we move from one church to another.
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Eph. 1:22,2Z. Bod gave Christ, not "to the churches" or
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vaur church., " but "to the church," thus universal, and it i=s
this that Faul goes on to call his body. Same observation

applies in S:233 Col. 1:118,24. Contrast "the churches" in
Acts 2131z 18:41f8 2 Cor. 851,199,235, 24.

&) Eph. 2019,1&6 does not seem to be speaking of any local
church, but of the wunion of Jew and Gentile in the universsasl
e Ll 18

These considerations leave little question that at least
some passages use the body metaphor to describe the
uriversal church. The guestion that remains is, "Can the
metaphor (like "church") also describe a& local group™" Tao
answer this guestion affirmatively., we must produce a
passage that illustrates this usage.

S. What does 1 Cor. &£:19,20 have to add?

1 Cor. &6:1%9-20 is important because it is the main evidence
that Faul uses the body metaphor of a local church. The
crucial clause is, "Your body is the temple of the Holy
Ghoset which 1 in yvou." If "body" refers to the church,
ther the construction "your body" might suggest that the
chwreh in view belonge particularly to the Corinthians,
rather tham to all Christians. In other words, it could
refer to the local church at Corinth rather than to the
uriversal church. (Then again, it might not. It is worth
mentioning that even if 1 Cor. 4:19,20 does use "body" in
the sense of "chuwrch," it is not clear that the church would
have to be local. The universal church is indeed their
church, as it is mine and ours also.)

Several features of this verse suggest that "body" here is a
reference to the church.

1) Faul describes it using another metaphor, the metaphor of
the temple, which commonly describes the church (1 Cor.
3 10=175 Eph. 2:19-2235 1 Pet., 2:4-82).

2) In the preceding context (1 cor. &:11%5), Faul has already
introduced the figure of the church as the body of Christ by
calling individual believers "the members of Christ.”

Z) That same context describes individual believers with the
phrase, "your bodies,"” using the plural to emphasize the
separate bodies of the various Thristians. In contrast, 1
Cor. 6:19,20 uses the singular, "yvour bodv." By changing
from "bodies" toc "body," Faul may indicate that he is
changing hiz reference from human bodies to the mystical
body of Christ.

If these arguments are correct, then ! Cor. 6:19,20 shows
that the body metaphor can trefer to a local church, and one
might assume that Faul would use the same sense later in
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chiapter 12 when he discusses spiritual gifts. Therg is no
other clear example, though, of & lozal church being
described with the body metaphor. So if these arguments ar
incorrect, we will understand the body metaphor in s11 its
coourrences as describing the universal church, and will
agpply 1 Cor. 12 asccordingly.

dgecide whather "wow body" in 1 Cor. &01%,20 refers to
local chuwech or to an individual believer, we consider two

4

Linmes of esvidence.

et

1Y "Temple" can describe an individual believer, as wel
church.

2) The usage of "your body" as contrasted with "yvour bodiss"
{and =imilar phraszes) elsewhere in the Msw Testament do
not demand that the singular refer to the church. In f

there are other cases of the same contrast where the
singular cannot refer to the church.

Can "Temple" describe an individual believer?

There are three lines of evidence that "temple," like
"body, " can describe an dndividual person as well as a
chuwrch.

The temple metaphor is clearly used of one individual, the
Lord Jesus, in John 2:20-22. Verse 22 in particular shows
that the metaphor refers to the Lord"s physical human body,
since the promise to "raise it up in three days" is
fulfilled in the resurrection of the Lord.

The metaphor is semantically appropriate for believers.
According to 1 Cor. &:19, the Holy Spirit inhabits this
temple. Faul clearly teaches that the Holy Spirit lives
within individual believers (Fom. 8:11; 2 Tim. 1:14), so it
is appropriate to call our bodies his "temple.”

The New Testament probably, and other early Christian
literature certainly, describes individual believers as
temples.

a) 2 Cor. &£:15,16 may refer to individuals as temples. Faul

is no reason to think that the church as a whole had
"agreement . . . with idols." The preceding comparison,

fact, brimgs the application to individuals into full focus:

"What portion has a believer with am unbeliever?

b)Y Eph. 2:21, accordimg to both the MT and the customary

critical editions, reads, "In [Christl every buildirmng, fitly

frramed together, arows into & holy temple in the Lord."
Where Feter sees bhelievers as stones in the temple (1 Fst
2:4-8), Faul sees them as individual buildings or shrines
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that collectively make up the temple compound. ! ey é”ﬂk
oL

Earnabas is an early Christian dm:umemL,

ametime bestween A.D. 70 and A.D. 2. Chapter 14 of

lope the picture of the individual believer
great detail. The writer has seen the fall
Titus, and the accompanving de truc;ﬂur ot
tes this to OT prophecy. He

rebuilding of the temple, anﬂ

i

interprete it mnot of & physical temple, but of the
sanctification of individual belisvers. This reference

alows that someone in the generation that sat under the

apu:tler” teaching was guite comfortable with the use of ths

rr

emnple metaphor to describe individuals.
"Your Body/Bodies"

Im this section, I report on & grammatical study that 1
conducted in examining this question. The key phrase in 1
Cor. &019,20 o0 far as the application of the passage to the
Luurth iz concerned is "vour body," and the contrast with
"wowr bodies" in verse 13. Both phrases consist of &

definite moun ("body." "bodies," both with amn article in

Greek) and an asscciated "possessive" (really, genitive)

plural prormoun ("your"). I collected all of the examples of

phrases like this {(a definite noun with a plural genitive
pronouwn? from the epistles of Faul to see what the shift of
the noun from plural ("bodies,” verse 15) to singular

("body, " verses 19,2Z0) might mean., The presentation takes

five stepe: :

1. Any study begins with an hypothesis and a method. I explain

these here.

2. We are not the first to ask gquestions of this sort. I
summarize whet I was able to learn from published Greek
gQr &mmars.

. I collected ochrases with all sorte of nouns, not just "body"
and "bodies." I begin toc summarize my own data from this
gerneral class.

4, Nouns referring to parts of the body seem to be treated

specially. 8o I summarize, their behavior.

S. Thern I discuss every occocurreance of the phrase with "body" or

"bodies. "
&, Finally, 1 reviesw the status of the hypothesis.

1]

1. Theoreticeal and Methodological Foundation

Exegesics seeks to find a relationship between the forms of a
text and ite meaning. In any particular study, we begin with
a set of forms, s set of meanings, and some ideas about how
they line up. This beginning position is our hypothesis.
may tuwrn cut to be wrong. In fact, i+ we knew for suwre that

it was right., we would not bother making the study! However,

we cannct proceed without 1it, for it serves to organize and
direct our work. With ocw hvpothesis in hand,., we can

=
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organize data., continuslly comparing it with the

tand modifying the hypothesis where we find it in
principles we follow in collecting and

a constitute cw methodology.

simple pictures toc illustrate the meanings thsat

idering.  dhen we say “"youwr Dody" or "their
' are azsocialting one o more people (represesntsd
by "wvouw" o "their") with one or more things (represented
by "body" or "houses'"!). This associatiocon can take several

farms. We will give esach a descrioctive label for easy
reference. The labels begin with "M to remind us that they
represent Meaninges.

With only one person, there are two possiblities. The persaon
can be asscciated with ome thing, or with many Lh¢ng5, as in
these diagrams

MFT) Ferson M(FTT) Ferson
H / AN
i / i %
Thing Thing Thing Thing

MI{FT) describes a relationship betwzen a man and his wallet.
while M{FTT) describes the relatiornship between a woman and
her purses.

With more tham one person, matters become more complicated.
We could, of course, simply have several copies of M(FT) or
MiPTTY

M(FTPT) Ferzson Ferson Ferson

Thing Thing Thing

MLETTRFTT) Ferson Ferson
i i N\ 7 H %
/ i b / ! N
Thing Thing Thing Thing Thing Thing

M{FTFT) is & room full of men, each with his own wallet.
M{FTTFTT! iz & room full of women, each with her closet full
of purses. PBut we could also have several people,
associated with one thing in common, like & man and wife
cowning a single house:

MIFPT) Ferson Ferson Ferson

Thing

= we could have a group of people associated with a group
of things, &ll of which they hold in common, like the

e
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professors in & wniversity and the books in the librarv:

' N
: 4'!\
Thimng Thing

FLOPFTTY Ferson FPerson
i
]
1

The forms we are studving are Greslk phrases made up of an
article, & rnoun, and & plural genitive pProncur. Some of
these i1tems require a little explanation.

1) An article is a word like English "the." Though the English

phrases "yow bodyvy" and "vouwr bodies" do not have articles
the underlying Greek phrases do: "the body of yvou." "the
bodies of youl "

2 FPrornouns are words like "I, you, he., she, it., we. you.
thev, " theat stand in place of & noun. "It" might refer to
book, & sunset, or a cockroach, depending on the context.

Z) A plural pronoun is a pronoun that refers to more than cne
person or thing, like "we, you, they." Modern literary
English does mot distinguish singular "you" from plural
"wou, " but slang does: Yankee "yvouse" and Dixie "y'all" ar
plural, while "vou" is singular. Fing James English alsoc
makes the distinction: "thee, thou, thy" are singular, whi
"ve, you, vouw " are plwral. Both Hebrew and Greek made thi
distinction, which the pronouns in the EJV accurately
reflect. :

4) A genitive pronoun has a special marker that shows its
relationship to its noun. In English, "your" is genitive,
but "you" is noti: "his" is genitive, but "he" is not, and
forth. We usually talk about "possessive" rather than
"genitive," but the form (in both English and Greek) can
describe & far wider set of relationships than just
possessian.

Because we are interested in the problem of matching people
to things., we will concentrate on differences in the number
of the mnoun and the pronoun. There are four possiblities.
Fgain we assign labels, this time beginning with F to remind
ws that they describe Forms:

1)y FIFNY, singular pronoun with singular noun ("thy house'"):
2) F(PNNY, simgular pronoun with plursl noun ("thy shoes"):
2y FA(PPNY, plural pronoun with singular noun {("wvour body"):
4) F(FPNM), plural pronoun with pluwral noun ("yvour bodies").

The cobject of our =study is to examine how forms line up with
meanings. For example, "youwr body" in 1 Cor. 6:119.20 is
F{FFN) . (Remember, "vour" is & KJ plural, reflecting a
plural in Greek.) I+ "body" refers to the local church,
then "yvouwr body" meanzs MIFFT) (several people, all
associated with the same church). If, though, the phrase is
synonymous with "your bodies," the meaning is M(FTFT}
iseveral instances of the association between a singls
perscn and his ar her body!). "Your bodies" in 1 Cor. 6115
is F(FFNND), and everyone agrees that it means MIFTFT).

F
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There szems little question that F{FMN}! corresponds toc MIFT?
and Fi{FMNN) corresponds to M(FTT). Because these formz are
clear, and because neither enters into ouw specific

guestion, we will ncot discuss them further. We do want to
figuwre out, though, the relationship betwsen the two forms
B PR, and the fowr msanings MFFT:, MOEFRTT

arsgt F PP

™M

ETTRT T & EBEMNY and MIFFT) are suspiciously

ar. Zoth refsr to & single thing or noun. So our

ko

hwvpothesis is that FI{FFN! corrssponds to MIIFFT),

i F{FFNM) refers to any of the other three as needed.
ccording to this hypothesis, "yvour body" in 1 Cor. &:119,20
= some single thing that the Corinthians collectively
pEsess,. while "yvouwr bodies" in verse 13 refers to a number
¥ bodies related in some way to the several Corinthiancs.

v adopting this hypothesis, we are not agreeing with it. In
@zct. we shall find it to be in error. It is, though, a
imple organization from which we can work.

nHmogoD = DE
~,

With our hypothesis in hand, how shall we gather ouwr data?

Several principles guide us.

1) We are interested in the meaning of the forms in |1
Corinthians, which was written by Faul. Different writers
can sometimes use forms in different wavs., so we should

concentirate ow attention on occwrences in Paul™s writings.

Later, we may find it interesting to compare what we learn
with the rest of the NT or with other Greek literature.

2) We should try to collect.all of the occurrences of F(FFN)
and F(FFNN) in Faul®s writings. I was able to do this
efficiently by using Faul Miller®s GRAMCORD program, which
uses & computer to read the New Testament and search for
patterns of words. Due to limitations of space, I do not
give exhaustive examples here, except when I follow a list
of references with an asterisk (#). For technical reasons,.
I may have missed one or two relevant passages, so i+ vyou

think of one that doee not show up here, please let me know.

Z) We could look only at occcurrences of "yvouwr body" and "vouwr
bodies,"” but it is often wise to spread the net & little
wider. S0 we look at all plural pronouns (not just “"yvour"!,
and all definite nouns (not just "body" and "bodies"). IF
we were even more ambitious, we might look at indefinite
riouriz toco, and at &ll plural genitives (not just pronouns).

4y Ideally, different forms should always mean different
meanings, and different meanings should alwaye have
different forms. So far as possible, we try to analyze the
data in keeping with this principle. We know, though, that
it canmot always hold. We have only two forms but four
meanings, =so sometimes several meanings will collapse to a
zingle form. It mey also happen that several forms cover &
single meaning. &5 with svnonyms. Such deviations from the
principle are mot stable in time, but they do occasiomally
occur, at least to the limite of our data. ke call this

phenomenon "shewing. "

m



-~

2. Frevious Worlk

The standard grammars and commentaries are notoriously
zilent about grammatical issues of this sort. I could Find
no svstematic treastment that suits our puwrpose. 1 18 $ing.
trough, several interesting notes.

eibuted singulars, see A,T. Roberts=on p. 40%F EDF

; < e o
dimer aert. 27

L

Robertson™s A Srempsr of the Greek Ne

¥ Histeorical Rezearch (Nashville: Broadman., 1934}

gz "ldiomatic Singular in Nouns" (p. 420%), situstions

where "the singular appeare where one would natuwally look
far a plural."” He notes that "the singular is used where
the substantive belongs to more than one subject" in Mark
B8:17% Luke 1:&53 Matt. 17:4:% Eph. 61145 Rev. &:111F Acts
2118, 7:45% and John 10:29, and observes., "In all thess
variations in number the N.T. writers merely follow in the
beatern track of Greek usage with proper freedom and
individuality."

Z) F. EBlase and A. Debrunner, A Greelk Grammar of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (trans. R.W.
Funmks: Chicago: University of Chicago, 1961), article 142,
discuse the "distributive singular," as in "they shock their
head." Classical Greek and Latin prefer "heads," though not
without exception, but Aramaic prefers the singular, which
may have influenced the NT idiom. They cite Acts 2:23, Z:18,
7:45, 15:22 {(but 14:Z), 21:245 Luke 118646, Z2:31, 24145 Mark
8:17: Eph. &:14% Rev. &:11% John 10:39: but note that
textual varianmts with the plural often exist.

) G.B. Winer, A Grammar of the Idiom of the New Testament
(Andover: Warrenm F. Draper, 1892), article 27.1, notes "the
use of the Singular to express, in reference to a plurality,
arm object which belongs to each of the individusls," and
cites 1 Cor. 6219 ('): Mark 8:17 (with James 2145 Luke
12665 2 Bet.: 2314) 5 HMatt. 1758 (with Luake 21313 2 Eor. 3&L18,
8:24): Rev. &:111 (with Luke 24:4% Acte 1:10)5 Eph. 6114: and
& number of classical and LXX passages.
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Heveral things are worth noting about these citations.

12 The references are not a1l from Faul, nor all of the same
syntactic form, though sach writer does cite one or two that
meat the requirements of our data.

Z) Several favorite proof passages come up in all three
writers. Grammarians have a disconcerting habit of drawing
their exzamples from one another rather tham by exhaustive
search of the text!

Z) Btill, it is clear that forms with a singular noun sometimes
do correspond to meanings with several things. At the
cutset, we anticipate that ow hyvpothesis may meet with
ci FHicil €y

-

Z. Neouns Other than Body Farts

We begin by setting aside data describing body parts, for

(o)
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The passage in guestion describes body parts. We are more
likelv to treat the matter fairly i+ we begin with other
data, ang thern compars our results with the guestioned
texts.

Body part phrases sesm to bshave differently from other

iz distinction iz mot surprising. Grammarians
mted on the distinctive "gremmar of inaslienmabls
the fact that people speak difterently abou
are inseparably theirs (like bodies ang thei
than they deo asbout other possessions. French off
familiar example of thise distinction. One speaks of "my
car," "my house," "my book," but of "the hands" and "the
feet. The possessive promnoun is superfluous with body
parts, since the parts are inseparably attached to the
Owrier .

The hundreds of phrases in this category offer examples of
the meanings we are studying, and alsoc some cauticonary
insights.

Here are some examples of the meanings under study. This
list of mappinges does not claim to be exhaunstive. The last

three illustrate skewing, since one form maps to three
meanings.

i)

&

Wer
19

S,

F(FFN) ——3% M(FFT), common with phrases like "our God" (1
Cor. 6:11), "our Lord Jesus" (FRom. 1:4).
F{FFN) == M(FTFT) with mass nouns, like "their own bread"

(2 Thess. II112), maaningi”each his own," but alsoc with a
count noun, "their table”™ {Rom. 11:9). This is a clear

deviation from our hypothesis, unless the ev11doer5 are
conceived of as sitting at a common table.

F(FPFNN) == M(FFTT), as in "our fathers" (the entire
collection of ancestors belongs collectively to the entirs
companys 1 Cor. 10I01).

FIFPHNY —=> MFTTFTT), as in "vyour children" (Eph. &:I4:5. esac
child belongs to only one father, and many fathers have mor
than ome child).

FAFFMNM) == MFTFT), "their wiwves" (Eph. 3:128).

2F

m

can learn some other interesting things from these data:
Some nouns occur only in the singular in ouwr construction.
Ferhaps theszse are idiomatic. Examples include

& "word" (logosx, 2 Tim. 2:17), probably with the sense
"speech, " thus M{PPT].
b> "labor" {(kopex, 1 Cor. 13:58), "tribulation" (¢hlipsis,

2 Core 124), "comfort" (paraklﬁsis, 2 Cer. $188), Yjoy"
{xara, Fhil. F25). Many of these must be MFTFT) or
MFTTFTT) . But =zome emctions are FIFPFPRN), such a=
"sufferings" (pathfmatwn, 2 Cor. 1:16).
Soc far, 1 detect no sizeable clumps of idiomatic plurals in
this class of nouns.
Mass nouns are understandably FIFFN), though the mesaning
MEETET ¥ . '
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Fom. 11:11,12,27. where they &
occurs anvwhere in Rom. 11!').
Rom. 11 are M{(FFT),

Deviations from the hyvpothesis exist in the form FIFFPN)

M«

p—
=1

th

FTFT), but not (sc far as

T

-

have found) in the form

(FEMMY ——2 M((PFT). Greek does sometimes use the plural
an

abztract noun without implying & countable plurality

is does not seem to occocur

emer

(rejection of the Messiah) for

Fhysical body parts.

Wes

Farts in General

i

=
=

i - gy 1 Coor
foarsptuens, Rom. 47287 are aslwaves FIPPRMN),
individual = offenses agsa

LB ™

re
Fe

W

o our corpus.

in specific
FayiLy and

reflecting the

inst God [MI(FTTRTT!1, except in

F{FFN) (and noc F(FFPNN)
rhape the occurrences in

emphacsizing the common class of sin

hich Israel is condemned.

turn to body parts, some further patterns emesrge.
Here we divide ocur discussion into three parts:

mostly describe anatomy.

Feychological body parts,

that

such as the head and the eves. that

such as the heart and the mind,

are freguently used to speak of mental states.
The word "body" itselt (reserved for the next section).

A fairly simple pattern emerges in physical body parts:

**1\ F{FFN) —= M(FTFT), where parts come one toc a customer,

4. Body
Whern
a)l
k)
c}
&)
ﬂwvm{?i
o 'r*’“-"
o )\\ L
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Fevchological

i)

th

e face (1 Thess. 2:117:3.3:110%),

Eph. 4:29f Col. Z:8%), or the throat (Rom. ZI13%).

i
13
1&
me
Ex
&

b

Some are always F(FFN).

e
gr

[ P
o

M
a
b

d

FENN) =-3 M(PTTFTT),

ke hands (Rom. Z:125% 1 Thess. 4:11), feet (Rom. J:13,
1205 Heb. 12117%%), eyes (Rom. 2:18, 11:10;5 Gal. 4:1%5+%
mbers (Rom. &:12,19 (2x each)s: 7:5%).

ceptions:
"their tongues" F{(FFNN)
"their hand" F{FFM) ——3>

MA(

M{PTFT) Rom. 3113

FTTFTT) Heb. 8:9 (though this may

be an idiom, "lead by the hand")

body parte are much more complicated.
Some of these may be M(FFT),

ferring to the =single collective consciousness of the
oup addressed, but in other cases M{FTFT) is cbvious.
metimes the plural is very rare, and we probably have

FTFT) idiomatically.

"mind" nous (Eph. 4:17,23%)

"spirit" pneume (Rom. 8:

well-attested plural,
(Compare 1 Cor. 14132, &
plural.)

"understanding" sunsdfsi
Hek. ?:14, again MFTFT)
"flesh" sarcz (Fom. &:119)
nouni plural very rare.
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Fhil. 4:23 = Phm. 25, 1 Thess. S5:23%).
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4

certainly M{FTFT): Gzl.
There ig a

the mouth 2 Cor. &:l11:

like

i

where each person has more than one,

5:18

ery similar construction with

but never used in ocur construction.

e

(1 Car. 8:7, eartainly MEPTFT)

Cor. 15112, Srii;
prabably functions like a

-
-



2 Im other cases, the plural is always attested.
inviting, and certainly poseible in all cases
a&r "mind" nofne, idiomatically plural (2 Cor.

Phil. /%7
(Jaity axnoil (2 Cor. &I12%), idiomati
e . mixed, mostly plural (2 Cor.
hain 1%:17%) but once singular (1
(RPTETY 13 likely in all cases. I tan sege n#o
Betwasn singular and plural.

4) The data for "heart" khtardia are extremely cor
detect no credible systematic distincticn in
F(FFR) and FIFFNN). Here are all of the rete
ar FIPPN): Rom. 215 2 ol 18y H510F Eph.

Cor. 4:4), 4:18 (contrast Heb. Z:8,15, 4:7
b FAFFNMMY T Rom. (245 218 SrEy & Cor, 1122
Gal. 4165 Eph. 20175 &:122% Phil. 4:7:3 Ccl.
4:8: 1 Thes. 2:4: Z1133 2 Thess. 2:117: 3I5
4.7%
"RODY" in Farticular
We would expect "body" swme to follow the rule for

and appear in F(FFN),
person has only one.

body parts, even with meaning

since each

a) Six retferernces follow this rule, and we list them
paying careful attention to their meaning.

b) Then we discuss the six that do not.

c) Finally, we summarize our observations, with an
Cor. &:19,20. :

ay F(FFM). OFf these six references, two are the on

discussion in 1 Cor. &,
physical body, with sense M(FTFT).

1) Rom. 6:12, certainly M(FTFT), of the physicsal
body. (Compare F(FPNN) in 8:11'!'!'1)
2) Rom. 8:22, "the redemption of your body." Not

which has already been redeemed, but the tran

nfusing.

cal

“
Fa o
.

A e b

o
]

88
e
“f

T
4

Can
meaning baztween
rences.

1:18 {(contrast
Yo SHE1Fe BLIDHE
§oSs28 45é&F TiI

2125 351505 154
i Heb. 218,153
physical

PCFETHETY 4

all,

eve to 1

es under

and the other four are all of the

("mortal")

of the chuwch,
sformation of

the believer®s phveical body at the Lord’s return, in
keeping with Fhil. Z:21, 1 Cor. 15:35-354.

Z) 1 Cor. 6:19,20, under discussion.

4) 2 Cor. 4:10, developing the idea of "esarthen wvessels" in
4:7, and "mortal flesh" in 4:11, thus in &ll likelihood =
reference to physical bodies.

5) 1 Thess. S:23, "your whole spirit and soul amnd body." The
use of "soul" of the chuwch would be unprecedented. The
verse iz most naturally understood distributively, M(FTFT!,
of the individual Thessalonians.

By F(PFMNNY ——3 MOPTPT). OF these =zix csses, I cam give
exdplanations for the plurality of half.

1) Rom. 1:24, "to dishonor their bodies among themselves." The

reciprocal natuwre of the sin seems to require emphasis an

involved.
bodies. "

the plurality of bodies
Fom. 8i11, "vour mortal

2)

Utterly inex

12

plicable,

in



the light of &:12 and 8:23.

Ay Rom. BilZ, "present your bodies & living sacrifice.”
Ezpecially puzzling, =ince "sacrifice" is singular and one
would expesct that to attract "body" to be singular.

=
4 1 Cor. &:11Z2, "vour bodies are the members of Chriet." Flursl
&

L2

"membere" stitracte plural "bodies.

o Eph. 2B, "love their wives s= their ocwn bodies." Ferhaps
Lhe pl o "waves attracts "bodies" to the plursl.

&) Heb. %011, "their bodiess [the sacrificial corpsesl are
burned. " No explanation.

¢! Ob=arvations

1}y Except for 1 Cor. 46:19,20, all occuwrrences both of F(FFM:
ard F{(FFMN) with "body" are M((FTFT)!, referring to the
phvsical human bodv. There is no precedent for "body" with
& plural genitive pronoun to refer to the church.

2) The body partse rule leads us to suspect that FIFFRH! is the
normal case and F{FFNN) the abnormal, =sc that we naturslly
expect "1 Cor. 6:19,20 to refer to physical bodies.

L. What has Become of ouwr Hypothesig?

We begarn with the hypothesis that F(FFN) —=> M(FFT) and
FOFFMMY - (MFFPTTY), MFTPT), M(FTTFTT>. Each of the
groups of data that we studied led us to modify it.

&) For nouns that are not body partse, the hypothesis holds
quite well, except that mass nouns and perhaps a few special
cases exhibit F(FFN) —-—=3 M(FTFT).

b) For physical body parts, F(FFN) ——3* M{(FTFT) (head, throat,
mouth), while F{(FPNN) -=>* M(FTTFTT) {(eyes, hands, members).
There is logic behind this pattern, but it is quite at
variance with our hypothesics.

c) For psychological body parts, confusion reigns. In some
cases, nouns may be used idiomatically in the singular or
plural, since the ideas involved are abstract and hard to
tie down to notioms of "countinmg." The wide variation in
Yheart, " though, suggests there is much to learn here. T
does seem clear that there is skewing of the form
FIFFN) ZF {FFNRNY ==2 MAFTFT).

d) For "body" itself, the body parts rule makes good sense in
just over half of the cases. In about half of the
exceptions, we can find good reasons for the deviation. But
some exceptions are inexplicable. In every instance, though.
the reference seems clearly to be to a physical human body.

0. Summary
1. The evidernce of 1 Cor. &I11%,20

Owr sztudy of the temple metaphor shows that 1| Cor. &01%,20

13



need not refer to the church, and ouvr study of "body" with
plural genmitives shows that such a reference would be
unprecedented. Our phrase with "bodyv" always refers to
phyesical human bodies, never to the chwch. The reason for
the difference between the singular in &:19,20 and the
S0iS lies not in the singular {(which follows the
by parits), but in the plural (which I

5 Hiles el s T THY

ot agresment with "memberstl,

PR

For b

With 1 Cor. &119.20 in doubt as & reference to the local
"body of Christ," we guestion whether there is any reascon to
postulate such an entity.

The question of 1 Cor. 12

It seems best to take 1 Cor. 12 in the sense of the
universal church. here is no clear precedent in 1 Cor. or
gleewhaere for a local "body.," and Faul’s use of "we" in
12117 seems clearly to indicate that Faul considered the
"body" to inzlude people from different local assemblies.

Comseguently, we shouwld not dispair i+ we do not have all
the gifts in ow local meeting, but should cultivate
contacts with helievers of other areas (and through their
writings, of other times), so that we can benefit from gifts
bestowed on other portions of the body of Christ, and so
that we in tuwrn can minister to their lack (2 Cor. B8:i14:
Eph. 4:14). :
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