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nevertheless have occurred, so that the thought of the risen Lord
thus received a pantheistic nuance.

My reading of Paul makes it impossible for me to believe that in
so bold a phrase as Xpwrrov évdvoacfau we have any fading out of the
Lord’s personality into a diffused pervasive energy. What suggests
the ¢ pantheistic nuance'? Itis the idea of the Spirit as an atmos-
phere or influence, — whether or not conceived as material, — which
proceeds from the risen Christ and permeates the Church on earth.
But did Paul so conceive the Spirit? That is the prior question.
We have been very naturally led to believe that he did. It is the
notion given us by the Acts of the Apostles. The Epistles to ‘the
Colossians and Ephesians, moreover, represent Christ as the head to
which the Church is related as the body, and conceive of Christ’s
action on the body by aid of the further notion of the operations of
the indwelling Spirit (Eph. 2% 3'%). On grounds unrelated to this
topic these Epistles are assigned to another hand. 1 hold the view
of Holtzmann. That the Church is an organism of redeemed human-
ity, that it is the body of Christ, may be congruous enough with the
thought of Paul, but in the Epistle to the Ephesians it seems to be
presented as a new, fresh insight finding here its first explicit utter-
ance. Under the influence of this Epistle we ordinarily find the
idea in Rom. 12 and 1 Cor. 12, where the equation is not made.
It would certainly seem that the thought of the Church in its unity
as the body of Christ remained inactive in Paul's mind. Only in the
deutero-Pauline Epistles does it receive the expansion and emphasis
which belongs to so important a conception. Nor is it certain that
the conception was Paul’s at all. No use of the word ¢ Church’ in
the undisputed Epistles need apply to all the Christians of the world
collectively. In 1 Cor. 12® I find only the assembly for worship.
Philippians 3% ¢persecuting the Church,’ and Gal. 1%, 1 Cor. 15?,
¢ persecuting the Church of God,’ suggest only the local church or
churches which Paul did actually persecute. The added rob feov
only brings out the enormity of the act. Nothing suggests that the
Church figured in Paul’'s mind as the earthly anticipation of the
Kingdom of God, and for the age after Advent the Church is not
mentioned.

And yet readers of the interesting book by Kabisch, Die Escha-
tologte des Paulus, will recall that the Parousia of Christ, the head, is
also the Parousia of his marvelous body which is composed of glori-
fied Christians (pp. 282 ff.). To Kabisch ¢ body’ means ¢ body,’ and
¢ spirit’ is for him a substance, and the result is a picture of the Day
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3", odppoppov t¢ cupar.. The substance of the preéxistent bodily
form was wvebpa. Rom. 8% 1 Cor. 15%, 2 Cor. 8", justify the language
of 2 Clement ¢°: &v uév 16 mparov wvebpa éyévero adpf. So in 1 Cor.
10, the drinking of water in the desert—actual water unless we
fancy Paul to have ignored the literal sense — was also the draught
of a spiritual gift from the very nature of the Christ not yet made
flesh. In any case the risen Lord is imaged in a body (2 Cor. 4*),
and that body is composed of mvebua, for it is celestial ; *“ as we wore
the image of the earthly, we shall also wear the image of the celes-
tial” (1 Cor. 15%). The rest of 1 Cor. 15 shows that the Christian’s
odpa mvevpartikoy is to be invested with ddfa and Suvwapus, that divine
lustre and transforming power by which the Lord’s body assimilates
others to itself (Phil.i3*). This is not more nor less than is guaran-
teed to the Christian by present possession of the Holy Spirit. Why
then should we conceive the Holy Spirit as anything distinct from
Christ’s body of mvelpa? The latter merits the term ¢ holy.” It has
the 8¢fa feod, the Sivapus Geoi (Phil. 3}, The eikdv is the elkiw feod
(2 Cor. 4*). That he is now a being of Aoly spirit is moreover made
distinct in Rom. 3%, By bodily descent on earth as a man of flesh
he was Son of David. Resurrection installed him as Son of God
xatd mvebpa dywwovvys. Surely the substance of his risen personality
is meant and the genitive is adjectival in value. [Contra B. Weiss.
See Gunkel's Wirkungen des heiligen Geistes, p. 104.]

The risen Christ, then, has a holy spiritual form, and the Christian’s
consummation is to be conformed to it, so as to wear the image and
the glory of God. In that heavenly future there is no mention of the
éxxAyoia, no mention of the Holy Spirit as distinct from Christ’s own
personal nature. The final picture is only complete, personal identi-
fication of individual men with the Lord by conformity to his holy
body.

This becomes a natural mode of thought as we note that odpua cas-
ries the idea of personality. The Hebrew mind thinks by pictures
where the heirs of Greek philosophic culture think by concepts, and
we may not weigh and value Paul’s mental representations by the
meanings which belong to modern pictures in our own minds. For us
a concrete image is an assistance to fancy, an inadequate illustration,
while the religious #7u«# finds its proper statement in highly abstract
terms. “ To-day,” says Harnack (Dogmengeschichte, i*. 397), «“ we
understand by symbol a thing which is not that which it signifies.
‘Then, in many circles at least, men understood by symbol a thing
which in some sense or other really is that which it signifies.” Paul
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his glorious body (Phil. 3*). We shall be sons of God as he now,
risen from the dead, by virtue of his being of Holy Spirit, is Son of
God (Rom. 1'). In Augustine’s language we shall be not Christians
but Christ. Ut, quod perdideramus in Adam, s.e. secundum imagi-
nem et similitudinem esse dei, hoc in Christo Jesu reciperemus
(Iren. iii. 18, 1). We have to deal, however, with the present
proleptic redemption. It is expressed indifferently, ‘be in Christ,’
“Christ in me,’ ‘in the Spirit, ¢ the Spirit in me.’ All mean to be
a new creature. ] must treat it as an established fact that ¢ the Spirit
in us’ is for Paul more than an ethical reality. The new life is new
existence, new being, as well as new character. In Rom. 6, the
future union by likeness of his resurrection has a present basis in our
possession of the Spirit. The body of sin = the sinful body = the
fleshly personality, is annulled, for we have shared in Christ’s death.
We are now able to live for God (vs."), because a new medium
of life is imparted, which is victorious over hindrance. This more
than volitional newness of life is here only expressed by {avras év
Xpwro ‘Inood. This is such a local personal union that he uses our
limbs as émha Swatoovvys (vs.’). When, however, the thought is
repeated in ch. 7, it is 2 xavérys 7oU mvevparos. The close of 7
and the opening verses of 8 contrast the tyranny of the flesh with
the freedom of the new-given Spirit, a gift which is one thing with
‘in Christ Jesus." The Christian is not in the flesh but in the Spirit,
if indeed the Spirit of God house in him. The unredeemed man
is tenanted by sin and death, because his shape, his gdpa, is clothed
with fleshly substance. The redeemed man has the Spirit of Christ
(vs?); Christ is in him (). His ¢&pa is now a corpse (vexpov),
—in the sense that the flesh is annulled,— but the rvelpa is {wy.
This identification with Christ, which is a housing of his divine
Spirit in us, is also the present proof of the resurrection of the
cipa, — 8 700 évoikoivros adros mvedmaros &v Spiv (). True the
Spirit is not named the body of Christ, but we certainly pass very
easily from the indwelling of the Spirit to the future, dreAvrpwos
70U owparos, a ransoming of, not from (cf. 1 Cor. 15), which is the
full freedom of the glory of the children of God (%), the manifesta-
tion of the sons of God in the 86{a and 8¥vajus belonging now only to
the risen archetypal Son of God, belonging to his body and thence to
be conferred on ours so that we shall be conformed to the image
of his Son (®). At present, in place of 3ifa, there is dofévea (%),
for which the Spirit has compassion. Then, we shall be raised in
glory and power (1 Cor. 15%%). It does not seem an arbitrary thing,
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renewed day by day (). Shall we not think, then, that the cdpe
mvevparicdy is being built up in us, becoming more completely our
inner self ? The o®pa as form is constant. That which changes is
the substance. The flesh dies, the Spirit finally is seen in its place.
But this is the Spirit of Christ fused with the human »rveipa, the inner
man. Changing from substance to form, let us say it is the ocdua
Xpwrrov. Just in proportion as odpa naturally suggests odpé, Paul
naturally speaks of the mvedpa Xptorov. This mode of interpretation
requires that we should think of the human nvelpa as having bodily
shape. Tertullian, at least, found this idea satisfactory (De Anima,
ch. 9 ; cf. ch. 22) and applies Gen. 2’ to an inner man completely
filling the visible o@pa, man being dupliciter unus.

Finally, this connection of ideas seems to be made conclusive by
1 Cor. 6'®: The body for the Lord and the Lord for the body.
This is not the Church. It is the individual, and body is meant in the
natural sense. Paul passes at once to the idea of bodily resurrec-
tion (*). The Lord for the body — but this is not inclusive of flesh.
He is for the inner man. To be joined to a harlot is to be one body
with her, “for two, saith He, shall be one flesh. But he that is
joined to the Lord is one Spirit.”” The spirit received by the Chris-
tians, then, is embraced in the odpa, and it is for the Lord what
flesh is for the woman : it is the substance which constitutes his body.
The union with Christ, or Christ’s spirit, is here imaged as the merg-
ing of two selves in one body. Your body —i.c. each body — is the
temple of the Holy Spirit (*®). This seems convincing proof that
present redemption by the Holy Spirit is incorporation in Christ's
body of spirit, the anticipation of that which shall be revealed and
perfected at the Parousia.

The eucharist is a reception of C/msl s body of spirit. Whether
or not we have so far forced matters a little, the case gains in clear-
ness when Paul expressly speaks of present union with the body of
Christ. It is the Lord’s body which is received in the eucharist, and
it is a gift of wvebpa. In some divergence from 1 Cor. 11, the 1oth
chapter represents the taking of bread and wine as a reception of
spiritual essence, and, at the same time, union with the body of
Christ. There is a consubstantiation of bread and Christ, and of the
Christian and Christ. The cup which we bless is kowwvia Toi aipa-
ros tov Xpeoroi. The bread is xowwvia Tov odparos rov Xpioros. A
real fellowship with Christ is proven by the parallel case of eating
meats known to be consecrated to demons (10®). The eater be-
comes a partner of the demonic being. Demonic possession would
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ter is of what we call spiritual life. Since, however, form is necessary
and permanent for man, Paul says bodies in place of ‘lives,’ but he
thinks of body in terms of the inner man. The man of flesh is not
holy or pleasing to God. It is the new creature, the body as temple
of the Holy Spirit, the new life in Christ. At once, therefore, he
urges them to attest the new metamorphosis in their rational choices,
in the direction of the conscious life (*). The special intention of
Paul, moreover, is to check arrogance and pretensions. There can
be no exaltation of one person above another. One and the same
person, Christ, is given to each and all. He expresses it here by
cipa instead of wvelpa. We are all, though numerous, one body
in Christ (°). The o&pua has not changed its natural meaning since
vs.. It is not a reference to the unity of men in the Church. The
interpretation, one beody, that is, the Church, is due, indeed, not
only to Ephesians and Colossians, but also to the talk of many mem-
bers. The moA\a péAy of vs.! would seem to be parallel to the many
individuals (woAXo{) of vs’. But Paul does not say, We, the many,
are members of Christ’s one body. The stress on of woAlo{ would
then be unintelligible. He says, We are members of one another.
There is an antithesis (given by 8¢) which, as often elsewhere, is only
imperfectly expressed : Though we, numerous as we are, are (only)
one body in Christ, ye# individually we are members of one another.
I am the new man and you are the new man, but in the service of
one another we are only members, limbs. Neither I nor you manifest
the new man in his completeness. The meaning of ué\y which the
context requires is, that we perform separate offices for one another.
The parallel of moAda pély is the various wpdfes, and these wpdfes
are the various yapiouara next mentioned. That is the way Chryso-
stom read the passage: “And what if thou art not appointed to the
same office, still the body is the same.” Doubtless, however, as in
1 Cor. 12, Chrysostom meant body, 7.e. church. There seems to be
no occasion whatever to import into the passage the idea of a Chris-
tian society as a state or body politic, or social organism. There is
no ground for thinking that the divinely appointed political state was
an analogy by being’ an organic social body. His idea of the order
of the state is, “ Tribute to whom tribute is due, custom to whom
custom, fear to whom fear, honor to whom honor” (137).

The only necessary meaning then is, One divine nature (body) is
given to us, but there are differences in its actuation of us. Paul
does not add the individuals to sum up the body. All are the one
body before the addition. He adds the special activities of individu-
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oapa. He does not, however, think of the pé\y as ministering to
the body ; they minister to one another (*). Finally, therefore, dueis °
8¢ dore adpa Xpiorod xal uéhn éx pépovs (¥). Men are limbs of the
body. In what sense? In the old sense that charismata vary. He
begins, indeed, with ‘apostles,’ ‘ prophets,’ ¢ teachers,’ but he passes
at once to functions: miracles, healings, etc. It is not the man
but his function that is the péros. It is not the worker of the
miracle who helps to constitute with other persons the one body
of Christ. Simply, the one Christ has a special and peculiar activity
in him. Prophecies, tongues, yviats, all are destined to vanish (13%),
and one best display of Christ shall be permanent in the life of love.
The prophet will not cease to share in Christ when his prophesying
ends. ‘You are members’ does not express the general fact of
relation to Christ, but the unusual, unequal, extraordinary manifesta-
tions of Christ in us. To the same people he says, ¢ you are limbs,’
and ‘you are the body.’ Chrysostom felt the meaning which we
urge. He finds the phrase “ all baptized into one body " (') inexact.
“ And he said not, ‘ that we might all come to be of one body,’ but
‘ that we might all b¢ one body.” For he ever strives to use the most
expressive phrase.” Chrysostom thinks that for the sake of emphasis
Paul has pushed the expression to an inexact extreme : “ For thou art
the body, even as I, and I even as thou.” Chrysostom thinks it inex-
act, since for him body means Church. Again, for vs.#, Chrysostom
is helpful. “ That is, ‘ not only,’ saith he, ‘are we a body but mem-
bers also.”” Paul has, indeed, indulged in a paradox, but the paradox
is made clearer by imitating Chrysostom’s comment on *: Thou art
the body of Christ, and yet also a member. The debated éx pépovs
then clearly means what it means in 13*: ¢ partially,’ non ex integro
sed ex parfe (Origen). Thou art the body, and yet in thy partial
activity a member. This lends force to ¥ : If the whole body were
an eye, where were the hearing?

I do not see that the view here presented has difficulties to en-
counter. The apparently Trinitarian formula of 2 Cor. 13" is surely
only rhetorical amplification. The grace of Christ, the love of God,
the fellowship of the Holy Spirit, all mean the same thing. It is not
different from the three-fold enumeration of 1 Cor. 12*% Neither
would the absence of Paul’s imaginative conception from other early
Christian documents be a difficulty. It would be difficult to show any
uniformity among the earliest Christians in regard to the Holy Spirit.
There was no ‘ doctrine.’ Identification of Christ and the Spirit was
common (Hermas, Sim. ¢'). It is interesting to find in Tatian’s Ad-






