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The Letter to the Ephesians, Lesson #10
Christ and the Church His Body in Ephesians
Ephesians 1:22-23, Part One

Ephesians 2:22 and he has put all things under his feet and has made him the head over all things for the church, 23 which is his body, the fullness of him who fills all in all.

Our Burden of Past Times: The Dualism of the Soul and Body 
Greek philosophy and culture has had great influence on Christian theology.  Too often, Christians who have been under Greek philosophy read the Greek idea of soul into the biblical word.  But we must not assume the Bible uses the word soul in a Greek way – as a distinct, metaphysical substance capable of separate, incorporeal existence.

Genesis 2:7 has been the locus classicus of the biblical concept of soul: "And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul."  The Hebrew word for soul is nephesh.  Genesis 2:7 simply means that man became a living, breathing creature (see most modern translations of Genesis 2:7).
Says The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible:
The word "soul" in English, though it has to some extent naturalized the Hebrew idiom, frequently carries with it overtones, ultimately coming from philosophical Greek (Platonism) and from Orphism and Gnosticism, which are absent in nephesh. In the OT, nephesh never means the immortal soul, but is essentially the life principle, or the living being, or the self as the subject of appetite and emotion, occasionally of volition [will]. ("Soul," The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962), pp.428-29.)
The Interpreter's Bible also says that nephesh in Genesis 2:7 means "a complete person." The New Bible Dictionary says that it is "clear from Genesis 2:7 that the primary meaning of “soul” is “possessing life.”  Thus it is frequently used of animals (Gen 1:20, 24, 30; 9:12,15,16; Ezek 47:9).  The New Bible Dictionary (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1962), p.1208.)

Soul in The Old Testament
We must not read a presupposed "popular religious” meaning into the Hebrew word nephesh.  In OT texts nephesh plainly means the animated, living person.  We cannot impose a "spiritual," Greek metaphysical meaning on soul where, for instance, a person is represented as saying that his soul desires physical food, water or honey (Prov 25:25; 27:7; Num 21:5; Deut 12:15, 20-21).  Because the Hebrews have never been Greeks who created a good system of “classification” and thus had no sharp distinction between the physical and the psychical, the word soul can have either a physical or psychical emphasis.  The whole living person is always in view.  The word soul can be applied to a person's thinking, emotions, will or action (Gen 49:6; Deut 4:29; Job 7:15; Ps. 86:4; Isa 1:14).  Very often soul is used where the modern way of talking would use the word person (Lev 7:21; 17:12; Ezek 18:4).  When the Bible talks about seventy souls going down to Egypt, it obviously means seventy persons.  The word soul is also used as a synonym for the personal pronouns I, me, myself (Judges 16:16; Ps 120:6; Ezek 4:14).  It can even be used to designate a dead body (Lev 21:11; Num 6:6; Hag 2:13).

Long ago, the British Bible scholar H. Wheeler Robinson in his leading study at that time (Christian Doctrine of Man, 1947, p.16) wrote that of the 754 times the word nephesh appears in the Old Testament, it means principle of life 282 times, it has a psychical meaning 249 times, and it means the person himself 223 times.

It is interesting to notice that biblical dictionaries and scholars who have objectively looked at the Hebrew view of man unhesitatingly say that the soul is capable of death.  To say this would have been unthinkable in some Christian circles a few years ago. (Berkouwer, Studies in Dogmatics , 14 volumes,  we are quoting Volume 3 Man, 1962,  p.251.)
This thought calls attention to the remarks of a Dutch scholar: 

Thus Van der Leeuw criticizes the dualistic view of man, which he says is the source of the popular belief in immortality which has infiltrated modern Christianity.  Such a view is, he says, Greek rather than Christian, and "in conflict with the essence of the Christian faith." We may make no distinction between body and soul as regards the effects of death.  The whole man, according to the Old Testament as well as the New Testament, is threatened by death.  There is nothing he can fall back on; "the soul also dies."  the soul experiences death being the vital source of life that animates the body.

An army of scholars all over Europe – 
- H. Wheeler Robinson, The Religious Ideas of the Old Testament (London: Gerald Duckworth & Co., 1956): idem, Christian Doctrine of Man. H. Wheeler Robinson,
- Hebrew Psychology," People and the Book, ed. A. S. Peake (London: Oxford University Press, 1925), p.366.
- W. David Stacey, The Pauline View of Man (London: Macmillan & Co., 1956), p.88.
- D. R. G. Owen, Body and Soul: A Study on the Christian View of Man (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1956), p.177. 
- Wright, God Who Acts, pp.88-9, 
- Robert Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms: A Study of Their Use in Conflict Settings (Leiden: E. J. Brill. 1971), p.335 and too many other names) 
– have presented us with overwhelming evidence to prove there is little or no trace of body/soul dualism in the Old Testament.  They flatly say the soul "has no existence apart from the body.”  W. David Stacey says, "Incorporeal life for the nephesh was never visualized.  Death afflicted soul (Numb 23:10) as well as body.  D.R.G. Owen says, "The Hebrews had no idea of the immortality of the soul in the Greek sense … It was impossible for them even to conceive of disembodied human existence.  G. Ernest Wright declares that "the Hebrews had no conception of pure being in spiritual terms apart from material form.”  Human life lives after death because of God’s Mercy not because of a human immortal nature. 
Soul in the New Testament
We should realize that in the NT, Hebrew thought forms are maintained.  In most cases, especially in Paul, soul (Greek, psyche) simply means life.  A comparison of Mark 8:36 and Luke 9:25 shows that soul can mean self.  Robert Jewett points out that even the most confirmed dualists have to admit that psyche simply means life in many Pauline usages of the word (Robert Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms: A Study of Their Use in Conflict Settings Leiden: E. J. Brill. 1971), p.335).


Even in Matthew 10:28, where our Lord says, “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”  We suggest that Jesus means that since God is the giver of life, only He can take it away in the ultimate sense.  Therefore, do not fear him who can end your present mortal life, because it is God who is going to have the final decision whether your life is saved or destroyed.  The words of Jesus certainly contradict the notion that the soul is immortal by nature.

The soul, then, is the whole person. The body also is the whole person.  Neither soul nor body is a detachable part of man.  Soul is man thinking, willing and living.  It is the life, “the me,” the self in its acting and feeling.  Body is the same whole person seen from the perspective of his form and substance.  In the words of Danish Scholar Johs Pedersen, "The body is the soul in its outward form.” (Israel, 1973, p171)

Body and soul in the Bible are not different from flesh and spirit.  They do not refer to two parts of human life but to the whole human life from two different perspectives.  In the Middle Ages flesh was understood as two parts: the spirit is higher and the body is our lower nature.  This had disastrous consequences for the understanding salvation, and created dualism of sign and reality, spirit and matter. 

The Holistic Human Life and its Implications

Man has physical, mental and spiritual powers, which are closely related and integrated into one living person.  Instead of any of us being like this:


we are more like this:
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This means that whatever affects one part of man will affect the whole life.

Man in relationship to God is the spiritual man that is the human who has a “mental relationship” with God.  Manual work is very low kind of work.  Mental concepts rule everything.  While in Acts, we read "In Him we live, and move, and have our being" (17:28).  Yet, Christ lives in our mental life; He does not share the totality of our life.  
The church is a mental concept of a “community” and even in our time the name “community” has been added to the name of too many churches to avoid “sectarian” style but at the same time to avoid the “body” of Christ. 


The ecclesiology of primitive Christianity was not abstract and theoretical but rather practical.  As a result, not only is there no definition of the Church in the sources, but there is not even a theoretical description of her.  Out of the eighty or so passages in which the term ekklesia occurs in the New Testament, fifty-seven at least have in view the Church as an assembly in a particular place.  If we try to group these passages containing ekklesia under different headings, we have the following picture:

1. 
those referring to the "Church" (singular) of a particular city (Rom 16:1; 1 Cor 1:2; 2 Cor 1:1; Col 4:16; 1 Thes 1:1; Acts 8:1 and 11:22).
2. 
those referring to the "Churches" (plural) of an area wider than a city, or without specifying a locality (Gal 1:2 and 22; 1 Thes 2:14; 2 Cor 8:1; 1 Cor 16:19; Acts 15:41 and 16:5; Rom 16:16; 1 Cor 11:16 and 14:33-34).
3. 
those containing the term "Church" or "Church of God" without specifying a locality  (Matt 16:18; 18:17; Acts 5:11; 8:3; 9:31; 12:1; 12:5; 11:26; 14:23; 14:27; 15:3; 15:4; 15:22; 18:22; 20:17; 20:28; 1 Cor 6:4; 10:32; 11:18; 11:22; 12:28; 14:4; 14:12; 14:19; 14:23; 14:28; 14:35; 15:9; Gal 1:13 and Phil 3:6).
4. 
those containing the phrase "church in the household" - kat' oikon ekklesia (Rom 16:5; 1 Cor 16:19; Col 4:15; Philm 2).
‘Church’ – Historical Background of a Long Misunderstanding 
1. The common name of the church as the “mystical body” was not known at all in the East.  It appeared for the first time the famous Papal “bull” [a type of formal papal communication – ed.] “Unam Sanctam” of Boniface VIII (Nov. 18, 1302):

“One holy Church … which represents the one mystical body, of which the head is Christ, just as the head of Christ is God.”

Where does this expression come from and did it appear before 1302?  Catholic Historians such as De Lubac pointed out in the thirteenth century it appeared several times in the Summa Aurea of William of Auxerre.  In fact, in Book III of this Summa, William distinguishes precisely two bodies of Christ: 


- The “body of Christ by nature” or “true body” 


- And the “mystical body of Christ through grace”

The first of these two, which is the body born of the Virgin and present in the Eucharist, plays the role of  “sacrament” in relation to the second, which is none other than the Church.  From the 13th century and back to the 9th century, Ratramnus and St. Paschasius Radhertus literally speak of the mystical body.  Both tried to explain the relationship between the Eucharist and the Church, that mystical body. 

(For a full treatment of the historical background, see H De Lubac, Corpus Mysticum, The Eucharist and the Church, in both French and English, University of Notre Dame Press, 2006, pp 4-9)
2. 
The danger of this development is that it split the relationship and creates a sense of “duality” in our perception that there are two bodies. But as the human mind can’t stop exploring and define “faith” and “life” to cope with both, the Western Church of the Scholastic Period was highly altered to created “coherent” theological systems, was bound to answer several questions:
a)
Is the body of Jesus in the Eucharist the same one he took from Mary?

b)
If these two are in fact “one body,” what about the church?  In what sense then is the church the “body” of Christ since this body is received in the Lord’s Supper?
The first theological treatise devoted specifically to answer these questions was written by Paschasius Radbertus, the abbot of Corbie [town and abbey in Northern France – ed.] to the newly crowned Emperor Charles the Bald in 844.  The outstanding characteristic of Paschasius’s teaching was his strong identification of the presence of the Lord in the sacrament with the heavenly, risen, and now glorified body of Christ.
About the same time (843/4), Emperor Charles wrote to another monk of Corbie, the scholar Ratramnus, asking him to consider certain doctrinal questions concerning the Eucharist.  Ratramnus responded in a work also entitled De corpore et sanguine domini, expounding an understanding of the sacrament very different from that of his abbot, Paschasius. Ratramnus emphasized the Eucharist as an effective sign of the presence of the Lord, without identifying the elements of the ritual, the bread and wine, with the risen body of the Lord.
If neither of the two treatises produced at Corbie resulted in ecclesiastical action, action was taken during the ninth century at the Council of Quierzy in 838.  Some of the teachings found in  the liturgical commentator, Amalarius of Metz, were considered  heretical, especially the propositions that express a threefold existence of the body of Christ:


- the first that one Jesus took from Mary,

- the second that in the Supper,


- and the third is the Church.
This  distinction between the presence of Christ in the sacrament, the presence of Christ in the Church, and the presence of Christ on earth and in heaven constituted a separation of the one person of the Lord.

3. 
The major theological issue concerning the Eucharist in the 9th century centered on the mode of presence assumed in the sacrament.  Several works attest to a concern for a more uniform understanding of this presence.  Some wrote that the sacrament of the body and blood of the Lord is the same body and blood of the Lord which was born of the virgin Mary, and which suffered on the cross, and which is risen from the grave. 

4.
If some theologians feared a too close identification of the presence of the Lord in the Eucharist with his earthly existence, others feared that any disassociation would be a denial of true Eucharistic presence.  Paschasius’s work contained two references to a person or persons with whom he disagreed (in one reference labeled heretical) who denied that the risen and enthroned Christ could now be received by the faithful, and who argued that the reception of the Lord was efficacious for the soul but not for the body.

5. 
Hincmar, Archbishop of Reims [also in Northern France – ed.] from 845 to 882, listed certain teachings against the truth of catholic faith that he seems to have attributed to John Scotus Erigena.  Among them is the opinion “that the sacraments of the altar might not be the true body and true blood of the Lord, but only remembrance of the true body and His blood.” (See full treatment of Gary Macy, The Theologies of the Eucharist in the Early Scholastic Period: 1080-1220)
The Church, the Body of Christ in Modern Studies
1. What resurrected the old debate concerning the Church, the Body of Christ was the ‘explosion’ of the Pauline Studies at the end of the 19th century. It is beyond this handout to list the thousands of books, dissertations and articles that deal with Paul and his theology. Please try to get hold of at least two major studies in English:
a. 
James D. G. Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle, 1998.
b.
Udo Schnelle, Apostle Paul, his Life and Theology, translated from German, 
2003.
c. 
Too many useless books that do not allow the reader to grasp the historical 

development or the study of the complicated background.

What is ‘Pauline Studies’? 

1.  
“Pauline Studies” aims to reconstruct the life and thought of Paul from a biographical sketch of Paul's life and an outline of Paul’s theology.  That Paul set himself to the task of teaching his converts is obvious from several explicit statements to this effect (Phil 4:9; 1 Thess 2:13; 4:1; 2 Thess 2:5; 3:6).  Likewise, Paul transmits to his churches the church traditions that he has received (1 Cor 11:2, 23; 15:1, 3; Gal 1:12). Paul insists, however, that he received his “Good News” from “a revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gal 1:12).
2. 
Historically some scholars question the authenticity of some of the letters attributed to Paul in the New Testament.  The most extreme case of this occurred in Germany in the nineteenth century.  F.C. Baur of Tübingen, who was very influential in his time and even founded what came to be known as the Tübinger Schule (Tübingen School of Biblical Studies), held that only four letters were authentic: Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians and Galatians.  Baur called these  the Hauptbriefe (main letters).  But such an extreme view by Baur is considered today as false and that all the letters attributed to Paul in the NT are actually written by Paul.  Some still would exclude the Pastoral Letters (1 & 2 Timothy, Titus) from the Pauline corpus, and some would even consider Colossians, Ephesians and 2 Thessalonians “Deutero-Pauline” [“similar in style” or secondary – ed.].  Behind this debate hides the “Hegelian” understanding of history that does not allow a church “discipline” and church “administration” that appeared in the Pastoral Letters to be that of the Apostles.
3.
The one who seeks to reconstruct Paul's theology must be aware at the outset that Paul's letters are occasional literature, for Paul wrote them for specific occasions.  As far as anyone knows, Paul never set down to write a book that declares in a systematic way his beliefs.  Romans comes close to a shape of an essay, but even Romans is occasional.  This means that there are certain limitations that Paul's letters will have as direct primary sources. 

First, Paul usually wrote for a well-defined audience; thus Paul often presupposed knowledge on the part of his readership, to which we do not have access. 

Second, Paul dealt with topics in his letters that he believed needed to be raised.  For example, if the Corinthians were not having problems with speaking in tongues in their gatherings, Paul would never have written 1 Corinthians 14 and we would not know about Paul's full teaching on the matter and his own practices; if we would never have known that Paul himself spoke in tongues (1 Cor 14:18).
4.
Secondary sources are works written about Paul by other people who are attempting to reconstruct the life and thought of Paul. These are helpful in that, by recourse to the data drawn from the primary sources, they attempt to answer the some burning questions.  Moreover, sometimes secondary sources are even useful for raising questions for research not yet considered.
      

The Modern Research on Paul
1. Since the Reformation led by Luther and others, the center of Pauline thought has included “justification by faith” (R. Bultmann and E. Käsemann), participation in Christ or a Christ-mysticism (E.P. Sanders; A. Schweizer).  To search for a center to Paul's thought, however, runs the risk of reducing the importance of what is deemed non-central or even suppressing it altogether. 
2. Mistakes that disturbed heaven and earth: 

a) Paul as Hellenist:  It was sometimes assumed that Paul, originally a citizen of Tarsus, was thoroughly Hellenized in his theological orientation, and stood in stark contrast to the non-Hellenized (or less-Hellenized) forms of Palestinian Judaism. As the apostle to the gentiles, therefore, Paul continued the process of the translation of the kerygma (preaching) of the Aramaic-speaking Palestinian Christians into categories familiar to the Hellenistic world. This has led scholars to interpret the contents of Paul's letters against a Hellenistic background, and look for the alleged sources used by Paul in his "translation" of the original proclamation.  For example, Stoic ethical ideas have been detected in Paul's various ethical exhortations or in his interpretation of the suffering of the righteous. (See J. T. Fitzgerald, Cracks in an Earthen Vessel (SBLDS 99; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988). 
b) The interpretation of Jesus' death as vicarious and expiatory likewise is traced to the Hellenistic idea of the "effective" death of the righteous as is the origin and nature of the baptism and the Lord's Supper. (S. K. Williams, Jesus’ Death as Saving Event. The Background and Origin of a Concept, HDR 2; Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1975; D. Seeley, The Noble Death: Graeco-Roman Martyrology and Paul’s Concept of Salvation, JSNTSup28; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990).  R. Bultmann is the best known advocate of Paul as the one who clarified the theology of Hellenistic Christianity. His book Theology of the New Testament (2 vols.; New York: Charles Schribner’s Sons, 1951, 1955) was a text book during my time as a student in Cambridge 1965-1970.  Bultmann’s grievous mistake was his claim that Paul had access to Gnostic ideas and concepts associated with the mystery religions of the Ancient World. Bultmann assumed that Paul had freely appropriated and reformulated these.
c) Along the same lines, H. J. Schoeps a good Jewish scholar argues that Paul's polemic against the Law is really directed at the Hellenistic Judaism with which Paul was acquainted, a debased form of Judaism, and really did not touch the more biblical forms of Palestinian Judaism (H. J. Schoeps, Paul. The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious History, Philadelphia: Westminster, 1961).  Both lacked essential knowledge: of Judaism in the case of Bultmann, and basic Christianity in the case of Schoeps.
3. Now, and as the result of hard work of committed scholars, it became clear that that there were significant differences between the theology of Palestinian Judaism and that of Hellenistic Judaism (represented by Philo of Alexandria, for example).  Pauline theology must be interpreted in the context of Palestinian Judaism (See W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980); E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977).   Even Schoeps believes that priority should be given to rabbinic Judaism as a background to interpreting Paul's theology (Schoeps, Paul. The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish Religious History, p 40).  Before his conversion, Paul was a Pharisee (Phil 3:5; see Acts 22:3; 23:6; 26:5), his Jewish background shines throughout letters, even after his conversion.  Paul's view of Hellenistic philosophical tradition is summed up in 1 Cor 1:22-23: “For the Jews ask for signs and the Greeks seek wisdom, but we preach Christ crucified a stumbling block for the Jews and foolishness to the gentiles.”  Paul was a Pharisee and studied in Jerusalem under the Pharisaic teacher Gamaliel (Acts 22:3).
4. Attempts at interpreting Paul exclusively or primarily against a Hellenistic background are fundamentally misguided.  They have distorted elementary teaching such as the doctrine of God, and the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the human heart.  
  

Contextual Understanding of Paul 

Pauline theology is easy to understand in its context.  Doctrines of God, the world, Israel, the life of the church, the end of human history, etc., actually intends to highlight something special and has a goal.  We can understand the context of Paul’s theology, especially his polemic against the Law, in its historical background.  This is the so-called "new perspective on Paul."  E.P. Sanders argues that Paul's discussion of the weakness and failure of the Law is simply his attempt to treat a problem that Paul must have had and saw Christ as its final solution (Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism. For other examples of the use of the backward argumentation method of explanation see H. Räisänen, Paul and the Law, Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986).  Paul’s acceptance of Christ as Savior who “manifested God’s righteousness” made Paul criticize Palestinian Judaism and especially its “legal” nomism.  Paul argued that the Law is not a means of being declared righteous.

Further Reading:
L. Cerfaux, The Christian in the Theology of Paul, 1966   
J. Drane, Paul Libertine or Legalist? (London: SPCK, 1975

J. Dunn, The Theology of Paul’s Letter to the Galatians (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993

H. Hübner, Law in Paul’s Thought , Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1984

E. P. Sanders, Paul, the Law and the Jewish People (Philadelphia:   Fortress, 1985

F. Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles (SNTSMS 56; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986
N. T. Wright, What St Paul Really Said, 1979, and “Paul’s Gospel and Caesar’s Empire,” in Paul and Political Eckklesia, 2000  

The Church the Body of Christ: Thesis of James Dunn
Theology of Paul the Apostle, 1998, pages 548-552
In James Dunn’s thesis, he like many other NT scholars sees the term “the body of Christ” as a metaphor of the Christian community as “one body in Christ’’ (Rom 12:5).  Then he goes on to say, “and individually members of on another.”  Here again the transition can hardly have been accidental.  Paul shifts within a few verses from the category of Israel for the people of God, through the transformed imagery of sacrifice (Rom12:1), to a quite different image: that of a body, and specifically of a body defined by its relation to Christ.  Evidently the implication to be drawn is that if the Gentile churches found it hard to think of themselves as Israel, even with the concept of its cult transformed, the more meaningful or realistic imagery was that of the body, and specifically of the body of Christ.
This in fact is the dominant theological image in Pauline ecclesiology.  It is to this image that Paul immediately turns in Romans 12 (vv. 4-5).  It is this image to which he turns likewise in I Corinthians 10, when faced with misunderstanding and abuse of the Lord’s Supper, and in I Corinthians 12, when faced with questions about worship in the Corinthian assemblies.  And the image is assumed and retained in the transition to the post-Pauline letters.  To be noted is the fact that Paul does not speak uniformly or stereotypically of “the body of Christ.”  His usage is more varied: “the bread which we break is . . . participation in the body of Christ” (1 Cor 10:16); “just as the body is one and has many members o also is the Christ” (1 Cor 12:12); “you are Christ’s body and individually members” (1 Cor 12:27); “we all are one body in Christ” (Rom12:5).  Evidently the imagery was still fresh and malleable and not yet fixed or formalized.
As with the concept “church,” so with the image “body (of Christ).”
We have to ask, “Why this term?” and “Where did Paul get it from?” 
Several answers have been offered over the years, most of them too little to the point:
a. 
Various attempts have been made to derive the imagery from other aspects of Paul’s thought such as from his Adam Christology, or the “in Christ” of Paul’s mysticism, or the related but contrived concept “corporate personality,” (E Best, One Body) or as an extension of Paul’s concept of the Messiah and of the people of God.  None of these is satisfactory since none of them really explains how and why the imagery chosen was that of the body.
b. 
Equally unsatisfactory is the suggestion that Paul derived it from the words of heavenly revelation on the Damascus road, as given in the Acts accounts, “Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting me?…I am Jesus whom you are persecuting” (Acts 9:4-5 and J Robinson, the Body pp 55-58).  This is not to deny the combined influence of at least some of such corporate features of Paul’s thought; we have assumed throughout that Paul’s theology formed an integrated whole.  It is simply to suggest that there is a more obvious source which renders redundant such speculation as the source of the imagery in Paul.
c. 
In the middle decades of the twentieth century a popular and much promoted view was that Paul derived the concept of the body of Christ from e Gnostic primal man myth (individuals as pieces of the body of the original heavenly man E. Kaseman and R. Jewett).  But the quest for a pre-Christian Gnostic primal man has now almost entirely been abandoned: the earlier ideas, say of a Philo, are not really “Gnostic” (in the sense intended), and to describe them as “pre-Gnostic” is as helpful and as unhelpful at describing the medieval church as pre-Reformation.
d. 
There are, in fact, only two realistic options to explain Paul’s use of the metaphor:

 
“Body (of Christ)” 


One is the sacramental usage indicated in 1 Corinthians 10 and 11.  Dunn appeals to both L Cerfaux, The Church in the Letters of St. Paul, and to H Conzelmann, who in his book Outline of NT Theology (page 262) says, “The origin of the expression ‘body of Christ’ probably lies here, in the Eucharistic tradition.  There is no other model either in the history of religion or in the history of the concept”! Jewett’s Anthropological Terms pp 246-48 attributes the view to A. E. J. Rawlinson. “Corpus Christi,” in G. K. A. Bell and A. Deissmann, eds., Mysterium Christi (London:Longmans, Green, 1930, 225-44).
Dunn goes on to say, “In view of the interplay of ‘body’ language in these chapters (1 Cor 10:16-17; 11:24- 29), it can hardly be doubted that Paul saw a close connection between the broken bread (= Christ’s body) and the church as one body.  But does this explain why Paul should have transferred the imagery of “body” from the bread to the community?  The linking thought in 1 Corinthians 10:16-17 is not so much “bread” → “body of Christ” → “body (of community),” as “one bread, therefore one body.” The body character of the community seems to be already assumed.  And the more elaborated body imagery of I Corinthians 12 (as also Romans 12 and Ephesians 4) seems to have in view the interactive relations of the worshiping community in general, and not simply a community focused on the sacrament.
Perhaps the most plausible source of the imagery is the use of the metaphor of the body elsewhere in precisely the way that Paul most consistently uses it: the body as a vital expression of the unity of a community despite the diversity of its members  (Rom 12:4-5; 1Cor 12:14:26;Col 2:19; Eph 4:11-16).  The image of the city or state as a body (the body politic) was already familiar in political philosophy the famous fable of Menenius Agrippa being the best-known example.
Menenius Agrippa 

Dunn quotes the full text of Menenius Agrippa from Livy’s Historia and Epictetus, 2:10-4-5, which says:

“In the days when man’s members did not all agree among themselves, as is now the case, but had each its own ideas and a voice of its own, the other parts thought it unfair that they should have the worry and the trouble and the labor of providing everything for the belly, while the belly remained quietly in their midst with nothing to do but to enjoy the good things which they bestowed upon it.  They therefore conspired together that the hands should carry no food to the mouth, nor the mouth accept anything that was given it, nor the teeth grind up what they received.  While they sought in this angry spirit to starve the belly into submission, the members themselves and the whole body were reduced to the utmost weakness.  Hence it became clear that even the belly had no idle task to perform, and was no more nourished than it nourished the rest, by giving out to all parts of the body that by which we live and thrive, when it has been divided equally amongst the veins and is enriched with digested food that is, the blood.  Drawing a parallel from this to show how like was the internal dissension of the bodily members to the anger of the plebs against the Fathers, he [Agrippa] prevailed upon the minds of the hearers.” (Livy 2:32.9-12).
Dunn thinks that these words and images echo 1 Corinthian 12:14-26, and in particular closely echo the concerns of the fable: that the unity of the state depended on the mutual interdependence of its diverse numbers being fully recognized.  This suggested origin does not explain the qualifying Christ reference (“body in Christ,” “body of Christ,” “so is Christ”).  But that is most obviously explained precisely as Paul’s adaptation of the more familiar and widely used secular metaphor.  The Christian assembly is a body, like the secular body politic, but it is different precisely because its distinctive and identifying feature is that it is the body of Christ.  But what is missing is the fact that Believers do not together constitute one body because they are members of one another, but because they are members of Christ, and are one body in him (Rom 12:5; 1 Cor 6:15).  This point is given too little attention by others.
The sequence of Paul’s thought as he turns to an alternative corporate image for the people of God thus becomes clearer.  Paul shifts the corporate image of the Christian community from that of nation state (historic Israel) to that of a body politic; that is, from a community identified by ethnic and traditional boundary markers to one whose members are drawn from different nationalities and social strata and whose prosperity depends on their mutual cooperation and their working harmoniously together.  The identity of the Christian assembly as “body,” however, is given not by geographical location or political allegiance or by race, social status, or gender (Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 12:13; Col 3:11) but by their common allegiance to Christ (visibly expressed not least in baptism and the sacramental sharing in his body.  The implication is clear that only when that common allegiance is given primacy in mutual relations can the potential factional differences be transformed into the necessary mutual cooperation for the common good. This shift in identity factors and boundary markers, therefore, gives a different dynamic to the understanding of community, where the key distinguishing factor is a sense of mutual interdependence in Christ, expressed in a mutual responsibility one for another which manifests the grace of Christ.
What was overlooked by Dunn and others?

1. The Incarnation is a new divine event that was not in need of a cultural background to explain the implication and the changes the Incarnation promoted in our life.

2. The Body of Christ is a historical fact and remains eternal reality.  This Body has changed not only our relationship with God but also our relationship with each other. These changes are:

a.
Our identity.
b.
The Body became food for eternal life. 
c.
The Body is the throne of divine love that penetrates our being.
d.
Jesus is one among us as man who came to make us one with his Father by the Holy Spirit. His Body or rather His Humanity is like ours but not completely, because His Body is that Body of God Incarnate. 
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