Contribution
to the Historical-Dogmatic Investigation
of Pauline Ecclesiology on the Basis of Ephes. 1,22-23

By H.E. Metropolitan of Messinia
Chrysostomos (Savvatos)*

1. Studying the descriptive references to the Church in Apostle Paul,
we discern the characteristic formulation “body of Christ” («o@uo
Xototo0»), which refers with every theological consistency to the biblical
prerequisites of his thought. This view is confirmed by the use of this
formulation in his Epistles Ilpog Pwuaiovs', A~ Kopwbiovg?, Epeaiovg®
and Kolooooeic' and additionally in the Epistles I[Ipos Pwuaiovs®, A’
Kopwbiovs®, I'odarag’, Egeciovs® and Koloooaeis®, where the specific
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formulation describes an empirical situation'’, expresses absolutely an
ecclesiological content and does not refer to the nature of the personal
body of Christ.

This original conception of the description and expression of the Church
as the “body of Christ” («oduaros Xptoto0») introduces something new
to the New Testament biblical environment and is therefore an issue of
“major importance and examination”"', not only for biblical but also for
the historical-dogmatic research.

Therefore, the understanding of the formulation “body of Christ” («o@ua
Xptotod») and its correlation with its ecclesiological content requires a
historical-dogmatic consideration and investigation in order to determine
the content of the term body, to be led to the way of understanding
of its use by Apostle Paul and subsequently to the description of the

Christi (Xapo Xoptotod) in den paulinischen Homologumena und Antilegomena, G. W. K.
Gleerup, O. Harrassowitz, Lund — Leipzig 1942; S. Hanson, The Unity of the Church in
the New Testament: Colossians and Ephesians, [Acta Seminarii Neotestamentici Upsaliensis
14], Almquist & Wiksell, Uppsala 1946; L. Cerfaux, La théologie de I’Eglise suivant Saint
Paul, [Collection «Unam sanctam» H4], Editions du Cerf, Paris 1965; A. Wikenhauser,
Die Kirche als der mystische Leib Christi nach dem Apostel Paulus, Aschendorff, Minster in
Westfalen 1937; Atanasije Jevti¢ (retir. bishop of Herzegovina). H éxxAnotoloyla 100
Amootdlov Ioblov xore Tov Twayyny 0y Xpvodatouoy, Grigoris Publications, Athens
1984; E. Best, One Body in Christ, S.P.C.K., London 1955; W. Goussens, L’Eglise, corps
du Christ d’apres saint Paul. Etude de théologie biblique, Librairie Lecoffre, J. Gabalda et
Cie, Editeurs, Paris 1949; St. Jaki, Les tendances nouvelles de I’ecclésiologie, Herder, Rome
1957; Th. Toannidis, «'H "ExxAnoia ¢ ‘odpo’ Xptotod otig 'EmLotorég 100 dmoatéAo
Moabrov», in: K. Belezos (ed.), Tiuntixog tduog tiic Ocoloydiic Xxoriic to0 E.K.ILA.
Yoo Ty totaxovraetij Stoxovie Tod Oixovuevixod Iatpipyov x. Boapbolouaiov A,
Alter Ego Media Publishing, Athens 2021, pp. 489-504.

10. The avoidance by the Fathers of the Church of a concrete definition of “what the Church
is” and the adoption of a descriptive formulation of the ecclesiological event through images
confirms that each term, image, expression or formulation is used descriptively and only
to express a situation or an experience and is not used exclusively to define the essence,
the nature or the identity of the Church. For the use and interpretation of the expression
«oouo Xptotod» see lo. Karmiris, «Zdpo Xptotod, 6 éony 1) "Exxinoio», Exxincio/
Ecclesia A®', 15-16 (1962), p. 334; 1d., ‘0p0ddotog ExxAnotoloyio (Aoyuatidc Tufuo:
E’), Athens 1973, pp. 11-18 and 171-178.

11. See V. Tsakonas, Yrmouvnuor el iy Koloooaeis Emtotody tod Amootdlov
Hoablov (Eicaywyh-Keipevov-Epunveio), Athens 1975, p. 34.
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ecclesiological experience and indeed in terms of a community'?, of
«ouatog Xptotod»'.

The expression “body of Christ” («o@ua Xptotod»), as an exclusively
Pauline expression'4, is one of the special formulations of Apostle Paul’s
vocabulary, with which he expresses on the one hand his religious
experience”® and on the other hand his differentiation from any other
human view of the term body'®. The term body seems to expresses better,
according to Apostle Paul, the relationship between the members of the
Church as the “body of Christ™’ than the term flesh («660E»), which is
more used to describe the anthropological content of the term. For these
reasons, the term body is characterized as an expression “of special kind”,
while it is known that in the Jewish tradition the term body does not
express a part of man but the whole man.

Under these conditions the essential meaning of the particular
formulation is rendered by the word “Christ’s”, which does not designate
the body of the faithful (coetus fidelium) but the Church as the «o@uo
Xptoto0» (corpus Christi)'®, a very important distinction, because it
declares on the one hand the differentiation of the “body of Christ” from

12. loannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, "Epya A" ExxAnctoloywc ueletiuota,
Domos Publications, Athens 2016, p. 178.

13. P. Vasileiadis, «X0yypoveg mpooeyyioelg tfig modAelag Heoroyiog», in: K. Belezos,
Andorolos ITladlog xai Kopwbog. Ilpaxtixa Awbvodg Entotnuovixod Xvvedpiov
(Kdpwbog, 23-25 Zenteufpiov 2007) / Praktika Diethnous Epistimonikou Synadriou (Corinth
23-25 September 2007), vol. A’, Psichogios Publications, Athens 2009, p. 293.

14. See J. M. O’Connor, “Tradition and redaction in Col. 1, 15-20", Revue Biblique
102, 2 (1995), pp. 231-241. For the concept of the body in Apostle Paul see lo.
Karavidopoulos, «'H "ExxAncio ©g oduo Xpiotod», Ionydptos 6 Iladaués/Gregorios
ho Palamas 72 (1989), pp. 789-793; Ch. Atmatzidis, Awo 5 B Epevva oty mioty
t7¢ Exxlnoiog. Xvvortwe) Ocoloyio tic Kouwvijc AwxbOnxng, vol. A’, P. Pournaras
Publications, Thessaloniki 2010, pp. 149-151.

15. P. Vasileiadis, op.cit., p. 293.

16. St. Giagkazoglou, «To BiBAx0 mAaicto tfig ouvvavtnong EAAnviopod xal Xplotio-
viopod», in: St. Giagkazoglou, Y10 uetaiyuto tijc Ocoloyiog. Aoxiua yier Ty Stadoyo
Oeoloyios xoi woArttopod, Domos Publications, Athens 2018, p. 39.

17. 1 Cor. 12, 12-17.

18. See loannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, ‘H evotns 17 ExxAnoiog év 17} Ocin
Ebyapiotia xol 10 émoxonw xata 1006 TEElG TowTovs aidvag, Grigoris Publications,
Athens 2012, p. 45; Atanasije Jevti¢ (retir. bishop of Herzegovina), H éxxAnotoldoyio T0d
Arootdlov Iladlov, op.cit., p. 95.
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the Jewish perception of the synagogue (qachal)’® and, on the other hand,
the gathering of “God’s people” («Aa0d 100 Oc00»)*, where the Holy
Eucharist is celebrated®.

The term body in Apostle Paul and in its specific ecclesiological context
cannot also be associated with a simple natural impersonal body with only
anthropological dimensions®}; this is a Greek philosophical perception®.
In Apostle Paul, the term body is directly differentiated from the above
view mainly with the use of the genitive “Christ’s”, while it also assumes
a different content as to its deeper meaning.

In the first place, what does this coupling of the two terms, body and
Christ mean in the thought of Apostle Paul?

The coupling of these two concepts describes a unique relationship: the
relationship of the members of a body with each other and with Christ.
This coupling is a concrete and real relationship, which is expressed in a
particular way, the communal-eucharistic.

Therefore, the expression “body of Christ” is a descriptive image that
“signifies” a real relationship between all those who are the members of a
particular body?, to each other, as “members of one another” («aAAjAwy
uéin»)®, and which is given meaning exclusively by the relationship of
the members with the person of Christ. This depiction of the relationship
of the members to each other and to the person of Christ was the basis
in Apostle Paul’s thought in order to identify this relationship with the
Church; for that reason the Church as the “body of Christ” is not only
defined by the faithful, but also as a relationship of Christ to the members
of His “body”. The description of Origen is characteristic, that Christ as

19. James 2, 2; Ephes. 1, 22 ff.

20. 1 Cor. 11, 28.

21. Cf. S. Agouridis, Xptotdg-IladAog, Athens 1977, p. 136 ft.

22. Cf. John Chrysostom, Eig v A" Kopwbiovs, Owdioc KET', 3, PG 61, 215-216; J.
Robinson, The Body. A Study in Pauline Theology, op.cit.

23. Cf. V. loannidis, «'H &vétng tfig "ExxAnoiog kot tov Amdatorov [odrov», Eod-
xaptotioov. Twnrieoc Topog ént 1 4detnoldr tic émotnuovixiic dpdoews xai Tf
35etnoidt taxtixgc xalnyeoiog Kobnynrod Auidxo X. AXfilarov, Athens 1958, p. 179.
24. 1 Cor. 12, 2.

25. Rom. 12, 2.
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the Son of God is encountered within the community and lives only in the
midst of those, who are united with Him and with each other?.

Therefore, Apostle Paul draws from the Stoics of his time the descriptive
image of the human body, which he relates to the genitive “of Christ”
(«Xptotod»)?, in order to formulate a new empirical state of relationship,
which is depicted with the eucharistic communion?, while the determinant
of this relationship is now the person of Christ and not only the term body.
The Apostle Paul describes exactly the significance of this relationship
between body and Christ when he uses other expressions such as that Christ
is the “head” of the “body” or that he is the “fullness” («mAfpwp.a») of
the “body of Christ”, which he identifies with this Church®.

However, how Apostle Paul is led to the definition of the expression
“body of Christ” with the specific ecclesiological content?

2. Although Apostle Paul derives the term body from Stoic philosophy®,
gives meaning® to it with the Jewish conception of totality and attributes
to it a particular characteristic, as this is described in 1 Cor. 10, 17 and
12, 13. With this interpretative approach the term body no longer simply
expresses the cumulative totality and fullness of the members, which
is achieved by the joining of the various members, as in the Stoics,
but the special relationship of the members with Christ and with each

26. Origen, Eis tov MatOaiov 14, 1, PG 13, 1188; See Fr. Amiot — lo. Karavidopoulos,
«Zapo XpLotod», Ae&ixd Bifixic Ocoloyios (Vocabulaire de Théologie Biblique, Paris
1971), transl. (Greek) under the supervision of S. Agouridis, St. Vartanian, et al., Artos
Zois Publications, Athens *1980, p. 927.

27. 1 Cor. 12, 13, 27.

28. 1 Cor. 10, 17.

29. Ephes. 1, 23. For the etymology of the term ExxAnoto/Ecclesia see K. L. Schmidt, The
Church, Adam & Charles Black, London 1950, p. 57 ff.; J. Y. Cambell, “The origin and
meaning of the Christian use of the word EKKAHXIA”, Journal of Theological Studies 49,
195-196 (1948), p. 130 ff.; L. Cerfaux, La Théologie de Z’Eglise suivant saint Paul, Editions
du Cerf, Paris 1948; P. N. Trempelas, Aoyuortixy, vol. 2, Adelfotis Theologon “Ho Sotir”
Publications, Athens 1978, p. 318 ff.; Io. Karmiris, ‘H mepi Exxinciog ‘0p0cd0Eog
doyuortixy odaoxalio, [Reprint from Thriskeutiki kai Ithiki Engyclopaideia, vol. E', pp.
465-519], Athens 1964, p. 3; lo. Zizioulas, op.cit., p. 29 ff.

30. See P. L. Malevez s.., «L’Fglise, corps du Christ: sens et provenance de I’expression
chez Saint Paul», op.cit., pp. 33, 83 ff. and 92.

31. Cf. John Chrysostom, IIpo¢ Epediovs. Ouilor X1, 1, PG 62, 81.
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other, where each member is distinguish from the other without being
homogenized™.

In this perspective, the term body («o@ua») with the genitive “of
Christ” («Xptot0ob») is identified with the Church, since Christ and the
Church are ecclesiologically interdependent®, while the formulation
“body of Christ” («o@ua Xptot00») underlines the relationship between
unity and communion in the peculiar way of a relationship of the many
between and with the One®:, Christ, in “one body” («&v o@ua»).

John Chrysostom emphatically points out this distinction between the
secular body of the Stoics® and the “body of Christ”, when he emphasizes
that the “body of Christ” («o@ua Xptot00») is determined not only by the
relationship of the members to each other alone, as in the Stoics®, but first
and foremost by their relationship with Christ*. Therefore, the expression
“pbody of Christ” («o@ua Xptoto0») defines an ontological relationship
because it is not simply considered as an external connection between
the members, but as relationship of absolute unity, complete and without
any “void” / «xev6», since Christ is the One «mavra évwow Eupaive
xol 00OEV uéoov xevov aioty elvar, o0OE TO wxpdtepov»*s. The
importance of this remark as specific difference between the cumulative
impersonal unity of the members of the secular body of the Stoics and the
members of the “body of Ghrist” is also implied by Apostle Paul, when
he speaks of the giving of the gifts proportionally and depending on

32. See John Chrysostom, Eic tov Yaluov 5, 2, PG 55, 62-63; Katrjynois 1, 12-13, SCh
50, p. 115; Eig ‘Efpaiovs. Owiier 38, 7, PG 63, 202. Cf. E. Lohse, Enitoun Ocoloyia
tiic Kawiic Awbijxng, transl. (Greek) S. Agouridis, Artos Zois Publications, Athens
2002, p. 149.

33. Chr. Voulgaris, ‘H evotyg tijc Amootoluxic ‘ExxAnoiag, Patriarchal Foundation for
Patristic Studies, Thessaloniki 1974, p. 174.

34. 1 Cor. 10, 17.

35. See A. Wikenhauser, Die Kirche als der mystische Leib nach dem Apostel Paulus, op.cit.,
pp. 130-143 and ]. Dupont, Gnosis. La connaissance religieuse dans les épitres de Saint Paul,
Nauwelaerts — Gabalda, Louvain et Paris 1949, pp. 435-438.

36. See P. Benoit, «Corps, Téte et Plérome dans les Epitres de la Captivité», Revue
Biblique 63, 1 (1956), pp. 5, 11, 14; To. Karavidopoulos, Arootdiov Ilabiov Eniotodés
npo¢ Epeciovs, Oiuinrnoiovs, Koloooacelc, Ouljuove, P. Pournaras Publications,
Thessaloniki 1981, pp. 106-107.

37. Cf. 1 Cor. 12, 12-30; Rom. 12, 4-5; John Chrysostom, Eig YaAuov 44, 10, PG 55, 199.
38. John Chrysostom, Eig A" Kopwbiovg, Oudior 8, 4, PG 61, 73.
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the progress of each member®. The distinctive feature of this particular
unity of the members of “the body of Christ” is that this unity does not
imply static but dynamism and vitality®’, even if these qualities are also
mentioned in the thought of the Stoics®.

From the above consideration, it is confirmed that the difference
between the thought of Apostle Paul and the Stoics is particularized both
in terms of the content of the relationship of the members of “the body
of Christ” “to each other” («uet’ aAAjiwy») and to the person of Christ,
as well as in terms of the preservation of the distinction of the members,
who participate in this relationship. This relationship “in Christ” («&v
Xptot®») as unity is another distinctive difference in the distinction
between the secular and natural unity of stoic philosophy, because for
the Stoics unity leads to a homogenization®> without distinctions, while
the existing distinction of the members of the body according to their
perception cannot lead to unity and communion of the distinct members.

Therefore, this particular relationship “in Christ” («&v Xptot®») is
expressed in “the body of Christ” («o@ua Xptot00»)* and is structured
in the communion of the members with each other with Christ and the
Holy Spirit**, Who is also unique®, as also the person of Christ.

39. John Chrysostom, Eis Egeciovg, Owiia 11, 3, PG 62, 84.

40. See Clement of Rome, Kopwb6iovg B, 14, 2, BEIIEX 1, 45: «ExxAnolo {boa, odud
éott Xototo0».

41. See P. Benoit, op.cit., p. 8, note 2.

42. Ephes. 4, 15-16. Cf. lo. Karavidopoulos, Eloaywyn oty Kouvy Awofixn, P. Pournaras
Publications, Thessaloniki 2007, p. 265.

43. Cf. Clement of Rome, [Ipog Kopwbiovs B, 14, 2, BEIIEX 1, 45, 6-20; Ignatius
of Antioch, IIpos Zuvopvaiovs 1, 2, BEIIEX 2, 280, 8-9; Clement of Alexandria,
Srpowuoateis 7/, 14, PG 9, 521; Origen, Kata Kédcouv 6, 79, PG 11, 1417; Athanasius
the Great, [Tepl tijg évocpxov émpaveiog tod Osod Aoyov 21, PG 26, 1021; Gregory
the Theologian, Adyos 32, 10, PG 36, 185; Gregory of Nyssa, E&jynois eic to Aoua
Aouarwy, Adyos 8, PG 44, 949; John Chrysostom, Eisc Egeoiovs, Owiia 1, 1, PG 62,
75; Theodore of Mopsuestia, Eis E@eciovs 5, 23, PG 66, 920; Cyril of Alexandria, Eig
Twavyny 1, 39, PG 73, 753; Oikoumenios of Trikki, Eic Egectovs 4, 16, PG 118, 1221;
Nicholas Kabasilas, Epunveia tij¢ Ociog Aettovpyias 1. PG 150, 505.

44.2 Cor. 13, 13; Rom. 6, 3.

45. 1 Cor. 10, 13.

46. E. Percy, Der Leib Christi (duo Xptotod), op.cit., p. 5; L. Cerfaux, La théologie de
Z’Eglise suivant Saint Paul, [Collection «Unam sanctam» 54], op.cit., p. 206, note 2; S.
Hanson, The Unite of the Church in the New Testament, op.cit., p. 81.
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The members (the many) are united to each other and at the same time
with the One, Christ”’. This unity has Christ as its center and is achieved by
the Holy Spirit, who acts, structures and regulates this unity of relationship
and communion. The interpretation of the passage Rom. 12, 4-5, in the
light and perspective of 1 Cor. 12, 12-18, excellent confirms the contribution
of the Holy Spirit to the fact of the relationship of unity and communion of
the “body of Christ”, as a relationship of the One and the many, as unity
and distinction “in Christ” («&v Xptot®») and “in the Holy Spirit” («&v
Ivevpott Ayiw»), which is why this relationship of unity communion
and Church is a relationship of identity®, since «tadta mavra évwory
Eupaivouaty xoi 000V xevoy Gpinoty elvart, 000& TO uxpdtepov»*’, while
neither the “communion of the Holy Spirit™, nor the Christo-centrism of
the fact of the Church, as an event of communion and unity®? is negated
where through unity and communion the distinction is also confirmed®.

47. Gal. 3, 27-28.

48. G. Florovsky, To Xoua 100 {ovros Xptotod. Mio ‘Opbodokos ‘Epunveio tijc
Exxlnotog, transl. (Greek) Io. K. Papadopoulos, Patriarchal Foundation for Patristic
Studies, Thessaloniki *1981, p. 27.

49. In the Fathers of the Church, the lack of unity and communion in the Church is
inconceivable, because then the Church does not exist. In any other view of the Church,
other than unity and communion, any kind of gathering of corporate type is considered
to be a “Church”. See Ignatius of Antioch, IIpog Egeciovg, mpooiutov; Ilpog Mayvnoreic
6, 2; Iloog DiAadedpieic 3, 2; Ilpos Zuvopvaiovs 1, 2, BEIIEX 2, 269, 35 ff.; 277, 26
ff.; 280, 5 ff.; Hippolytus of Rome, Eic tov AavijA, A, 37, BEIIEX 6, 97; Irenaeus of
Lyon, "Eleyyog 1", 24, 1, PG 7, 966; Clement of Alexandria, [Totdaywyos 1, 4, PG 8, 260,
Zrowuateig 3, 10, PG 8, 1172; Eusebius of Caesarea, Biog o0 Meydaiov Kwvotavtivou 3,
66, PG 20, 1144; Athanasius the Great, Kata Apetovaoy A’ 1, 4, PG 26, 20; Basil the Great,
Emotoln 161, 1. PG 32, 629; Epiphanius of Cyprus, "Exfeois Iliotews 6, PG 42, 781;
Gregory of Nyssa, Kato Edvouiov 4, PG 45, 652; John Chrysostom, Eig A" Kopwbiovg,
Ouirior A, 1, PG 61, 13; Eis Egpeciovg, Ouwdior 1A', 5, PG 62, 86; Cyril of Alexandria, Eig
Yoaluovg 44, 10, PG 69, 1041.

50. John Chrysostom, Eic A" Kopwbiovg, Owior 8, 4, PG 61, 73.

51.2 Cor. 13, 13; Philip. 2, 1.

52. Cf. P. Vasileiadis, «Z0yypoveg mpooeyyioelg tig TodAelag Beoroyiog», AndoTolog
Iladrog xai Kopwbog..., op.cit., p. 296.

53. 1 Cor. 12, 18-24; 4, 5, 28; Ephes. 4, 11-12; cf. John Chrysostom, Eig Eg@eciovg,
Owdior 11, 4, PG 62, 84; Eic Pwuaiovg, Oudio 1, 1, PG 60, 396; Eic I'adarag, Ouiia
6, 1, PG 61, 674-675.
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The Church, that is, is understood as a communion with Christ®* and
as communion of the Holy Spirit™, that is why there is no communion
without unity and unity without communion®® if it is not “in Christ” and
in the Holy Spirit™.

3. In 1 Cor. 10, 16-17 we have the unity of the many in “the body of
Christ”, in the One Christ, in the One Bread®, while in 1 Cor. 15, 45 we
have Christ, Who becomes by the Holy Spirit the “fullness” («7Ajowuor»)
and the “Last Adam” («"Eoyatoc Addu»).

In this way the Holy Spirit is not complementary but structural in
the relationship with Christ, “the Last Adam” and with the “body of
Christ”, the Church. These two expressions “fullness” and “Last Adam”,
are, on the one hand, the essential criteria in the interpretative approach
to the term head («xepody») and, on the other hand, biblically confirm a
development in the ecclesiological thought of Apostle Paul.

In the letters of captivity IIpog Egeoiovs and Kolooooeic™, the
emphasis is not only on the relationship of the One with the many but
also on the relationship of the “head” of the “body of Christ”, that is, of
the One and the many®.

Christ as the “head” of the “body” of the Church and the Church as
the “body of Christ™® confirm that the existence of the “body” is the
necessary prerequisite for the existence of the “head” and that the “head”
is necessary for the existence of the “body”. “A head without a body

54.2 Cor. 8, 23; Philem. 17.

55.2 Cor. 13, 13; Philip. 2, 1.

56. Chr. Voulgaris, ‘H évotyg tijg¢ Anootounijs Exxlnoios, op.cit., p. 237.

57. Cyril of Alexandria, Eig tov Twavvyy 11, 11, PG 74, 560.

58. 1 Cor. 12, 27; Gal. 3, 28; John Chrysostom, Eis v KolAoooaeig, Oudior 8, 2, PG
62, 353. loannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, ‘H evotne tijc ExxAnoioc év 1ij Ocia
Ebyoptotio xai t6 émoxonw, op.cit., p. 38.

59. Io. Karavidopoulos, Eicaywy? oty Kouvy Awbnpxn, op.cit., p. 252 ff.; Chr. Voulgaris,
Eioaywyn eic v Kouviy Awbixn, vol. A, Athens 2003, p. 489 ff.

60. To. Karavidopoulos, «'0 Xptotoroytxdg Buvog tiig mpog Koloooaeis "Emiotorig (Col.
1, 15-20)», in: P. Skaltsis — N. Skrettas (eds.), I'y8dovvoy YéBacuc. Avtidwpov tiuiic
xol UVhung eic OV poxoptotoy xabnyntiv tic Aertovpyixdc Twdvyny ®ovvtodiny (f
2007), vol. A’, Kyriakidis Publications Thessaloniki 2015, p. 1083.

61. Col. 1, 18, 24; 2, 12; 3, 15; Io. Karavidopoulos, op.cit., 1078.
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is not a head at all” («Mio xe@oAy diywe odpa d&v elvor OAWGLOAOL
*€QOM»)%2, just as the body always exists in relation to the head.

It is well-known that just as there is no “head” without “body” and
“body” without “head”, because they co-exist and are connected to “each
other” («uet” aAAjAwy»)%, so Christ cannot be understood without the
Church®, since the Church is Christ Himself, Who makes the faithful
members of the Son of God but also of «dAAMAWY pHéAN»5°.

4. The two new ecclesiological terms head and fullness were used by
Apostle Paul with the aim of initially defining the relationship between
“head” and “body” in relation to the concept of Church® and the
importance of this relationship in terms of the issue of unity®’.

It is well known that in Apostle Paul the “head”, Christ, who is the
“fullness” is identified with the “body of Christ”, which is the Church,
expressing, completeness, wholeness and universality. This relationship
of identity now declares the fullness of this relationship®. In other words,
Christ as the “head of the Church” («xe@odn t7c "ExxAnoioc»)® is not
understood by Apostle Paul exclusively and only by the individual sense
but under the ecclesiological content of the term™, which means that

62. Cyril of Alexandria, Eig tov Twavvyy 11, 11, PG 74, 560; Ioannis Zizioulas, Metr. of
Pergamon, "Epya A". Exxlnotodoyixc yeletiuora, op.cit., p. 90.

63. Gregory the Theologian, Adyogs 32, 11, PG 36, p. 185; John Chrysostom, Kata
Tovdaiwy, Aoyos A, 3, PG 48, 848.

64. There is an inseparable and organic unity of head and body; see Ignatius of Antioch,
Ilpos Egeociovg IX, 1, SCh 10, 64; John Chrysostom, Ymouvnue eic 0 xoro Twavyny,
Oudior MET', v, PG 59, 260; Yrouvnue eis mv ‘Epeciovg Emotoly, Oulio TV, B, PG 62,
26; To. Karmiris, «Xdpo Xptotod 6 éotv 1 "ExxAnoiox, op.cit., p. 366.

65. Rom. 12, 5; Ignatius of Antioch, ITpog E¢eciovg IV, 1-2, SCh 10, 60; IIoos Too-
Atavovg X 1-2, SCh 10, 102.

66. Ephes. 1, 23; 5, 23-32; 1 Cor. 12, 18; 15, 9; Gal. 1, 13; Philip. 3, 6.

67. Ephes. 2, 16; 4, 4; 7. 16.

68. P. Benoit, op.cit., pp. 19 and 22; Chr. Voulgaris, Eicaywyy eis v Kouwny Awa0xny,
op.cit., p. 536. Both scholars rightly ascertain that between 1 Corinthians and the two
letters of captivity (Ephesians and Colossians) there is a development in the expression and
formulation of this theological thought of Paul.

69. Rom. 12, 5 1 Cor. 12, 27; Ephes. 4, 15. 5, 23-29; Col. 1, 24, 18.

70. See Col. 1, 24. lo. Karavidopoulos, Arootdiov HavAov Enorolés mpog Epeaiovg,
Ouhitnolovs, Koloooacig., Puljuova, op.cit.. p. 456.
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Christ is not a simple member, like the others or among the others, but
in this particular relationship is the support of life for the coherence and
growth of the body. The emphasis on Christ as “head” in the Epistle to
Colossians and indeed in relation to the “body of Christ”, the Church,
seems to have been dictated to Apostle Paul by his intention to respond
to the heretics of the city of Colossae™, who distorted the “knowledge”
of the person of Christ and limited it to an historical person without any
soteriological reference. Thus, for Apostle Paul although Christ is “the
image of the invisible God” («eixwy 100 @00 Gopdtov»)™ and “the
first-born of all creation” («mpwtdTox0g TAONS *TioEWS»)™ he is also at
the same time the “head” of all, as the principle of everything, “that in
everything he might be pre-eminent, for in him all the fullness of God
was pleased to dwell” («iva yévyrar év maow adtog mpwtebwy, dtt év
adT@ e0O0xNoEY TTAY TO TAGpWUA xaToxTjoaL»), but also the first-born
from the dead™. The Apostle Paul bases this particular principle on the
wisdom literature of the Old Testament”™, as modern interpreters also
support’. With this relationship, between Christ as “head” and the “body
of Christ”, the Church, is confirmed by Apostle Paul that this relationship
is continuous and dynamic, until the Church, the “body of Christ” reaches
the measure of the “fullness” of Christ”, which is why it is not possible
for the Church to exist without Christ and Christ without the Church’.
In relation to the source of origin of the term head in Apostle Paul, two
theories have been developed. The first comes from the biblical-Semitic
tradition and the second from Greek philosophy, where the concept of
“head” is associated with the concept of “principle”. The majority of the
researchers rightly converge on the first tradition™, the biblical-Semitic, and

71. On the issue of the heretics of the community of the Colossians see V. Tsakonas, Y7o-
wvnua..., op.cit., pp. 37-40 (where also bibliography) and id., op.cit., pp. 558, 565.

72.2 Cor. 4, 4.

73. Rom. 8, 29; Hebr. 1, 6.

74. Col. 1, 15-20.

75. see Sirah 24, 9. 1, 4 Proverbs 3, 19; 8, 22; Wisdom 7, 25-26. 9, 9, 4.

76. See Chr. Voulgaris, op.cit., p. 557.

77. Ephes. 4, 13 ff.

78. Cf. V. Tsakonas, op.cit., pp. 82-83.

79. See P. Benoit, op.cit., pp. 26-30 (where is the relevant bibliography).
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in fact interpreted in the light of Col. 1, 18 it is emphasized that the “head”
is considered to be Christ as the “new Adam” or as the “Last Adam”. This
approach finds support in the wisdom literature®, where Christ as “the
image of the invisible God” («eixdva 100 O=0d 100 GopdTov»), identified
with “the first-born of all creation” («wpwWTdTOX0 TTAONC XKTlOEWS») is MOt
just the temporal or cosmological principle, but the eternal “head” of the
“pbody of Christ” («d ot 7 ExxAnoio»)®. Moreover, this relationship of
the Last Adam-Christ in Apostle Paul is based interpretatively® on the
principle that Christ is “the likeness of God” («&ixwy 100 Oc00»)* and on
the basis of communion®, while he confirms that Christ as “head” is not
only the “beginning” but also the end of the world.

The two Christological hymns® also, as they present Christ in the cor-
responding terms, confirm on the one hand that Christ as the “head” of
the Church is the beginning of a new humanity, as “the first-born from
the dead” («mpwtdTOX0C éX TGOV VEXOGY>») but also “of all” («méytwy»)®,
and on the other hand they define the relationship between the “One” and
the “many”, where Christ is characterized “new or the last Adam” («véog
or "Eoyatog AdGu») and “type of the one who was to come” («tdT0g T0D

80. Wisdom 7, 25-26.

81. Col. 1, 24.

82. Rom. 5, 12-21; 1 Cor. 21 et seq., £5-49.

83. Gal. 3, 27; Ephes. 4, 24; Col. 3, 10.

84. Col. 4, 2-6.

85. Ephes. 1, 3-23 and Col. 1, 15-20. For the specific Christological hymns see Chr. Voul-
garis, op.cit., pp. 92 and 510; lo. Karavidopoulos, Amootdlov HoabAov Emotolés. ..,
op.cit., pp. 428-429; V. loannidis, «'O “Yuvog t0d am. [adrov wpog tov év Toradt Ocov
&v Egeo. 1, 3-14», EEOXIIA/EEThSchPA 14 (1963), pp. 387-418; lo. Karavidopoulos,
«'Epunvevtixov Yméuvnuo eic vy mpog Kolooooeic 'Emiotodny t0d Amootdiov
Hobrov», EEOXIIO/EEThSchPTh 13 (1969), p. 40 ff.; L. Cerfaux, Christ in the Theology
of St. Paul, Herder & Herder, Freiburg 1959, p. 397 ff. 406 ff.; S. Hanson, The Unite of
the Church in the New Testament, op.cit., p. 106 ff.; ]. M. Robinson, “A formal analysis of
Colossians 1, 15-20”, Journal of Biblical Literature 76, 4 (1957), pp. 270-287; Ch. Masson,
«L’hymne christologique de I’épitre aux Colossiens 1, 15-30», Revue de Théologie et de
Philosophie 36, 148 (1948), pp. 138-142; R. P. Martin, “An Early Christian Hymn (Col.
1, 15-20)”, The Evangelical Quarterly 36, 4 (1964), pp. 195-205; S. Lyonnel, «L’hymne
Christologique de 1’épitre aux Colossiens et la féte juive du Nouvel An», Recherches de
Science Religieuse 48, 1 (1960), pp. 93-100. Io. Karavidopoulos, «0 Xptotohoytxodg Buvog
1fig TpOg Korooooeis Emtotondig (Col. 1, 15-20)», op.cit., pp. 1073-1085.

86. Io. Karavidopoulos, Arootdlov IlabAov Emiotolés..., op.cit., p. 448.
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LEANOVTOC»)®.

In this perspective, therefore, everything is recapitulated in Christ®, and
for that reason “has made him the head over all things for the Church
which is his body” («adtoy €dwxe xepoainy Onép mavro tfj ExxAnote,
7t éoti T0 odua adTod»)¥, and the Church continues to implement the
recapitulative work of Christ®. In this way, Christ is the Church Himself
and not just the mediator or the messenger, just as the Church is Christ
Himself*". In this dynamic state of recapitulation from the theological
reflection of Apostle Paul, the Holy Spirit is actively present®.

The Pauline term recapitulation («avoxepaldaiwoic»)® expresses the
entire reception “in Christ” of the human race” and has a universal chara-
cter. The recapitulation in Christ has also soteriological consequences,
since it is the redemptive work of Christ”, while with the recapitulation
“in Christ”, the restoration of God’s communion with people is achieved,
with a particular way of existence, the “communion in Christ”, that is,
the Church, where Christ is the “head”, the One in whom the many are

87. Chr. Voulgaris, ‘H evotyg tijc Amootoludjs ExxAnoiog, op.cit., p. 79. This concept of
the “new Adam” is an influence of a purely Judeo-Christian tradition and is described by
modern biblical with the term scholars “corporate personality”; see Archim. Amphilochios
Miltos, «La notion biblique de “personnalité corporative”. De l'exégese biblique a la
théologie dogmatiquex», Ocoloyia/Theologia 85, 2 (2014), pp. 147-175, (where the entire
biblical reflection as to the content of this expression and the discussion about the ecclesio-
logical consequences).

88. Ephes. 1, 105 2, 13; 2 Cor. 5, 18-19.

89. Ephes. 1, 22-23.

90. Irenaeus of Lyon, "EAeyyos 1V, 40, 3, SCh 100, 983. II1, 16, 6, SCh 211, 313.

91. See Con. B. Skouteris, Totopior Aoyuctwy A’, Athens 1998, p. 386.

92. Irenaeus of Lyon, Enideéic § 89-90: Eipnvaiov émoxdmov AovySovvov/Irenaeus
of Lyon, Enidet&ic Anoorolxod Knobyuarog, Introduction-Translation-Comments Io.
Karavidopoulos, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Thessaloniki 1965, p. 77. Irenaeus
of Lyon, "EZeyyogs 111, 22, 3, SCh 211, 439.

93. Ephes. 1, 10; 1, 12; 4, 15; 5, 23.

94. See A. d’Ales, «La doctrine de la recapitulation en saint Irénéex», Recherches de
Sciences Religieux 6, 1 (1916), p. 185; St. Papadopoulos, Ilatpoloyior A’, Athens 21982,
pp- 296-299, (where there is bibliography).

95. John Chrysostom, Eig tov Waiuoy 44, 10, PG 55, 199 : «Of mavtayod tijg oixovuévng
moTol OVTES, XOol YevOuevol xol éoouevors» and «alEet Ty ad€now t00 O00» Eig
v Efpaiovg, Owrioe 17, 3, PG 63, 131; Germanos Patriarch of Constantinople, IIepi
100 pvotnoddouvs, PG 160, 365C.
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recapitulated, and all together constitute the “body of Christ”, which
is not limited to a certain period of time, because the entire human
race is recapitulated “in Christ”, from the first to the “Last Adam”, and
the whole time is fulfilled till the end of times, since this recapitulation
“in Christ” is also accomplished in “the Holy Spirit™. In this sense,
according to John Chrysostom, the recapitulation “in Christ” also implies
the characterization of the Church as “body of Christ”*. The Son and the
Holy Spirit prepare the redemption and the work of divine dispensation
“in the Church” («&v t¢ 17 ExxAnocie»), in order man to became «&y
7 ExxAnoig»” an image and likeness of God, which is why, according
to Irenaeus of Lyon, his teaching on recapitulation is the center and the
pivot of his entire theology'®.

5. But let us see in what way and what is the importance of the
use of the term fullness («mwAjpwua»), according to Apostle Paul, and
mainly what is the ecclesiological content which it expresses. In the
description of the Church as the “body of Christ”, which is described as
a relationship between “body” and “head”"!, Apostle Paul also includes
the term fullness with the intention to give a more substantial meaning
to this relationship!'*®.

The term fullness —as is well known— has a wide variety of meanings. It

96. John Chrysostom, Eis ‘E@ectiovs, Outdio 1, 4, PG 62, 15-16.

97. Irenaeus of Lyon, Enidei&ig 97, 98 (ed. To. Karavidopoulos), pp. 81-82.

98. Cf. Andr. Theodorou, ‘H mepl avaxepalowoews Odaoxalrio t0d Eipnvadov,
Athens 1972, p. 10.

99. See Ignatius of Antioch, IIpds ToaAloyvodg 11, 2, SCh 10, 102; Athanasius the Great,
Ilepi tijg évoapxov émpaveios 12, BEIIEX 33, 229; Gregory of Nyssa, Eig 170 6tay
omotayel, PG 44, 1313. Cf. Chr. Voulgaris, H évotyg tijc Amootoduijs ExxAnoiog,
op.cit., pp. 93 and 223-225.

100. Irenaeus of Lyon, III, 18, 1, SCh 211, 343-345; Irenaeus of Lyon, Enidei&s §§ 6,
30, 37 (ed. To. Karavidopoulos), 30-31, 46-47, 50. Cf. To. Karavidopoulos, Awootdiov
Ilavlov, Emorolal..., op.cit., pp. 87-88.

101. Cf. Chr. Voulgaris, H évotns tijc Amootoluds ExxAnoiog, op.cit., p. 92.

102. Ioannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, "Epya A’. ExxAnoctoloywxc ueletiuora,
op.cit., p. 101.
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denotes either complementarity'® or wholeness'* or even fulfillment'®.
However, the use of the term, in terms of defining the relationship
between “head”-Christ and “body of Christ”’-Church, does not denote
something cumulative, but a union and interdependence of Christ and
the Church, that is, as the complete presence of the One in relation
to the members, the many'*. In fact, John Chrysostom describes this
relationship emphasizing that the “fullness” of the “body” is the “head”
and the “fullness” of the “head” is the “body”'?’. This relationship is
an expression of communion and unity, since the Church is the whole
Christ, as “totus Christus”, and Christ Himself, in Whom dwells «7é&y to
wANowua s Beotnros owuatixds»'*®, and the Church as the “body of
Christ” is the “fullness” («mAfpwua») of Christ!®.

Because the term fullness, due to its use is susceptible of several
interpretations'?, we think that a historical-dogmatic approach to the
term is necessary, in order to understand its ecclesiological significance.

The term was originally used by the Stoics to formulate the secular
fullness, which is understood as a unified and absolute principle!".
In this content it is also taken from the wisdom literature of the Old
Testament, in which however it is used with a different theological

103. Col. 1, 24.

104. Rom. 11, 12. 12, 25.

105. Rom. 13, 10.

106. John Chrysostom, Eig 1)y Egeciovs, Ouwdior 3, 2, PG 62, 26.

107. John Chrysostom, Eic A" Kopwbiovs, Owier 30, 1, PG 61, 250; Io. Karmiris,
op.cit., pp. 364-365.

108. Col. 1, 19.

109. Ephes. 1, 23; 5, 30; Col. 1, 18, 24; 2, 17. For the developed interpretations of the
term see ]. A. Robinson, St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, Macmillan and Co., London
1903, p. 42 tf., pp. 7 and 100; P. Benoit, «Corps, Téte et Plérome dans les Epitres de
la Captivité», op.cit., pp. 5-44; L. Cerfaux, La théologie de I'Eglise..., op.cit., p. 321; L.
Malevez s.j., «L’Eglise, Corps du Christ...», op.cit., pp. 27-94; V. Tsakonas, Vmwouvyua
elg ™y mpog Kolooooeis..., op.cit., pp. 83-87. lo. Karavidopoulos, op.cit., p. 105, note
5

110. See Hippolytus of Rome, Kata nacdy aipéocwy élcyyos A’, 21, BEIIEX 5, 218,
4 and 5: «IlenAnodobor mavta xoi undey eivon xevov tadta xoi of Xtwixol». Cf. S,
Hanson, The Unite of the Church in the New Testament, op.cit., pp. 197, 127.
111. V. Tsakonas, VYrouvque eic v mpos Koloooacis..., op.cit.. p. 81.
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content'?, mainly on the basis of the passage Wisdom 1, 7, with which
Apostle Paul seems to attribute to the term fullness («mwAjowua») its
ecclesiological content'?.

However, how is the Church, as the “body of Christ” («o@dua Xot-
0T00»), the fullness («mAjpwua») of Christ?

A first approach to the relationship between the “body of Christ”,
of the Church (many) and Christ — “head” (One), is confirmed by the
recapitulation of everything “in Christ”"* in the Church Itself'"®. This
relationship of identity between Christ and Church, however, is also
linked to the presence of the Holy Spirit'', since it is the Holy Spirit
who structures and coheres this relationship. From this perspective, the
Holy Spirit is not only an element of the identity of Christ but also of the
Church as the “body of Christ”; that is why it is necessary to investigate
the way in which Apostle Paul connects Christ with the presence of the
Holy Spirit in the “body of Christ”, the Church.

For Apostle Paul, in Christ “all the fullness of God was pleased to
dwell” («n0doxnoey may 10 mAjpwua xatowudoor»)'V, an expression
which was debated in terms of its interpretation'®, that is, whether the
term fullness in this passage denotes the Church, as in Col. 2, 9 or whether
the passage Col. 1, 19 signifies, according to Apostle Paul, the relationship
of Christ with the Church.

For the historical-dogmatic investigation of this question, it is necessary to
point out that in the ecclesiological thought of Apostle Paul the relationship
of identity between Christ and the Church'? is a given, and in fact, John
Chrysostom describes it as a relationship of unity and communion. where

112. Wisdom 1, T4; 7, 24; Sirah 16, 29; 43, 27. See P. Benoit, op.cit., p. 33.

113. Cf. loannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, "Epya A’. ExxAnotodoywxe yeletiuora,
op.cit., p. 150 ff.

114. Ephes. 1, 10; Philip. 2, 6-11.

115. Rom. 13, 9; Ephes. 1, 23; 5, 22-24; Col. 1, 24.

116. See V. Tsakonas, Vmouvnue eis vy mpos Koloooaels.., op.cit., pp. 83-87 and 122.
117. Col. 1, 19.

118. John Chrysostom, Eig Eq@eoiovg, ‘OutAio 3, 2, PG 62, 26; Ignatius of Antioch, IIpog
Toolavodg 11, 2, BEIIEX 2, p. 273. Athanasius the Great, Ilepi 1ij¢ évoapxov oixo-
voulas 12, BEIIEX 33, 229. Gregory of Nyssa, Eic 70 dtav Omotayij, PG 44, p. 1313.
Cf. Atanasije Jevti¢ (retir. bishop of Herzegovina), op.cit., p. 47.

119. Ephes. 1, 23; 1 Cor. 12, 12.
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Christ is the “fullness” of “the body”, as the “head”, since «ou0d mavreg
ouey ovvnuuévor xal ovyxexolquévor»'®. This relationship of identity
between Christ, “head” and the “body of Christ”, as a relationship of
communion and unity, reveals the Church, where on the one hand “the
members of the body of Christ, being in a relationship of communion,
have come to fullness” («ta uéAn 100 oduaroc Xptotod, edploxoUeVeL GE
oxéon xowwviog, xablotavtar nerinowudvax»)'?', since Christ is the head
“of all rule and authority” («wdone apyiic xai é5ovolac») and in Him
“the whole fullness of deity dwells bodily” («xatowel nay 10 TAjpwun
17j¢ Oeotyrog owuatixds»)'?, and on the other hand “conjoined” («ovv-
nupévor) and “united” («ovyxexoMnuévax), since they are in com-
munion and unity “in the Holy Spirit”.

However, in what way does this fullness between Christ and Church
prove to be related to the fact of communion and unity?

It is already known that the relationship between Christ, as “head” and
the “body of Christ”, as “fullness of the “head”, is a relationship of inter-
penetration. In this sense, the Church, as “the body of Christ”, is the
“fullness” of Christ, and the two terms body and fullness are connected
to each other and one defines the other'®. In fact, it is the only way of
understanding the Church as an event of communion and unity, which is
why Apostle Paul, speaking of the Church'?* and unity'®, relates these two
concepts to the concept of incorporation'”, as the way of communion'”,
without abolishing the distinction.

120. To. Karavidopoulos, Amootoiov Ilabiov Emotoles mpog Egeciovs, Pulimmy-
olovs, Koloooaeig, op.cit., p. 476.

121. John Chrysostom, ‘OuAio o tijg é€oplag 1-2, PG 52, 427-429: Christ «ExxAnctog
oapxa avéiafe».

122. Col. 2, 4-10; Col. 2, 9; G. Florovsky, op.cit., pp. 33-34.

123. H. de Lubac, Corpus Mysticum. L’Eucharistie et I’Eglise au Moyen Age. Etude historique,
Aubier, Paris 21944.

124. Ephes. 1, 23; 5, 23-32.

125. Ephes. 2, 16; 4, 4, 7-16.

126. Hebr. 2, 14.

127. Ioannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon., "Epya A’..., op.cit., p. 88 ff., where it is
analyzed that the Holy Spirit is component of the identity of Christ and not merely
complementary or helper in His work.
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This communion and unity is not of a secular type of union, but a
mystical unity in Christ'*® the center of which is the mystery of the Holy
Eucharist'®, by which the Church is revealed as “the body of Christ” and
Christ as the “head” of this body' while the “pleasing before Christ’s
presence” («oi wpo Xptotod Tapovaios ednpeotnxdtes») and the faith-
ful of every age participate in this body"".

Therefore, the “fullness” in a relation of communion is not just a
numerical type of completeness or incorporation, but it determines the
relationship of identity between Christ, as “head” and the Church as the
“body of Christ”, and in this relationship of identity the Holy Spirit is a
constitutive element, with whom the relationship between Christ, the One,
and “the body of Christ”, the many is structured, as a relationship of
communion and unity, that is, as a Church, which is why the Holy Spirit
is «[lvedua xowwvias»", and with whom is achieved “the fellowship of
the Holy Spirit” («xowwvio 100 Ayiov Ilvebpotog»)®.

The biblical references that the Holy Spirit makes Jesus “Christ of
the Lord” («Xptotov Kvpiov») and the Spirit “Lord” («Koptoy»)'
are the basis for understanding this relationship between Christ and
the Holy Spirit. Moreover, the notion of Irenaeus of Lyon, that with
the communion with Christ we also commune with the Holy Spirit'®,
because “where the Spirit is there, the Church” («drov to Iveduo

128. lo. Karmiris, op.cit., p. 366.

129. G. Florovsky, op.cit., p. 33.

130. John Chrysostom, Eig E@eciovg, Ouwiia 10, 1, PG 62, 75; Owdior eic 16 «Todto
0t ywwoxete», 6, PG 56, 277.

131. Cyril of Jerusalem, Katiynows A, 4, 3, PG 33, 1100; John Chrysostom, I1pog
‘Efpaiovg, Oudioe 6, 2, PG 63, 56; John Damascene, ITepi T00 Gypavtov oWUATOS
2, PG 95, 408C; Gregory Palamas, Y7ep 1@y lepdg novyaoviwy A’, 3 in: P. Christou
(ed.), Fpnyopiov T00 Hadaud, Zvyypduupatoa, 1opog A', Thessaloniki 1988, p. 449.
132. Philip. 2, 1.

133. 2 Cor. 13, 13. Chrysostomos Savvatos, Metr. of Messinia, «'H éxxAnctohoyixn
gpurnveion @Y Exppdoewy “xovwvia Ivedporog” (Philip. 2, 1) xoi “xowwvio T0d Ayiov
Hvedpatog” (2 Cor. 13, 13) d¢ dnpLovpyixy cuvévtnon EAMVLoRoD %ol XpLotloviopod
ot oxédn 100 &m. TladAov», Ocodoyia/Theologia 92, 2 (2021), pp. 7-34.

134.2 Cor. 3, 17.

135. Trenaeus of Lyon, Kata aipéoewy 111, 24, 1, SCh 211, 473.
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éxel xol 1 ExxAnoio»)', justifies the remark of Chrysostom that: «&f
un Iyvedua mopiy odx Ay cvvéotn 0 ExxAnolo: e d¢ ovviotator 0
ExxAnoto, ebdnioy ot Ilvedua mapeoty»'.

6. However, the Holy Spirit not only builds the Church, but also makes
its work “fulfilled”, by giving an eschatological perspective to this concept
of “completeness”, another element that differentiates the Church, the
“people of God”, from the Jewish perception, since —as it is well known-
the “people of God” moves towards the end of the times, with which the
Holy Spirit is directly related'®. In this sense the Church, as the “body of
Christ” and communion “in the Holy Spirit” is the “fullness” of Christ and
of His humanity and at the same time receives its identity®’. However,
the Church communes its fullness through this “bond of the Spirit” («70d
Iyebuotoc deouoy»)'*.

Therefore, the term fullness is also attributed to the “Spirit of the Lord”,
Who, according to the passage Wisdom 1, 7'"*!, “holds all things together”
(«ovvéxer Tor mavta») because “knows what is said” («yvé@ot éxet pw-
viic») and dwells in Christ'?, in Whom all the treasures of knowledge
are hidden'®. It is also known that the work of the Holy Spirit is the
knowledge as communion and participation, which is why Irenaeus of
Lyon precisely emphasizes that this knowledge as a result of communion
constitutes “life and light” («{w9 xai @dc») and is achieved “in the Holy
Spirit” («év Ilvebpott Ayiw»).

136. Irenaeus of Lyon, op.cit., 473-475.

137. John Chrysostom, Eic v ayloay Ievtnxootny 1, 4, PG 50, 459. Ioannis Zizioulas,
op.cit., pp. 210-211.

138. Acts 2, 17.

139. Basil the Great, Ilepi Ayiov Iveduatog 26, 61, PG 32, 181; John Chrysostom, Eig
Kolooooaceig, Oudio 1, 3, PG 62, 303.

140. Irenaeus of Lyon, Kata aipéoewy 1V, 20, 5, SCh 100, 639 ff. and IV, 38, 1-3, SCh
100, 943-957.

141. Cf. 7, 24.

142. Col. 1, 19. 2, 9.

143. Col. 2, 3.

144, Acts 2; 1 Thess. 4, 8; Hebr. 6, 4; 1Peter 1, 2, 11 ff.; 1 John 3, 24; 4, 13; Jude 19 ff.;
Joel 3, 1-5; Ezekiel 36, 27.
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The relationship between Christ and the Spirit makes Christ “Last
Adam” («"Eoyato Addu»)"" and the Church the “temple of God” («vaoy
Oc00») and the dwelling place of the Holy Spirit!, because the Holy
Spirit brings the end times to the Church and in this way “the people of
God” («6 Aad¢ 100 BO00») become “the new Israel” («véog TopanA»).

The recapitulation in Christ describes a new creation from the beginning,
since Christ as the “new Adam” («véoc Adau») is offered to the man and
to creation, through the mystery of Incarnation. This relationship with
the “body of Christ” («o@ua Xptot00»), the Church, becomes a fact of
salvation for man, because man through the Church is related to Christ as
the Only-begotten Son and in the “Holy Spirit” («&v Ilveduatt Ayiw»).
Irenaeus of Lyon expressed this realism in his writings, addressing the
Gnostics of his time'*’.

Christ is not only the personal resurrected body of Christ, nor only “the
new nature” («xouvog dvBpwmoc»)'® but also the one eucharistic “body
of Christ” («o@ua Xptotod»), that is the Church, where “the faithful
everywhere in the world, those who are, who were and those who will
be” («oi mavTayod Tiic 0ixovudvne moTol, xol Gvteg xal yevouevor xal
éoduevor») commune “in unity” («&v évoTnri»)'.

This trans-temporality of the use of the term “body of Christ” is for
Apostle Paul something given and accepted'™, because in the context of
the recapitulation “in Christ” there is no temporal distinction, nor a local
dimension, but everything is renewed, from the beginning to the end of
the times.

On the ecclesiological basis of Apostle Paul’s thought, “the body of
Christ” («o@ua Xptotod») is inclusive of “everything” («t@v mwavTwy»),
that is, of the whole creation. Identified with the mystery of the Holy
Eucharist it “depicts” («eixovilet») the recapitulative and renovating work

145. 1 Cor. 15, 45.

146. 1 Cor. 3, 16.

147. P. Benoit, op.cit., p. 11, note 2.

148. Ephes. 4, 24; Col. 3, 10.

149. Cf. loannis Zizioulas, Metr. of Pergamon, "Epya A’..., op.cit., pp. 178-180.

150. 1 Cor. 6, 15-20; 10, 16-17; 11, 1-27. For the relationship between the eucharistic and
the ecclesiological body of Christ see John Chrysostom, Eig )y A" Kopwbiovs, Ouiio
24, 2, PG 61, 200.
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of Christ and expresses the fullness “in the Holy Spirit” («év IIveduart:
Ayiw») The identification of the ecclesiological and eucharistic body of
Christ, is the basis and the cause of the communion and unity, but also of
the soteriological work of the Church'!, which concerns the entire human
race, a fact which gives theological meaning to the ecclesiological content
of the passage Ephes. 1, 22-23.

151. This identification after the schism of 11th century (1054) was weakened and
rejected due to an uncritical and clearly erroneous understanding and interpretation
of the expression “Corpus Christi mysticum”, of St. Augustine, which had serious and
dangerous consequences to the understanding of the relationship between Christ and
Church. See ]J. D. Zizioulas, “The Church as the ‘Mystical’ Body of Christ: Towards an
Ecclesial Mysticism”, in: Id., Communion and Otherness, P. McPartlan (ed.), T & T Clark,
London 2006, pp. 286-307; VL. Io. Pheidas, ExxAnotodoyia ueta&d Xototoloyiog xoi
Ilvevuarodoyios OO 10 PG Tijg Tatepuds Tapadooews, Athens 2018, pp. 37-133,
232-293.
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