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Pauline Anthropology: Body, Flesh, Mind, and Inner Man
l. Introduction and Thesis

Anthropology is typically associated with the scieree# is the methodical
study of what comprises man. However, the naturebti€di anthropology, though still
concerned with man’s composition, attempts to focusam man is created with respect
to his Creator. The primary New Testament exposiiaeological anthropology may
be found as an underlying theme in Paul's letters tahheches, and especially in his
letter to the Romans. This paper will address Pautisesef anthropology as it relates
directly to his overall theological presentation ia tétter to the Romans. Addressing
Paul's anthropology will require a brief, but systemitak at Paul’s training and
background as a consideration of the dominant Hebréiedes reflected in his
thinking. In order to fully understand the nature of pigraach, it will also be necessary
to understand the key Hellenistic concepts and termindieggmploys in relating it.
The apostle Paul wrote extensively throughout hisrifetaddressing all manner of
topics and ideas, but he did not, for whatever reasbdosen in writing a precise
exposition of the composite man. The idea of humamapblogy, with respect to the
body, flesh, spirit, soul, mind, and inner man is nobeaihing Paul addresses often or
comprehensively, yet it can be found as an underlying thodughout his corpus of
writings, giving weight to his understanding of man’s natné relationship to his
Creator, and finding its apex within his systematic asklne Romans 6-8.

Il. Paul's Training and Background

In approaching the subject of Pauline anthropology cessary to understand
what factors influenced Paul’s thinking on the subjétaul’s proclivity for turning to the
Law and Prophets as the source of authority on allemsatéveals his approach in
realizing this issue as also being firmly rooted tmeréf utmost importance in
understanding Paul's sense of man’s composition is théndatrenvironmental factors
contributing to his view. Paul displays two major infloes in his overall thought and
writings. Though many have made claim of various leseldellenistic influence in his
writings his own testimony is contrary to this wispect to his anthropology. Paul's
primary view-shaping dynamic comes from his rabbinicals, as can be seen in both
his own testimony throughout his ordeal in the book @sAas well as by looking at his
background and the impact it had on him, even beyond higecsion experience.

1. Jewish Rabbinical Training

Until his conversion experience on the road to Damgdeaul was a highly
esteemed Pharisee. This can be gleaned from histatements to the fact as well as
Luke’s documentation of particular facts and events irbtfuk of Acts. Having ties
with the Pharisaical court of the Jews in itself wat a negative thing, though the
modern nuance of the word Pharisee bears a bad caonotét fact, there is scriptural
evidence that some of the Pharisees believed in daguguite possibly became devout
followers of the Way. Nicodemus is the most obvioxengple, who, in his seeking out



Jesus in the garden at night in John 3 and by bringingd bilsiand assisting in Jesus
entombment, as revealed in John 19, aligns himseifjistfarwardly with the band of
disciples who followed Jesus. That aside, it is Paul'sti@v to Pharisaical Judaism
which ultimately brings him into conflict in the prese of the risen Christ on the
Damascus road, as he was on his way to persecutewwhodead believed Jesus in that
city. In the exchange recorded in Acts 9, and in subségefemences to the experience
recorded there, Paul never renounces his Pharisaicahgipgr rather, he discusses his
conversion in terms of a more complete understandihgsdiebrew roots. It is no
stretch then, to parallel Paul's anthropological viethwhat of his Pharisaical
predecessors and contemporaries, as is evidenced lmntesaus post-conversion
allusions to being a member of that group. In a sefidefensive statements during a
trial and ordeal that spanned the remainder of hiatieconcluded with his
imprisonment and death in Rome, Paul makes five sepdgalarations specifically
aligning himself with the anthropological and eschatalaldoeliefs of the Pharisees.

(1) FEirst claim before the Jewish mob at the AntdigatresgActs 22:3) While
in Jerusalem Paul's Jewish adversaries seized hire ifgmple area and after accusing
him of bringing a gentile into the Temple court they Imeggabeat him. After a Roman
Commander stops the beating, Paul is chained and takiea barracks. It is at this point
that Paul asks to make a statement to the crowd antarboldly states, “I am a Jew,
born in Tarsus of Cilicia, but brought up in this citgipeated under Gamaliel, strictly
according to the law of our fathers, being zealous fod {@st as you all are today.” This
indicates not only familiarity with the beliefs dfe Pharisees, but by including his well-
known teacher’s name he unswervingly aligns himseli wiat viewpoint before the
mob that had just beaten him.

(2) Second claim before the SanhedArts 23:6) the following day, when Paul
is placed on trial before the Sanhedrin, he declarkeis iopening defense statement,
“Brethren, | am a Pharisee, a son of Phariseas! émtrial for the hope and resurrection
of the dead!” In doing so he allies himself with theibahinking and underpinnings of
that sect with respect to their eschatological sehaathropology.

(3) Third claim before the Roman Governor Féicts 24:14-15) More evidence
is provided when, in his opening statement before thedRayovernor Felix, Paul
emphasizes his relationship to Pharisaical beliedsing, “But this | admit to you, that
according to the Way which they call a sect | do sémeeGod of our fathers, believing
everything that is in accordance with the Law and ighatritten in the Prophets; having a
hope in God, which these men cherish themselvestrbeg shall certainly be a
resurrection of both the righteous and the wicked.” HRanal is once again clinging to
the nature of his pre-conversion understandings with deganon-messianic issues.

(4) Fourth claim before the Roman appointed King Agrippes 26:4-5) As
Paul stands accused before Agrippa, he states his defeosedomore linking himself
directly with the beliefs of the Pharisees whendyss“So then, all Jews know my
manner of life from my youth up, which from the begmgwas spent among my own




nation and at Jerusalem; since they have known abotdrradong time, if they are
willing to testify, that | lived as a Pharisee accogdio the strictest sect of our religion.”

(5) Fifth claim in a letter to the Philippian chur@hilippians 3:5) Outside of the
book of Acts there is only one other mention Paul makeelationship to these
defensive declarations. In his letter to the Philippidaul emphasizes his alignment
with these traditional roots again, almost boastiog¢ctimcised the eighth day, of the
nation of Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebraf Hebrews; as to the Law, a
Pharisee;” leaving no room for doubt about the strid4praic nature of the dominant
influence in his thinking.

Taken in whole, these dramatic sequences in which Raudsaccused before
various councils and tribunals and offers his Phariseocas and beliefs as the main
component of his defense stand in sharp contrast t@eayhat would set him against
such ideas, in favor of a Hellenistic inclinationhefe need be little guesswork in coming
to the conclusion that though Paul's conversion changaahiderstanding of Messiah, it
did not in fact drastically altar his keen Judaic selitg@liand theological understanding
of certain pre-conversion concepts, anthropology bemgane.

2. Limitations of Hellenistic Influence

It is clear that Paul was well-versed in the Hellenihinking of his day. His
familiarity with specific Greek philosophical termingpand ideas displays a sound
grasp of the theoretical archetype prevalent in teedentury Greco-Roman world.
What is challenging to identify with any assurancehether his familiarity fostered a
paradigm-shift within his own thinking, away from hisafibaical roots. As discussed
previously, his own statements seem to countermandadatisn, linking him directly
with the more archaic Hebrew understanding. If angthinseems that Paul merely drew
upon the terminology and particular references from withe classical Hellenistic ideal
to make his points more approachable to that audienoendagrees, saying “The
contrast between inner and outer man was native tertigtic thought. But unlike
Hellenistic thinkers, Paul does not denigrate the ouger as evil or irrational. And the
eschatological frame of reference...contrasts withdfgtic thinking.” (Grundy, 1987)
This would very much be in keeping with his statement @orinthians 9:2, when he
states, “I have become all things to all men, sb lthaay by all means save some.”
Consequently, Albert Schweitzer denies any Hellenistigence in Paul's theology. In
his book on Paul he makes the bold assertion that, r&wew of the characteristics of
Pauline mysticism has shown that it is closely cotee with the eschatological world-
view; that it finds no place for the conceptions diinth or deification; that it is
dominated by the eschatological idea of predestinatia;itt has a kind of realism which
is foreign to the Hellenistic mysticism; and that slyenbolism which plays so essential a
part in the sacramental side of Hellenistic mystidi@re plays no part at all.”
(Schweitzer, 1998) Schweitzer goes on to make the lsaséhe church in fact did
integrate Hellenistic influences, but almost as at@a@gainst Paul's mystical
teachings, and certainly not in agreement with themiight of such evidence it would
be difficult to extrapolate any Hellenistic dominaneé’aul’'s anthropological position.



[ll. Explanation of Terminology
1. Hebrew

Consideration of the ancient Hebraic perception of amhits correlating
terminology, by which Paul's precursory formal trainimgs most certainly structured,
will assist greatly a comprehension of his dominathrapological perception. Such
Hebrew words as spirit (neshamah) soul (nephesh)(fiasiar) and man (adamah) relate
the foundational premises of conception in Hebraic thbulihis the concepts conveyed
through these words which undoubtedly helped formulate Rawdisarching
anthropological view.

(1) Neshamah.This word is a peculiar Hebrew term finding attributaniy to
God or as a link from God to man, which by its veriuna sets man apart from the
animals in some abstract way though he is still aishotied to them in a natural
physical way. Albert Barnes notes, “It expressessfiigtual and principal element in
man, which is not formed, but breathed by the Craatorthe physical form of man.
This rational part is that in which he bears thegenaf God.” (Barnes, 1983) In this
word then is found a direct and unparalleled link betweanand his Creator. It is the
neshamah that defines the life-essence of man iag tieectly related to God. This is a
Hebraic distinctive that cannot be dismissed when ohatérg Paul's view.

(2) Nephesh.This Hebrew term has many meanings, including solfllites
creature, person, appetite, mind, living being, desiretiemand passionhe concept
of soul in Hebrew bears numerous different meanings wheslated into the Greek as
well, each depending on the context for denotatioms dtobably best translated as
“living being” and can be found throughout the Old Testanrefiérring not only to man,
but to all other creatures as well. This establisheserm as another Hebraic distinctive
in that it reveals man as native to the world oated and living things and thereby
bound to it. The complimentary nature of neshamah epteash with respect to man is
clear in the Genesis account, and so bears releeanitee underpinnings of ancient
Hebraic thought, and likewise on Paul.

(3) Basar. This is the Hebrew term for flesh used throughouQloeTestament.
It bears several meanings, but most often demardagesctual bodily form of man or
animal. In Hebrew thought, flesh simply consisted bdilmate or inanimate bodies,
taking on no abstract meaning in the absence of life.

(4) Adamah. The first man derives his name from the substahbe @reation,
that is, from the dirt of the ground which in Hebrevadeamah. This term, though given
as a name to the man God created to tend the gardsa issad to delineate all of
mankind in a holistic sense. Countless sources throughe@Id Testament make
reference to coming from or returning to the earttnénbirth and death cycles of life. It
is noteworthy that Paul draws on this meaning in héeigietion of the first man and an
identification of his fall in the garden with the onggisin problem which separates God



from the rational beings he created in Romans 6-8 ammitesponding link in 1
Corinthians 15.

2. Greek

Paul's familiarity with the both the Hebrew Scriptuesswell as the Greek
Septuagint and the Hellenistic origins of the translatecds and the meanings behind
them would have given him keen insight into the mammerhich all these terms
coalesce. Given his position as a Pharisee, he vinawlel been well-studied in the nature
of the overlap, having grown up understanding the Hebrewisvigemple training and
Torah study, and the Greek by means of his formal educatherefore, by looking into
the Greek paradigm in which Paul writes, several wordsedo the foreground in this
discussion which demand understanding through definifidrere is such an incredible
amount of overlap in so many of these words in Greaktthaddress the issue properly
would take an entire book, if not several volumes. tRerpurpose of this discussion it is
only necessary to discuss those terms which beamarele to Paul's Hebraic pedigree.
With that in mind, only certain terms and their maggiwill be addressed here.

The major anthropological terms that occur in Paultets are: body (soma
flesh (sar), soul (psychg spirit (pneump mind (nouy, conscience (suneidesisind
inner man (eso anthroposUnderstanding how these terms link together and enete,
often, overlap is of vital importance. Undertaking aplaxation of Paul's usage of these
words in given contexts is a daunting task, but neceassdength in comprehension of
the meaning he attaches to them and draws from them.

(1) Soma1 Corinthians 6:13) this is the Greek word delineatingotiaty, both of men or
animals, whether living or dead. Paul makes use of it fg@§htimes in his various
letters. As Robinson explains, “...both the most dexiwords in Pauline anthropology,
‘flesh’ and ‘body’, represent a common Hebrew origindgRobinson, 2002) Paul is
applying specific eschatological and anthropological impaedo them in his first letter
to the Corinthians when he states, “Yet the boawtsfor immorality, but for the Lord,
and the Lord is for the body.” By making such a claiayllearly seeks to attach
meaning based on function, and thereby to draw out tikeenaf his view of the practical
importance of the body. The function, however isafatatural origin, but of
supernatural origin, in that Paul is describing the bodhesiwelling place of the Lord,
and idea he states even more clearly in 1 Corint@idrGand 6:19, both of which
basically relating Paul's thought that the purpose of smaady is to be the dwelling
place of God’s Spirit. As such, care and maintenantieeabody and its faculties is not
only a practice in self-preservation but more impoiyaam act of devotion. This idea is
expressed by Paul throughout Romans 6, brought to its ctitnina Paul's admonition
of 12:1 and similarly echoed in 1 Corinthians 6:20. Sudkw uf the body as necessary
and purposed for holiness is in agreement with Hebraikitly and stands in sharp
contrast to the idea of the negative connotationsexppt the body by Hellenistic
thought.



(2) Sarx(1 Corinthians 15:39, 42) this is the Greek word for flesdaning the
soft substance of the living body, which covers theescand is permeated with blood.
The Greek terms soma and sarx allow for a great de=tlesplay between two similar
ideas. As with soma, sarx applies to both man andads)imwever, Paul ignores the
most obvious anthropological ties between the two wandksin his use of these terms,
differentiates between them. Paul never abusesdtgidnal meaning of sarx; he sets it
up in a manner unexpected by employing its connotatiomoofality with his notion of
the outcome of sin. In his typical fashion, Paul take&grd which conveys a concept
and while keeping the word’s basic meaning, altars theegut to agree with his
argument. This maneuvering is evidenced in 1 Corintii&r9, 42 in his statements
about the nature of the fleshly body being mortal aechdture of the spiritual body
being immortal through resurrection. By way of summBRgbinson notes, “...sarx
stands for man, in the solidarity of creation; indisgtance from God.” whereas ‘sama
stands for man, in the solidarity of creation, as nfad&od.” (Robinson, 2002)

(3) Psuchég1 Corinthians 15:45) the breath of life and vital fondech
animates the body and shows itself in breathing. i$hise Greek equivalent of the
Hebraic term nephesh, and takes on roughly the samengetiough it has a tendency
to allow for abstraction depending on its usage. Thm t& curiously absent in the
majority of Paul's discourses and especially so in Rencaapters 6-8, yet his
foundational dependence on the kindred term, pneuma, is akabs in all his
writings. What one makes of this exchange is essanti@ciding how to go about
interpretation of its use in his line of thought. Bgking at the similarities between the
words psuche and pneuma some insight may be gained iriffdrisntiation between
the terms and more frequent use of the latter. Isesimportant to note that Paul's
copious use of the term soma may be of consequencdlas that his ideology caters
strongly to functionality.

(4) Pneumdl Corinthians 15:45) the spirit and vital principal by viahibe body
is animated. This is man’s rational spirit, the potewhich the human being feels,
thinks, and decides. Paul uses this word often in hisngsi and it dominates his
thinking in Romans 8. By once again turning to 1 Comamtil5, a pattern to his
methodology may be seen as he draws a distinction eetpsiche and pneuma by
aligning Adam with a living soul and Jesus with a livingispiThat Paul sets these terms
at odds in this passage displays his keen disinteresni tii@m according to their
Hellenistic implications which, though unique, were ieddy complimentary.

(5) Nous(Ephesians 2:3) the mind, comprising alike the faculties of
perception and understanding as well as those of feelging, and determining. Paul
seldom relies on using this term to relate his poimdgsever, it does appear in his efforts
at key points of interest and with intriguing associatmother words. A prime example
is in his letter to the Ephesians where he writAspdng them we too all formerly lived
in the lusts of our flesh, indulging the desires of teshfland of the mind, and were by
nature children of wrath, even as the rest.” His pwefubsonnection of mind with flesh
is understood more fully by the manner in which he éesrthe latter. As stated
previously, Paul took a unique approach to flesh based owitslity. That he here and



elsewhere associates the mind with the flesh isiodrtno accident, leading his audience
to correlate the two in like manner. It is thelifissnability to last that draws Paul's
inference to it as a keen symbol for the nature addésin. The definite relationship
between it and the mind then, is one of implied maytall his concept is so foreign to
the Hellenistic way of thinking that any correlatioetween Paul and Hellenistic thought
with respect to the nature of terminology is hard tintaa. In using the mind as a
means for sinfulness, he is equating man’s normatiyeofvthinking and determining
with the sinfulness that overrides it.

(6) Suneidesi¢Titus 1:15) The soul, as distinguishing between what isifgo
good and bad, prompting one to do the former and shun tee ammending one,
condemning the other. Paul's use of this Greek condepawo's innate sense of morality
seems to hold true to the implicit meaning, though he lildes with the sinful flesh
idea at times, such as in his pastoral letter to Twhere he confers that those who are
defiled and unbelieving “...their mind and their conscieneedefiled.” Though he
seems to believe each man’s conscience will be isadtharacter witness in the final
judgment, as is seen in Romans 2:15, Paul is relatively guithe role of the conscience
for the better part of the letter, omitting any diseaus®f it in chapters 6-8. In spite of its
absence in the main body of the discussion, Paul's museeferences to mind, such as
in Titus, may very well allow for overlap and as suatemains an integral part of this
deliberation. It may very well be tied to Paul's treant of which law the mind serves in
7:23-25, giving it an indirect role in the nature and predicoethe overall man Paul is
focusing on. For this reason mind takes precedence, tloaunglcience is surely at play
in the field of related issues.

(7) Eso anthropo& Corinthians 4:16) In Greek this is the inner mane Hiebrew
language had absolutely no concept that fits this nagjoie possibly due to the fact
that, as Robinson notes, “Hebrews were contergaweel unasked so many questions
which seemed to the Greeks...so obvious.” Paul himshifuses the expression three
times in his entire corpus of writings. This would paoward either the term having
special significance or a general lack of appropriate imgam relating what Paul
wanted to say in the vast majority of situations.higisecond letter to the Corinthians,
Paul draws on this terminology to bring out his poinstating, “...even though our
outer person is being destroyed, our inner person is bemegved day by day.” Based
on the correlation made here with the other sirsiatements Paul makes throughout
Romans 6-8, it is most likely the former option. Pause in both passages not only
draws attention to a familiar sentiment being madéhbightens the impact of it.
Whereas Paul is fairly content to describe the deatbus life scenario in terms of flesh
versus spirit on most occasions, his employment oiftier man and outer man ideals
reinforces the theme he is driving at in both.

IV. The Crux of Pauline Anthropology

Paul's letter to the Romans stands as a monumeradl. efh it, he sets down the
basics of the Christian faith and belief in JesuBlassiah. It is also a systematic
approach to how things integrate with each other witlhristianity. There is little doubt



that Paul, having never been to Rome, was attemptiagexi some authority on
doctrinal matters, as well as prepare them for hispldm@rrival and stay there. In
developing such a comprehensive methodology within a |étl was careful to give
frequent and specific reference to the sources he drew apavell as to allude to his
overarching line of thought made more apparent in ogtesrs where the issues he
addressed were somewhat different. Consequently, bevdldvantageous to look
further into the whole of Scripture to bring about adaler, more rounded understanding
of the nature of man’s composition, in order to plaael’B general view on the subject
within its Scriptural context.

1. Old Testament Sources

(1) Primary statement of anthropological orienta{i@enesis 2:7) this passage
describes man as comprised of two main elementss fdemned “of dust from the
ground” and given the “breath of life” by God in ordeberome “a living being.” This
establishes a bipartite being, existing solely in unkpowing his Torah, Paul would
easily have recognized and agreed that man is compobedy#&nd flesh, both coming
from the dust of the ground. He would have also understaodrtimating factor of
spirit as having come from God. Paul's understanding waarlchialy have taken this
into account, given his rabbinic background and famiiavith the Genesis account and
the view of man it established; a view that was edha the wisdom literature, and
especially by Qoheleth in the book of Ecclesiastes.

(2) First example from the writings of QoheléHcclesiastes 3:19-20) Qoheleth
explains that both men and animals have the samenfdeath. What is striking about
his statement is that he continues on to say, “Allagythe same place. All came from the
dust and all return to the dust.” Such a distinctive tatiom between man and animal,
both in life and death, has bearing on this discussitimat Qoheleth’s treatise on
wisdom was certainly not only familiar to Paul astete, but a governing factor in his
point of view. There is no doubt then, that just &@enesis exposition of human
anthropology defines man as a bipartite being consiefidgst animated by God’s
breath, so too does Qoheleth. This fact servesliben the hypothesis that Paul must
have drawn from in formulating his thinking on the subjec

(2) Second example from the writings of Qohel@bclesiastes 12:7) in taking
the idea a step further Qoheleth reveals, “...then thevdliseturn to the earth as it was,
and the spirit will return to God who gave it.” Thiat&ment would easily fall in line
with what is known of Paul's eschatological view. Agais before, Qoheleth’s earthy
outlook of man’s natural composition attests to the uyidgrassumption which guided
Paul’s thinking, including in this instance a view of Gaednot only the giver of life, but
also the keeper of spirit.

2. Romans 6-8

In opening the chain of thought presented in these thaaters, Paul launches
into an explanation of the believers victory of ddaghmeans of Jesus’ resurrection, and



proceeds to make a case for why man should pursue lifevsascreated to live it as
opposed to the inevitable death resulting from allowisgwbakness of his flesh to
override this purpose. He makes his case with threesbatements. First, in verse 13, he
calls for man not to permit this dominance to contiragenonishing him to avoid
presenting all his integral parts as “...instruments ofglmeousness...” but instead as a
whole person to present ones essential componentsasifhstruments of righteousness
to God.” He reiterates this point by asking a rhetdgiestion in verse 16, likening
man’s presentation in this matter to slavery. Irs@el9 as in chapter 12:1-2, he
champions his audience to ‘present your members as slaves to righteousness,ngsulti
in sanctification.” This critical section hinges @&ntire argument on the premise that the
whole man is affected by sin leading to death and iteawise the whole man must be
offered to God instead. Paul's anthropological understgnd&termined as it was by

his Hebraic roots can easily be viewed as an undgnhgmtif in this line of reasoning.

As he continues his argument in chapter 7, Paul develqpglaanalogy from
marriage to aid his case and then proceeds to hamniés oentral concept all the more.
As the need arises he begins to incorporate the Levtsapurpose, and though
portraying it as the vehicle for sins emergence andmbime in man, he resiliently
distinguishes it as good. His position on the purposeeof s finds its apex in verses
13 and 14 where he reveals the objective of the Laweiag bo reveal the nature of sin in
man and for man to recognize that sin as “...utterlybkinf He follows this notion by
venerating the Law as spiritual in spite of the bondagat it afforded. Here is a
turning point in the discussion as Paul begins to makehat@atird establishing the
desire and focus of everyone in Christ as being allehligated to live as the spiritual
body they have become and are becoming. He makesiwedhis requires shedding the
death-encumbered life of the sin-enslaved flesh inrfa¥the freedom of the life found
through the Spirit; and that is the Spirit of God. Pawkn overlooks the predicament
and purpose of the body throughout this discourse as hedmals thoughts by
illustrating the war taking place between the flesh &edspirit. Unlike the Hellenistic
thinking of his contemporaries which saw the bodyfiesekhe operative of sin, Paul
places the emphasis on the body as of a prize being fought Grundy similarly
argues, “...the body is not to be blamed, as though théatdabk place simply between
the inner man and the body. The real conflict ocbata/een the inner man and sin, with
the body caught in the middle.” (Grundy, 1987) From thisagapoint, Paul's counter-
cultural view of man’s composition, and the nature efdtruggle within it, acquires its
most ardent expression. This leads into his esclgataladiscourse in chapter 8, wherein
the aim of the gospel, and its development with respeittet history and future of
mankind comes to rest firmly on the Christocentirchasological anthropology Paul has
been building his case on.

Beginning with his affirmation that there is no condetion for those in Christ,
Paul marches his line of thought to its logical endrelHbee expounds on the idea of
Messiah as the ultimate and only means of life. $tass directly from his Hebraic
bipartite thinking in that just as it is God who breatheshamah into man’s body to give
him life, so Christ brings life to man’s body givingrhiife. Paul takes the view that to
be outside of Christ is to be essentially dead. Tipetus of these statements is



unrelenting and again, as before, he repeats them fuvasms. In verse 10 he claims that
the body is dead because of sin but that if Christtisimvihe spirit is alive. In verse 13

he puts it another way, stating, “...if you are living aciog to the flesh, you must die;
but if by the Spirit you are putting to death the deede@bbdy, you will live.” This
leaves no room for doubt about Paul's vision of howtthasformation from dying to life
takes place. It clearly harkens back to the understaediagplished in Genesis 2.

Not only is Jesus role as Messiah brought to therfamefn this chapter, but also
the role of the Spirit. Paul's preferential use of preumchapter 8, in agreement with
his other writings, is almost entirely in referecahe Spirit of God, giving the sense
that this immortal life is not something innate imnimbut brought to him from outside
himself. The ultimate eschatological and anthropoldégicpe delivered in this chapter
is based on the premise that just as God worked to dsmgt &fe in the Genesis
account, so too has he worked in Christ to bring alieubl all who will receive it, and
that this life will be granted to them immediatelyt yet completely. In verses 20-23,
Paul describes the longing of creation for such renemplying directly that such has
not yet occurred. Paul then links man unambiguously Wwélcteated order, stating our
identical longing by saying in verse 23, “...even we oursefyean within ourselves,
waiting eagerly for our adoption as sons, the redempfionmobody.” The final
expectation is that man will overcome sin and deathgsi€hrist did because of Christ’s
work of love in renewal. Paul captions it by pronouggliiBut in all these things we
overwhelmingly conquer through Him who loved us.” Th&ay is simply a
reinstatement of the order God desired in creation.

3. New Testament Sources

Though the bulk of Paul's anthropological framework magd®n in the Romans
passages, it is not comprehensive in its descripti@s $o relate his full grasp of the
concept. Though several cross-references have akreeglyed treatment in the
preceding discussion, there remain significant exampes @ther writings which may
add insight and significance to the overall understandiigerefore, it is crucial to the
discourse to address not only the relevant parts of Remat these other writings from
Paul's life as well. For the purpose of this contenfiofhessalonians 4, 2 Corinthians 5,
and Philippians 3 will all be addressed, if somewhat liprief

(1) First eschatological examgle Thessalonians 4:13-17) In this passage Paul is
addressing concerns about some who have died beforecihvedscoming; a reality
which apparently took many by surprise. Paul takes dratsogical approach,
accenting his comments in Romans 8:23 and comfortimg bByanforming them that
those who sleep will rise up and precede those sti aliven Jesus returns, at which
point the living will be “...caught up together with thentl® clouds...” In this teaching
can be seen further eschatological development of Rantfsopological view
expounded on in the letter to the Romans. He makes)agdfarawing out the idea in
fuller scope here by depicting the sequence of eventse,ovhich would inevitably
lead to the conclusion that Paul saw a delicate balagtee2en anthropology and
eschatology with respect to the nature of their secplemiplications.




(2)Second eschatological examfffeCorinthians 5:1-10) Paul uses this
opportunity to qualify exactly what comprises a man, &aodigh he does so in an
abstract style, his main point can be fairly assbsséis persistence in exemplifying one
aspect of man as dying while one aspect consequentiynesanore alive pervades this
section of thought and can be shown to be congruenthetileas presented in chapter 8
of Romans. When Paul looks at life as “swallowing”ttid@e is no doubt referring to
resurrection again, having drawn this parallel to fagestent in Romans 8:13 regarding
dying to live, he goes on to pursue the parallel by editey the idea laid out in 8:9
concerning being “in the Spirit” by painting two distimoetaphors. The first is of a
house or building which Paul says is “not made with hagi@snal in the heavens...”
revealing the concurrent link between anthropology aodatslogy yet again. The
second is of articles of clothing which Paul claime spiritual man is “...longing to be
clothed with our dwelling from heaven...” He concludes $kistion of thought by
stating and then restating the thought that to be laéve or with God is to be home in
that place. A perplexing conclusion given the naturasoptevious statements in the
passage but not contradictory because Paul sought forlelewyer to be at peace at
whatever stage of life they were in.

(3) Third eschatological examp(@hilippians 3:20-21) The statement he makes
to the Philippians with reference to the present statethe state of things to come is an
interesting one in that he juxtaposes body (soma) against itself with the distinction
being applied by the nature of the body. He assertslésats “..will transform the body
of our humble state into conformity with the body a$ iglory...” In expressing the idea
this way he is tying everything back to the idea oh@penade alive by the Spirit as
indicated in Romans 8:11 and in doing so, relating theeeatithropological eschatology
he rests his hope in on the respective proposition.

V. Conclusion

Man. The complexities in describing this statemémehave dominated
humanities quest for knowledge over the centuries. Peap&developed all manner of
studying and quantifying man, of associating and labeling diirdefining and
characterizing what makes him. In doing so they haa@udered a great many things
about man but not so much as they would prefer. Themessgjuite simple. There’s
much more to man than anything that can be studied, Gednéssociated, labeled,
defined, or characterized because man is more tharseg@hyeing with physical
processes. He is a spiritual machine as well, anecmgnizing this, one begins to
understand just how important anthropological theologpdsveny an understanding of
Apostle Paul's views on the matter is vital.

With an understanding of Paul's strict Pharisaicals@otd familiarity with
classical Hellenistic culture, aided by a firm concaptd the manner in which Paul
employed its terminology to his own ends, the crux afliRa anthropology takes shape,
developing not only a systematic approach to the congpoature of man’s being but
more importantly, a vital and motivational grasp of htr whole man is related to Jesus
in terms of necessity and desire.
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