APPENDIX.

A.—VIEWS OF HOLSTEN, SCHMIDT, AND
LUDEMANN.

‘We have given in the first and second Lectures (pp.
18-62) an outline of the main positions taken up in the
discussion of the subject by Baur, Holsten, Schmidt,
Liiddemann, and Pfleiderer. Here we present a fuller
abstract of the views of Holsten, Schmidt, and Lide-
mann, who have dealt at length with the questions
concerned in works not yet accessible to the English
reader. It is less necessary to adopt a like course with
those of Dr. Baur who preceded them, because he has
not worked out the investigation so fully ; or with those
of Dr. Pfleiderer whose work is the most recent,
because it has been already translated. Our purpose
here is simply to state the views of the writers; and we
shall do so, as far as possible, in their own language.
For brevity’s sake we shall represent odp§, mvetpa, Pvxi,
vots, and «apdia by their respective initial letters, and
dpapria by du.

I. Dr. CARL HOLSTEN.

Dr. Holsten’s dissertation, entitled Die bedeutung des
wortes odpé im lehrbegriffe des Paulus, was published in
1855, and reissued with some additions in 1868 in a
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volume bearing the title Zum Evangelivm des Paulus und
des Petrus. Our abstract is taken from the latter.

At the outset he tells us that his aim in the inquiry is
to disclose the basis of Paul's theological speculation ;
that he conceives this basis to be found in an in-
vestigation of the import of odpf ; and that he has set
himself the special task of tracing the manifold variety
of its use back to its fundamental (prinzipielle) signifi-
cation. He draws his materials only from the four
Epistles that are Homologoumena, not as pronouncing any
judgment adverse to the genuineness of the Aniilegomena,
but as basing a contribution to a critical question only
on grounds accepted by criticism.

The first section is entitled “o. and the nature of
man.” The Pauline view of human nature is based on
that of the Old Testament, and distinguished only by
the precision and consistency with which it is maintained.
According to Gen. ii. 7, man is xols dnd Tijs vy7s, into
which God breathed the life-breath whereby man
became Yvyi (@oa. The first man as such (der Mensch
an sich), the type of pre-Christian man (Rom. v. 19),is é
s s xoikés (1 Cor. xv. 47). Earthy and earthly
matter is the ground-element of his nature—one of the
forms in which the matter of this wisible world appears
(Gal. vi. 14). Such a material is the ., as is shown by
1 Cor. xv. 35—a passage which, rightly understood,
supplies a further decisive element for the conception.
There the sinew of the argument is the difference of
substance between earthly and heavenly bodies. The
deniers of the resurrection had doubted its possibility on
account of the earthly material substance of theo. Paul
answers that, as on earth there are differences in the
material substance of animal organisms, so is there
difference as to substance between heavenly and earthly
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bodies. Under the idea of odpa they are posited as
identical ; in respect of substance they are distinet. The
substance of the cdpara ériyeia is the earthly material
substance of the o.; while that of the odpara
émovpdnia is conceived as a heavenly light-substance
(verses 41, 47, 2 Cor. v. 2), with corresponding diversity
of appearance—d6fa.

The result is that o. is the earthly material living sub-
stance of the animal organism, distinguished from earthly
matter generally only by the element of life. The cause
of this life is the indwelling of ., which, in Paul’s view,
has as close relation to the . as in the Old Testament the
nephesh has to the basar, without the two being coinci-
dent. All the passages where ¢. occurs with Paul do not
carry us beyond the conception of vital power, of life.
And as the life of the o. has its expression through the
senses, man as ¢. is sensuous-living matter, that is, flesh.
But o. has always its qualitative characteristic in the
conception of substance. By this it is specifically dis-
tinguished from the conception of edpa, which is that of
Jform, and especially the form under which the living sub-
stance shaped into an articulate organism subsists—that
is, body.

‘We have thus gained the cardinal signification of the
word, but to get at its significance for Pauline theology,
we must ask : What in Paul’'s view was the bearing of
this definition of man’s nature, as being sensuous-living
matter, on the religious relation of man to God ¥ And as
in this relation the question at stake is the difference and
unity of man and God, we must ask, first, Has man in
Paul’s view, as an element immanent in his nature and
contributing to define it, aught like or akin to the nature
of God, the wvedpa ? The answer to this question requires
us to look into Paul’s conception of 7. We must make
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it out from sparing hints. The proper natural basis of
the idea, breath, wind,” has disappeared. But we are
reminded of it by the conception of invisibility (déparo,
Rom. i. 20) as a contrast to visible sensuously-palpable
matter. On this immateriality rests the freedom from
all . that is natural — primarily, the d¢fapror and
didiov. But that this immateriality is not freedom from
all substantiality is evident from the very circumstance,
that Paul can only have conceived to himself the com-
munication of the Spirit of God to believers as a radiation
of something substantiel combined with real effect (1 Cor.
ii. 12, Rom. v. 5, 2 Cor. iv. 6, Gal. iv. 6). In this way
a certain materiality slips again into the conception, and
the immateriality of the w. becomes at bottom merely the
negative of “cosmic” earthly matter. e next passesin re-
view the conceptions associated with the nature-basis of .
as selfmovement. The m évepyei, is Sdvajus, and works
S6vams. It stands related above all to the will, and the
standing word for its effect is dyecfar It is a fiery
power radiating warmth, a vital flame newly kindled at
the centre of the inner life, the xapdia—which is in
Paul’s view its standing recipient. It is the principle of
absolute truth (1 Cor. ii. 6), light in contrast to dark-
ness, shining in the hidden interior. It is the principle
of holiness, pre-eminently a dywov; and by holiness is
originally meant the negative of the natural—a freedom
from all that springs out of the sensuous nature (nafiir-
lichkeit) of man. In all these elements the . is thought
of as substantial, but also as franscending earth and the
earthly.

Returning to the question, Whether man, according to
Paul, stands in any sort of unity of nature (Wesen) with
God, whose substantial nature is w., Holsten holds, from
the view of o. already given, that man, being in respect of
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his nature-basis ., stands purely in contradistinction to
God. Nor has man in the ¢. anything identical with the
nature of God. The . is at all events, doubtless, non-
material, and, in so far, must be pneumatic in the most
general sense of the term. It is a life-principle too, and
as such analogous to the =. But, so far as the . stands
in absolute relation to the natural, as the life-power
of what is material, it is in turn purely opposed to the .
But Paul distinguishes a higher element in man’s
nature, an éow d&vfpomros designated in Rom. vii. 9
by vois. Have we in this an element essentially akin to
the divine = ¢ After a review of the chief passages (1
Cor. xiv. 14 ff.,, Rom. vii., Rom. xii. 2) it is concluded that
v. is merely the subjective consciousness, the form, in which
the subjective mind comes to know what is given to it as
contents, and which may have opposite contents. It is not
an element identical with, or analogous to, the nature of
God.

But is not the = itself for Paul an element in the con-
ception of man ?

Although the clear statement at 1 Cor. xv. 44 that the
first man Adam was only a . {éoe, the whole Pauline
view of the world—which is simply an explication of the
saying : od wpbrov 70 TreupaTikOV dAAa TO YuXikdY, EreTa
76 wvevparikév—and the absolute sway of sin from Adam
to Christ might seem to indicate that the w. had been
until Christ purely transcendent, and had only become
immanent in humanity through Christ, expositors have,
on the basis of various passages in the admitted Epistles,
thought themselves entitled to assume also a ¢ human-
creaturely ” ., although no one has yet specified what
sort of conception Paul has associated with it, or what
sort of significance it-has for the nature of man. To
determine the question we must go through all the pas-
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sages that bear on it, and accordingly, after mentioning
those where the reference to the transcendent . is clear,
Holsten proceeds to examine the others on which the
opposite view is usually rested. He thinks that at 1 Cor.
v. 8, 4, but slight reflection suffices to discern the divine
. conferred on the Apostle as the source of his apostolic
dignity and power. Whence else could he have had the
power, or wished to take the right, of wapudobvar T
Saravg? The passage shows the arbitrariness of the
canon that the addition éuov or fudv or the like makes
the m human. At Rom. i 9 év ¢ mvedpart pov denotes
the same apostolic ., the spirit specially conferred on
him and enabling him to render pneumatic service. Had
Paul meant the sincerity of his service in contrast to
hypocritical semblance, he would have said éx kapdias.
In accordance with this passage we must explain 2 Cor.
ii. 13; xii. 18; vii. 13; 1 Cor. xvi. 18; Rom. xii. 11;
xv. 30, of the divine 7. at work in the preachers of the
gospel (and believers). At Gal. vi. 18 the express promi-
nence of the . is only to be explained by its being under-
stood of the divine 7. become immanent in the Galatians,
which was in danger of being quenched in the carnal
nature. So with 1 Cor. vii. 34 and 2 Cor. vii. 1—a
passage, however, very difficult to be explained in keep-
ing with Pauline conceptions, according to which the o.
is the principle and source of pollution and so cannot be
the object of it, which could only be the odpe. The
whole passage vi. 14-vii. 1 is probably not genuine.

In all these passages . is used only of believers, in
whom the transcendent has become immanent. As con-
trast thereto stands in 2 Cor. xi. 4 a m. érepov, Where the
AapBdvew itself shows the conception of transcendence.

Passing to the cases of 7. being defined by a genitive
of quality, he holds that passages like Rom xi. 8, viii. 15
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show that the modern view of a subjective *disposi-
tion ” of the human mind is quite alien to them. . here
denotes, quite in keeping with its idea, an objective—as it
were, hypostatically presented—pneumatic power, which,
as the expressions éAdSere and éSwrev show, is conceived
as in itself transcendent, and is therefore set forth as
bestowed by God on man at a definite time and as being
felt at work in the xapdia (Rom. viii. 15, comp. Rom.
viii. 26 f.) to impel man to a definite action. Thus are
to be explained Rom. i. 4 ; viii. 15; xi. 8; 1 Cor. iv. 21;
Gal. vi. 1; 2 Cor. iv. 13. But Rom. viii. 16 and 1 Cor.
ii, 11 are said to be decisive in support of a human =.
Now at the former passage interpreters vary, and Baur
is evidently right in taking the m. Huév as the . viofeoias,
é&v § xpdlopev ’ABBE & watijp, which again, according to
Gal. iv. 6, is the transcendent divine Spirit, the same ob-
jective ., which in Rom. viii. 26 tmrepevrvyxdver orevdy-
pois dAaddgrows, whose effect God discerns in our hearts
in which it has become immanent. At the latter passage,
after a view of the connection, it is admitted that there
is mention of a pneumatic element in man as the principle
of his self-consciousness. But so faris this #. from being
one akin in nature to the =. of God, that it is only by
communication of the divine . that man is enabled to ap-
prehend the pneumatie, and to discern that even with
this m., and notwithstanding of it, he remains an dvfpomros
Yuxwkds, who certainly has a ., but only the . 700 kéopov.
Tor it is evident that for Paul what he calls 7o = 70D
dvBpdrov here coincides with the «. 700 xéopov, and this
coincides with the yux+, the spirit of sensuousness which
in the vots comes to consciousness—that is, the contrast
to the =. This y. is, like the »., doubtless a pneumatic
element, because everything non-material is m. in the
most general sense of the word ; it doubtless falls under
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the conception of . as abstract generic conception for the
non-material ; but it has nothing in common with the
concrete ., the 70 mvetpa, the sole realify of the abstract
generic conception. So at Rom. ii. 29 the wepiropy
Kapdias is év wvelpari, but this does not mean the sphere
of the subjective spirit, which is correctly designated by
kapdias in opposition to év TG pavepd év oapki, It isa
circumcision of the inner subject, which has its existence
in the objective sphere of the non-natural, non-sensuous,
non-external, because it transcends the letter of Scripture,
that is, the external carnal understanding of the word,
according to which mepitops) certainly refers to the ex-
ternally visible material element of the subject, the
odpg.

An accurate analysis of all the passages thus shows that
there does not, according to Paul’s conception, exist
in man an organ corresponding to the divine ., a hu-
man . receptive of the divine. That organ is the
xapdia ; the principle of self-consciousness is the vous;
anything higher is the divine =. The essential elements
of man as such are for Paul only o., ., »., which have
the appearance (Erscheinung) of an individual Ego in the
odpe, the organic form for the substance of the o. This
result is substantially in keeping with the distinetion, not
always adhered to, in the Old Testament between ruach
and nephesh.

‘With this result we are now in a position to determine
the significance of the o. for Paul’s religious anthro-
pology. As there is no essential element in man like to
the essence of God—to the 7.—and the contrast between
x. and o. is thus pot an anthropological but a meta-
physical one, and as the v., as a mere theoretic form
indifferent to its contents, is no essential peculiarity
characteristic of man overagainst God, we may see (so
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begreift es sich) how in the religious relation of God and
man the nature of the latter may for Paul coincide
with the o. animated by the ¥.; how the religious rela-
tion generally may be presented as that of the ., the
non-material mental substance, to the o., the material
sensuous substance ; and, if that relation in abstract
generality is that of the finite to the infinite, we may see
that for Paul the conceplion of o. is the expression for
the conception of the finite. In this conception of the finite
the . has its most proper (eigentlichste) significance ; hence
may be explained its comprehensive use and the variety
of its applications.

Hence, first, dvfpwmos as finite subject in religion is
identical and interchangeable with a. (comp. 1 Cor. iii. 4
with iii. 1, 3) ; dvfpdmives and xard &vfpwmror are parallel
with oapkikés and xaré odpka (Rom. vi. 19 ; 1 Cor. iii.
21 comp. with 1 Cor. i. 26 ; 2 Cor. xi. 18 ; and 2 Cor. i

2 comp. with 1 Cor. ii. 13). Mankind in this sense of
finiteness is called #doa o. (Rom. iii. 20; 1 Cor. i 29;
Gal. ii. 16) and man o, xai afpa (Gal. 1. 16 comp. with 1
Cor. xv. 50). Now God as =. and man as o, infinite and
finite, stand in absolute contrast. Physically the o. is
identical with ¢fopd (1 Cor. xv. 50, 42). As $fapris
man is also Ovyrés. The o. is the principle of perishable-
ness. In the intellectual sphere the ¢. is the prin-
ciple of error. The cogol katd adpka are pwpol. The
7. alone is the principle of the knowledge of absolute
truth (1 Cor. i 10, 14). The vobs s oapxds (Col. ii.
18; Paul in the four Epistles has the thing, but not
the expression) clings to the material, the semsuously
perceptible. But the contrast reveals itself above all in
the practical domain—the will. The o. is, in virtue of
its indwelling ¥., material substance having sensuous

life, which expresses itself in ém6upia, sensuous impulse,
Z
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desire, This is the &vous immanent in the flesh, the -
necessary manifestation of the sarkic substance. Its
manifestations are wafjpora (Rom. vii. 5; Gal. v. 24),
because man in them has not the freedom of self-deter-
mination, but is given up powerlessly to a nature-power
and nature-necessity. The émifupia is a vépos in the o. ;
the . obeys not the law of God, 098¢ yap dbvaras. The
érfuplo is in Paul’s view the most especial (eigenste)
self of man, in which is displayed the most complete
contrast between man and God, o. and . The contrast
of substances becomes a contrast of their effects, when, as
in Gal. v., the &ya Tjs capkds are set overagainst the
fruit of the Spirit. The ¢., as the sensuousness of man’s
living material substance, is at the same time evil. All
evil has its principle only in it. All sins, which we ap-
prehend as sins of “the finite spirit”—the spiritual
sins of idolatry, heresy, variance, envy—are derived by
Paul from the o. (Gal. v. 19-21). This follows con-
sistently from the dualism of substances, and from the
fact that they in Paul’'s view are a power completely
dominating the subject, which is at bottom merely meet-
ing-point and form for the workings of the finite and in-
finite substance (comp. Gal. v. 17). The o. thus stands in -
absolute contrast to the ., the nature of God ; but, if it is
the true nature of man, it follows that, in Paul’s view, -
man as such (an sich) stands simply in contradistinction to God.
This is only one of the forms of the dualism pervading
St. Paul’s doctrinal system. [Here comes in the passage
as to the grounds and limits of this dualism, quoted in the
text at p. 26 £.]

He then proceeds to follow out ., thus defined, in ite
relation to the vuos, as to which he holds that the forms
of the ritual law are treated by Panl as purely ex-
ternal, relative to the o., and not properly belonging to
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the vépos as wvevparikds;l and thereafter in reference
to the conception of sin, which is essentially bound up
with it. Man as such is evil. The . is essentially a o-.
Gpaprias, and man of himself is, as such o, in respect of
his substantial nature auapria, which, however, is not to
be taken as equivalent to our conception of sin as accom-
panied by consciousness and sense of guilt. These are
subjective elements ; 6p. denotes merely sin in the objective
sense, all that, in purely objective relation to the idea of
God, reveals itself in the émfuulo as wnholiness of the
sensuous-material substamce.  Subjective sin, sin in the
proper sense of the word, only arises through the revela-
tion of the holy will of God in the évroAs dyia or the
vépos wvevparikds ; under which du. becomes wapdfBa-
s, conscious transgression. The o. is the nature-ground,
the au. the objective presupposition, of all subjective sin.
Sin is a necessity without freedom; man is a slave
determined to sin; but he has the consciousness of the
sinful deed as his own ; and it is this dualism, the con-
sciousness of his own act with the feeling of being abso-
lutely determined to it by the substance of the body, that
brings man to that exclamation of despair, “ O wretched
man that I am ! who shall deliver me from this body of
death 971

1 Perhaps, Holsten says, Paul reckoned the ritual law among the
marpial wapadboers. At any rate, in his polemic he ignored it
and dealt only with the moral law.

1Holsten regards the controversy as to whether Rom. vii. 14 ff.
refers to the state of the regenerate or the unregenerate as alto-
gether superfluous (durchaus miissiger) go far as Paul is concerned.
The connection shows it to be  a representation of the religions
history of the Hebrew subjective spirit, carried back from the
apparent reality to its idea (begriff), and expressed by the indi-
viduality, which must be in plain language (okne phrase) called
the Hebrew Ego attaining to clearness respecting itself.”



356 HOLSTEN ON ROMANS v, 12-21,

But how is this doctrine of sin and death as a necessary
consequence of the finiteness of man’s nature to be recon-
ciled with Rom. v. 12 ff.,, where they seem presented as
the consequence of the one sin of the omne first man,
Adam? Without entering into the particulars of Holsten’s
discussion, which in this field, as in those of Christology,
the new life of believers, and the resurrection, passes be-
yond our limits, suffice it to say that Holsten regards
Rom. v. 12-21 as forming a transition from the first
great section of the Epistle, i. 18—v. 11, to the second
section, ch. vi.-xii. 'The first section deals with the ob-
jective righteousness brought through Christ, presup-
posing the non-righteousness of man, and conferred as a
gift of grace apart from the law ; and the second seeks
to obviate objections to the new doctrine from a Jewish
or Jewish-Christian point of view, based on its apparent
incompatibility with the legal requirement of subjective
righteousness. The passage v. 12-21 delineates in a few
broad traits the new form in which the history of the re-
ligious development of humanity reveals itself to the
Christian consciousness, setting forth the world as deter-
mined (bestimmie) by Adam and by Christ respectively,
and the law with its intermediate position and relative-
absolute aim of leading the old over into the new. And
he comes to the conclusion that Paul views the develop-
ment of the world-order from a double standpoint—from
that of objective necessity, the idea and will of God,
and from that of free subjectivity, the nature of man.
The two modes of view are not logically reconciled, but
run separately side by side,and fall dualistically apart ;
and Paul utters the contradictory elements equally as
truth. We too must therefore in the sense of Paul think
the contradiction and the two together, the objective and
the subjective form of world-development. Although
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men were objectively made sinners and given up to death
through an act of God by means of Adam’s transgression,
yet at the same time their subjective nature—their o.—
makes them sinners and drives them into death.

II. Dr. RICHARD SCHMIDT.

In a treatise on “the Pauline Christology,” published
in 1870, Dr. Schmidt devotes his first chapter to “the
contrast of Flesh and Spirit.” While agreeing in the main
with Holsten, he deems it not superfluous to subject to
critical examination the different views entertained on
the question.

The usual course is to start from the fact that the
flesh appears with Paul as the seat, if not the source, of sin,
and from the conviction—otherwise acquired—that the
Apostle may not be regarded as supporting the so-called
theory of sensuousness ; and to assign to the conception
of 0. a contents transcending or altogether leaving the
sphere of sensuousness, so as to facilitate the reference
to it of phenomena essentially mental (geistiger). Before
investigating the warrant for such an extension or trans-
formation of the original conception, we have first to
assure ourselves of what is the proper meaning of the ex-
tension. The answers to this question are not so distinct
as could be wished, when almost in one breath o. is
defined as the seat of sinful inclination, or sinful human
nature, and then as this sinful inclination itself, or the
tendency of the will as opposed to God, or human sin-
fulness in general (as by Neander, Schmid, Messner).
As if these were not quite disparate conceptions, or as if
we were at liberty to impose on a word, whose primary
sense is—rightly or wrongly—dropped, any signification
we please, to be applied in each case according to the
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fancy of the expositor. Even assuming the technical use
of the word in Paul to prove an extension beyond its
original import, we may not without arbitrariness discard
the idea of an unity underlying that use; and we may
reasonably claim that each signification so assumed shall
make good not only its general motive, but also its asso-
ciation with the original contents of the conception.

The latter demand, if admitted as valid, is fatal to the
view which takes o. as denoting sin itself according to
the ground-form which conditions its individual manifes-
tations : for Schmidt at least cannot see what connection
of ideas is held to subsist between the material substance
of the body, which o. originally denotes, and a tendency
of the mental life. This objection remains in force, even
when the sensuous element is so far retained as to define
that tendency specially as *fleshliness,” that is, as con-
ditioned by a preponderance of the material side (as by
Ernesti); for that which has its peculiarity determined by
the flesh is not on that account itself flesh. Nor does it
mend the matter to fill up that sensible gap by a series
of stages of development (Julius Miller), so long as there
inevitably remains at the decisive spot a chasm through
an utter abandoning of the connection previously in
somefashion retained. But apart from such general consi-
derations the view in question cannot be maintained in the
face of the definite distinction which Paul makes (Rom.
vii. 17f,, 25) between the ¢. and the sin dwelling in it, as
indeed on such an assumption the coembination o. du.
(Rom. viii. 3) would be absolutely meaningless. The
attempt of Julius Miiller to get quit of this difficulty by
retaining for such passages the morally indifferent
anthropological import of o. is not consistent with the
close connection between the seventh and eighth chapters
of the Epistle to the Romans, which precludes our
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assuming such a difference of sense as that explanation
demands.

It might seem as if the objections urged against the
identification of . with sin did not apply to the other
more usual view, under which ¢. is held to denote human
nature, so far as it is a source of sinful conduct for the
Ego. But here, too, we must ask: What is precisely
meant ! Does the o. denote directly sinful human
nature, so that the element of corruption adhering to it
forms an immediate constituent of the conception ? Or
is it meant that the word is in itself merely an expression
for human nature in general, but that the latter empiri-
cally exists only in such a shape as to produce a sinfulness
of the personal conduct conditioned by it ¢ Against the
former nearly the same exegetical objections may be
urged as were adduced before; the statements of the
Apostle that in his flesh dwells nothing good, or that he
with his flesh serves the law of sin, would contain a truth,
but a truth so indubitable as hardly to be distinguished
from a platitude; and a combination like ¢. dp. would be
a hardly conceivable pleonasm. Besides, we ask how
could a o. in that case be ascribed to Christ, and yet His
sinlessness retained ¢ Hardly any other course would be
left than to take the word in such cases in a morally
neutral sense ; and then we may ask with what warrant
there has been introduced into the conception an element
which may thus be laid aside at pleasure ! This leads
accordingly to the modification, under which the element
of sinfulness belongs, not to the conception in itself, but
only to its empiric reality (Weiss). But in that case
how should the formulae wepirareiv katd cdpra, év capki
elvac involve, as unquestionably in Pauline usage they
do, a moral censure ¥ They would of themselves mean
“a walk according to human nature,” but not according
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to human nature so and so determined—the general
character of the formulae not leading us to seek in them
such a more precise definition. Hofmann strikes out a
middle course not liable to the previous objections. He
takes 0. as denoting not human nature in itself, or as
sinful, but as in its present state conditioned by the sin
of the first man. 'This is explained to mean that man is,
after Old Testament usage, called “flesh,” as a being
dependent and perishable ; it designates him on the side
of dependence, not of sinfulness. “But,” says Hofmann,
“liable to such perishableness, he is also liable tosin. A
will placed in such conditions eannot be righteous, life in
so impure a body cannot be pure.” But, apart from the
question how far Hofmann is warranted in speaking of
the body a priori as “impure,” we are naturally led to
ask how, assuming that Jesus has taken the present
human nature, it stands with His sinlessness, if the two—
perishableness and sinfulness—are to be so closely con-
nected ? And, even if we hold the personal conduct of
Jesus not to have been conditioned by this His nature,
as is the case empirically with us, we may still ask on
what Hofmann’s definition is based 9 and what entitles
us at all to find in ¢. an expression for collective human
nature, whether in itself or with any sort of de facto
qualification %

This question seems all the more called for, the less
that the current application of the conception is of itself
natural. Long ecclesiastico-ascetic usage of the word
“flesh ” associated with the world and the devil, makes
it difficult for us to recall the original meaning that lies
under its technical application ; but, if we consider the
matter apart from this traditional habit, we cannot but
think it a far from obvious, and indeed a pretty strange,
usage to designate human nature as a whole simply as
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flesh. It has no doubt been claimed already for the
Old Testament, and asserted as a general Biblical
usage, inasmuch as there the whole man is designated
absolutely as flesh, even in connections which are far
from bearing exclusively or preponderantly on the sensu-
ous side of his being. . . . With the restriction that the
latter statement applies at bottom only to the kol-basar,
which has become in the strictest sense technical, the
fact must be undoubtedly recognized as correct ; but we
must deny that any inference may be drawn thence for
the correctness of the view in question. In all such cases
basar denotes the concrete ‘“man,” not the abstract
“human nature” or the “human” generally; and it
seems to betoken an inadequate attention to the distinc-
tion, when the transition from the one to the other is
accounted quite easy and obvious (Luthardt). For the con-
crete man is actually flesh in the strictest sense, although
animated by a personal life-spirit ; in view of others
he exists only as such, belonging as such to the phe-
nomenal world. It would not even be correct to find
here an extension of the original conception, seeing that
the sole difference from its application elsewhere amounts
to this, that in the one case the Ego is distinguished from
its material body as something belonging to it, while in
the other this body itself as animated by personal life is
elevated into the subject. Again, it is not an extension
but an abandonment of the original sense, when “ flesh ”
is held to denote human nature, inasmuch as.the general
conception of substance or material, which the word
involves, is exchanged for the quite heterogeneous one
of “nature ” or “kind.” Granting ever so duly that this
nature is that of a corporeal, material being, the material
body and the nature characteristically conditioned by it
are none the less different things; and it is not easy to
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explain how the substance of the former could become
an expression for the latter. Where, besides, basar is
predicated of man absolutely, it is in no other sense than
that in which the formula ¢ all flesh” relates at times
also to the animal world (e.g. Gen. vi. 19; vii. 16), or in
which it is said of the horses of the Egyptians that they
are flesh and not spirit (Is. xxxi. 3) ; whence we may see
how little the analogy of the Old Testament use can be
appealed to for the sense ascribed to o. of ¢ the human
with the accessory idea of weakness and sinfulness”
(Tholuck). Nor in the New Testament writings other
than those of Paul is there any necessity for going be-
yond the bounds of Old Testament usage and enlarging
the proper idea of odpf into that of empiric human
nature,—not even at Matt, xxvi. 41, where the tempta-
tion, into which the disciples are in danger of falling,
threatens them from an outward need which affects the
sensuous man, and the flesh may be conceived accord-
ingly as subject to it, in so far as it is animated and
accessible to sensuous impressions.

After all this it would require very cogent grounds to
make us in Paul’s case recognize a signification of o,
for which no sure warrant can be found elsewhere. But
not only are the arguments adduced for it not so cogent,
but indications telling against it are got rid of by its
supporters after a very unsatisfactory fashion. Schmidt
reviews the chief passages, maintaining that at Rom. i. 3;
ix. 5; Gal ii. 23, 29; 1 Cor. x. 8, where xara odpka is
used as regards Christ, Israel, and the people of Israel
respectively, there is no necessity for enlarging the con-
ception beyond its original limits; that at other pas-
sages, where the flesh is represented as the peculiar
sphere and characteristic determining element of non--
Christian being and conduct (such as 1 Cor. iii. 3, where



THE ORIGINAL MEANING OF THE WORD. 363

katd avBperov wepurateiv is obviously equivalent to katd
odpka wepurareiv elsewhere, 1 Cor. i. 26 f. where cogot
katd odpka are identical with gogoi 708 xéopov, and
Philem. 16: xal év oapxi kal év kvpiy), it is of the utmost
importance to distinguish between what is on each occa-
sion involved in the thought, and what is implied in the
conception of the flesh itself (as in the latter passage,
where, so far as the general sense goes, we might render
év gapxi; “in the human-natural relation in which he
stands to thee as a slave,” but . itself does not denote
a relation any more than xkuvpios does); and that, even
where the proper notion may seem indefinitely enlarged
(as in the apparent equivalence of o. to kéopos), we must
bear in mind that o. denotes not so much the body as
the material substance of this body, that this substance
is in keeping with the Old Testament view (Gen. ii. 7;
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 4, 7), essentially identical with that of
the earthly world generally, sharing its common character
of materiality ; that, as flesh, man is a member of the
phenomenal world ; that flesh is the medium of all his
relations with this world; and that it may therefore
denote as well the sphere within which the purely
natural being and action of man is carried on, as that
which determines the peculiarity of such being or action,
without renouncing the category of substance or matter
originally underlying it.

The original meaning of the word is to be retained,
even where it emerges in definite ethical relations..
Great stress is laid by Wieseler and Ritschl on the fact
that when Paul opposes the . to the o., he is to be
understood as speaking not of the human, but of the di-
vine 7. ; and so o. cannot denote the bodily nature of
man only, but must denote his being as a whole (das ge-
sammbe Wesen). But, even granting the correctness of
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the premiss, the stringency of the inference drawn from
it may be questioned. When Paul opposes the non-
Christian and Christian conduct as a wepurareiv xard
odpka and wepirarely kara ., he wishes to describe them
according to the principle or determining power which
empirically characterises each ; if this is for the Chris-
tian’s walk the indwelling Spirit of God, why should the
Apostle not oppose to this the flesh in the proper sense,
in so far as it may be otherwise shown that he de facto
discerned in it the power determining the non-Christian
life? We see easily that this argument must at bottom
assume what awaits proof as proved already. So we
may admit that the formulae xazrd dvBpwrov mepimareiv
and kard odpka Tepiratetv ultimately amount in substance
to the same thing, without allowing the inference of a
coincidence in conception. Lastly, if appeal is made to
Gal. v. 19 ff, as including not merely sensuous sins, but
also such as hatred and envy among works of the flesh,
it is not necessarily involved in the consistency of a view
which finds the empiric ground of sin generally in the
material body, that all individual sins should admit of
being with equal directness traced back to it. At any
rate, two questions require to be kept quite distinet~—the
one whether such a view, objectively regarded, is really
adequate for an explanation of sin in its various shapes ;
and the other, whether it is actually to be found in the
Apostle’s writings. The negation of the former is no
reason for denying the latter, at least so long as we do
not come to the inquiry with the absolute presupposition
that there cannot be found in the Apostle’s cycle of
thought anything at variance with the view we ourselves
deem correct—a presupposition, which purely historical
research cannot make without depriving itself beforehand
of its freedom, and which strict orthodoxy (Schrift-
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glidubigkeif) cannot make without practically renouncing
its own principle of unconditional submission to the
Apostolic utterances.

The less may we evade the weight of the positive indi-
cations, which bring the proper signification of o., else-
where demonstrable, definitely enough into prominence
also in its ethical relations. When Paul places the law
of sin in the members (Rom. vii. 23), when he speaks
of a destruction of the body of sin (Rom. vi. 6), or of a
mortifying the mischievous (rankevoll) activity of the
body (Rom. viii. 13) he lays a stress on the bodily na-
ture, which must be at least surprising for those who
defend the view hitherto considered. . . . Evidently the
conceptions “flesh” on the one hand and “body” or
“members ” on the other are treated as essentially equi-
valent: to the o. in which sin dwells (Rom. vii 18)
correspond the péAy, in which the law of sin has its seat
(verse 23), just as at Rom. viii. 13, to the xavd odpka {ijv
is opposed the Oavarody Tas mpdfeis 7ol odparos. Both
are to be explained from o. being the substance of this
material body itself, consisting of members.

After some remarks controverting the view of Ritschl,
who had questioned the practical equivalence of the two
conceptions in dealing with Rom. vii., Schmidt finds him-
self now in a position to judge what warrant there is for
speaking of o. as used in several significations, as is done
by Ernesti, who distinguishes a physiologico-anthropo-
logical, a historico-anthropological, and an ethico-anthropo-
logical standpoint. Such a viewis only got by either raising
collateral conceptions associated for us with the idea
into immedijate constituents of it, or by attributing what
is implied in the general thought of a passage simply to
one notion contained in it. Paul’s peculiarity is not to
be sought in his having remodelled the notion in ques-
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tion, but only in the equally comprehensive and precise
significance which, with contents unchanged, it holds in
his doctrinal system. Z. with him is neither the whole
undivided human nature, nor is it one side thereof in
distinction from another; it never means anything else
than the material substance of the animal, including the
human, body.

Having thus fixed the signification of the one member
of the antithesis, we may acquire a more precise insight
into the peculiar nature of that antithesis. As the con-
ception of o. is not simply tantamount to that of the hu-
man, the divine as such cannot form the immediate con-
trast to it. Even where the Spirit of God stands defi-
nitely overagainst the flesh, the emphasis will rest not so
much on the genitive of more precise definition, as rather
on the chief idea which is thereby more precisely defined.
In other words, the question turns on the contrast of
flesh and spirit, not immediately on that of God and man
(the latter conceived of as he exists naturally in experi-
ence). The distinction thus made, which it is of decisive
importance to keep in view, leads us on at once to dis-
tinguish between the general conception of spirit and
the reality existing in m Oeod, even in the event of
Paul'sbeingsupposed not to know another reality of spirit.
This may be tested by the fact that we cannot by any
means, wherever the idea of . appears in an antithetic
relation, mentally supply at once the more precise
definition of the divine, without altering somehow the
sharpness of the contrast. Especially instructive in
this respect are the passages in which not o. but
vpdppa forms the contrast (Rom. vii. 6 ; Rom. ii. 29; 2
Cor. iii. 6) ; but the same holds true of cases where o.
forms the antithesis, such as Gal. iv. 29 ; Rom. viii. 9,
and throughout this earlier part of the eighth chapter.
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where there are not expressly more precise definitions
added ; as well as at Gal. v. 16 ff. In all these cases the
expressions are to be left entirely in their generality.

In this light the question much discussed and diversely
answered—Whether in the passages adduced we have to
think of the divine or the human 7.-——has become for us
one without an object, as it concerns a conception which
““desires to be left entirely general.” But we may not
escape the other question, Whether in the Apostle’s
opinion the divine Spirit is the sole reality of this con-
ception, in such a sense that the x. stands overagainst
man as such in absolute transcendence ¢ or whether it is
in any way a constituent part of his nature ¢ The former
is energetically maintained by Holsten, according to whom
man in himself, as conceived by Paul, is held to have
absolutely no element in himself really opposed to the o-;
and Weiss maintains that, though occasionally the Apostle
follows a popular use of langnage, this may not be looked
on as at all a criterion for his anthropology, which ex-
cludes the specific conception of =. But the number of
passages, where to all appearance there is mention of a
spirit of man, is far from inconsiderable (Rom. i 9;
2 Cor. ii. 13, vii. 13; 1 Cor. xvi. 18; Gal. vi. 18; Phil.
iv. 23; 2 Tim. iv. 22; Philem. 23; 1 Cor. v. 3 ff;; ii. 11;
vii. 34; 2 Cor. vil. 1; Col. ii. 5); and the defenders of
the view in question find themselves compelled to deviate
from the current explanation of them in a way not very
happy. In almost all these passages Holsten would
have us understand the =. of the divine spirit become
subjective, and Weiss of a spiritual life of higher origin
produced by that spirit. Holsten thinks himself able to
show that the addition of the personal pronoun does not
make the =. human at 1 Cor. v. 4 and Rom. i. 9. He
tells us that at the former passage it needs *but
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slight reflection ” to recognise in the . the divine Spirit,
“the source of apostolic dignity and of apostolic power” ;
but it likewise needs but little reflection to see that Paul
could not possibly regard something common to him
with all Christians as such a source of his specific apos-
tolic standing. Besides, the “power” of the Lord Jesus
appears alongside of the . of the Apostle as something
different from it, which would have hardly been the
case, had Paul understood under the latter the Spirit of
Christ himself. Lastly, at verse 3 the contrast : drdv 7§
odpart, Tapoy 8¢ T¢ wveipar. can hardly be taken as
other than anthropological, and, as it is plain that the
mention of 7. in verse 4 looks back to these words, the
. must be the same in the two cases. That the passage
yields no natural sense in the ordinary view, is a mere
groundless assertion. As to Rom. i. 9 the objections
urgedby Holsten against Philippi’s view are certainly well-
founded ; but he has not observed that the addition év
T mvedpate pov admits of a more satisfactory explanation
than is given by him. The Apostle calls God to wit-
ness that he serves him in the cause of the gospel not
merely by the outward activity of preaching, but also
inwardly (the words év 7 wvedpare pov affirm this) in so
far as all his thoughts are applied to advance it in the
churches (so Hofmann). At other passages too, where
the personal pronoun occurs, Holsten’s view is inadmis-
sible. At 1 Cor. v. 5 to take the 7. to be saved of the
communicated Spirit of God yields no effective meaning
—unless we should for év 7if juépa read els v fpépav in
the sense that the Spirit should remain preserved for the
sinner till the day of judgment. As here, so at 2 Cor.
vii, 1 the spirit is contrasted with the o, at 1 Cor. vii. 34
with the cGpa; and at these passages the impossibility of
Holsten’s explanation becomes apparent. For in the
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case of the Holy Spirit of God even become subjective
there can be no talk of a defilement, or yet of a sancti-
fying ; and, even if with Holsten we question the genuine-
ness of the former passage, there remains the latter, in
which the parallelism with odpare precludes us from
thinking of aught else than a sanctifying of the spirit
(not through the Spirit). No less clearly is the distine-
tion of the human =. from the divine apparent at Rom.
viii. 16, where Holsten’s identification of the . #jpdv
with the previously mentioned . viofesias is hardly
anything else than a renunciation-—forced upon him by
his theory—of the natural exegesis, which points clearly
enough to the referring the words avro 76 . to the im-
mediately preceding 7. viofeoias. Besides, the thought
which Holsten gets from the passage has too much of a
modern abstract character to commend itself as Pauline.

The view of Weiss is not so much affected by these ob-
jections, but is, regarded purely in itself, the less natural,
as it occupies an intermédiate position between the ordi-
nary view and that of Holsten. According to it the
in the passages in question is a higher spiritual life
wrought in believers, which is distingnished from the
divine Spirit even as having become immanent in man, so
that we should have to assume in the redeemed a two-
fold communicated w. But Paul knows only of a re-
ceived Spirit; and the higher life possessed by the
Christian is only a life led in the power of this Spirit ;
besides, it would be difficult to form a really clear
conception of what is meant, if, on the one hand, the
objective power, as communicated to us (N. B. 1), of the
divine Spirit is by no means to be entirely merged into
that subjective spiritual life produced by it, and, on the
other hand, alongside of this latter, the natural spirit-

life is regarded as continuing to subsist. Paul certainly
24
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distinguishes the divine =., even as having already become
immanent, always in some way from the = which he
designates as that of man; but for that very reason
under the latter can only be understood the human inner
life generally, which, as but relatively penetrated by
the Spirit of God, continues also relatively distinet from
it. If, on the other hand, this latter side is expressly
marked off, that which remains behind is no longer
to be distinguished from the divine become immanent ;
else we should—seeing that in fact the Spirit as com-
municated has thereby at the same time become a
subjective spirit—be obliged to assume a #hreefold
sphere in which the life of believers is accomplished.
Weiss remarks quite correctly that in Rom. viii. 16 the
Spirit which gives the certainty of childship is dis-
tinguished from our spirit, *in which the childlike con-
fidence is wrought ; ” but, if this latter is apprehended
as a “higher spirit-life” first wrought in us, it cannot
be thought of from the outset as devoid of that childlike
confidence ; and there will therefore be no proper meaning
in saying that this is for the first time called forth ¢“in
it.” Still clearer is the passage Rom. viii. 10, where (in
Schmidt’s conviction) under the =v. is to be understood
the human as distinguished from the divine. For evi-
dently the intention is to express what takes place in
man when Christ, that is, more specially Christ’s Spirit,
dwells in him; and likewise the contrast to odpa,
which at any rate denotes only one side of human nature,
naturally requires that overagainst it something should
be affirmed of another side of that nature. It is obvious
accordingly that we cannot think of a something simply
wrought by the divine Spirit itself.

It cannot well be questioned that Paul was quite
accustomed to speak of spirit as a constituent element of
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man’s nature. But it has been alleged that this anthro-
pological usus loguendi does not stand !in any inner rela-
tion to the specific conception of the ., which dominates
the Apostle’s whole religious thought ; and it has been
urged that the element of Spirit in the specific sense is
one absolutely transcending natural humanity, on the
ground of 1 Cor. xv. 45 ff., and of the fact that in Rom.
vii. 22 ff, it is not the . but the v. that is opposed to the
flesh. Asto the former passage, Holsten ought not to have
left unnoticed the specialty of the utterance, which lies
in the concrefe sense in which the conceptions of =. and
. are here used. The passage doubtless directly asserts
that the first man as distinguished from the second was
not spirit, .., a nature of spirit ; but this by no means ex-
cludes spirit as something pertaining to him. According
to the Biblical account man becomes a living soul just
by the combination of a life-breath issuing from God
with the material body formed of earth—a view, which
may be recognised in Paul's familiar juxtaposition of o.
or cope and =. ; but for this very reason man in the
unity of his earthly being cannot well be designated as .,
although it may be said that he possesses a =. Further,
as regards the distinction between =. and ., it is in the
main correctly put (by Hofmann) to the effect that the
former denotes the moving life-power, the latter the indi-
vidual life in its state as conditioned. Now such a con-
ditioned character is given for the individual human life
by the very fact of its being linked to a material body ;
and from this is explained the close relation in which
with Paul the y. stands to the o, so that in this respect
Yoyexds may be used as synonymous with capxuxés (1 Cor.
ii. 14). But that between the conceptions of a Yuxikds
and a y. {Goe on the one hand, and a mvevparikds and a
. {womowlv on the other, there subsists an essential dis-
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tinction, need hardly be mentioned after what has been
said. In the Apostle’s view Christ has become a =
{worooly only through the resurrection ; hence this pre-
dicate does not belong to the earthly Jesus, who may
rather fall under the conception of a . (doa. As
little can believers, though possessing the Spirit in
the specific sense, be called mvefuara ; and so the passage
adduced is far from fitted to prove the absolute tran-
scendence of the wvetua. Verse 46 itself would not really
yield this, even if the whole connection did not make it
probable that we should there supply cGpa from
verse 44.

As to Rom. vii. the prominence given to vovs at the
close is certainly not accidental, but is accounted for by
the course of thought. For its meaning 1 Cor. xiv. 14
is rightly compared, where v. denotes the intelligent
reflecting consciousness.  Certainly it cannot be limited
in Rom. vii. to the intellectual (das theoretische), for there
is ascribed to it a ocvridecfar and even a Oélew; but as
little may we in the case of the latter think of a practi-
cal willing complete in itself, else it would remain in-
conceivable why the action should thus fail to be
accordant with this willing. The whole thought of the
section requires rather the conception of an inward
movement (fegung), which, immediately conjoined with
that cvviSeafar 7§ véugp Tov Beod), must be thought of as
practical impulse, but does not completely carry itself
out into real energetic willing ; that joy in the law itself
can only denote in substance such a complaisance
(Wohlgefallen) as accompanies the inwardly wrought
knowledge of the excellence of the law’s contents.
Though the question here therefore is not that of a
merely intellectual knowledge, the starting point of the
whole conception lies on the side of consciousness ; inno
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case at least can the v. be an expression for the whole
inner life. Doubtless the mode of expression seems as if
the Ego were set simply overagainst the o. as the
impersonal side; but this representation is evidently
one to be understood cum grano salis, seeing that the Ego,
in fact, participates in the acting just as well as in the
Pélev. And for that very reason it is not correct
simply to identify the conception of ». with that, pre-
viously used, of the éow dv6pamros; the former expres-
sion is rather to be apprehended as the more exact, or as
in some way limiting the latter : for there is no occasion,
so far as Schmidt can see, to take the latter in another
sense than it has at 2 Cor. iv. 16, where it denotes the
life within in contrast to the outside. A comparison,
moreover, of the passage just adduced with 1 Cor. v. 5
readily shows that the contrast of the inner and outer
man coincides substantially (sich sachlich deckt) with that
between =, and ¢. (or odua), and accordingly it will also
be clear that, even on the assumption of a . ascribed to
man and falling under the conception of spirit when
viewed in its unity, the choice of the designation in this
case by v. is sufficiently accounted for (motivirte) by the
thought of Rom. vii. 14 ff.

There is the less reason for our placing the Apostle’s
anthropological terminology out of relation to his specific
conception of the ., that the conception of spirit is, as
we convinced ourselves, contrasted in a quite general
sense with that of the flesh. If the latter finds its essen-
tial quality (Bestimmiheit) in the element of the material,
the spirit on the other hand denotes primarily the non-
material, conceived of at the same time in a positive
aspect as moving power, just as with the notion of mate-
rial substance is associated that of being at rest. So far
it may be said that the contrast of flesh and spirit is
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essentially a metaphysical one ; but this does not exclude
its becoming in a definite relation an anthropological
one, since the same contrast, as it has just been generally
characterised, evidently underlies the Biblical view of
man, Holsten himself very correctly remarks that the
dualism of spirit and matter in this strictly metaphysical
form is not met with in Paul, inasmuch as with him in
place of the latter comes the narrower conception of the
flesh ; but, when he defines the contrast accordingly re-
sulting simply as that between God and man, his view
rests on presuppositions which Schmidt cannot regard
.as really proved. Holsten himself must admit that so
far as w. denotes the non-material, the human . falls
under this as abstract generic notion, and that in this
respect Paul certainly knows a ‘“human-creaturely ” .
No doubt he immediately adds that this latter has abso-
lutely * nothing in common with the concrete =., the 7o
., this sole reality of the abstract generic conception”; but
what at bottom is meant by this ¢ If, on the one hand,
the immaterial element of human being falls under the
general conception of spirit, and on the other hand the
human . is, as cannot rationally be denied, not less a
concrete than the divine, how should it not then be like-
wise viewed as “a reality of the abstract generic concep-
tion ”? or conversely, if the divine Spirit is the sole reality
of the same, with what right is another thing likewise real
subsumed under the same general conception ? It is
surely not very probable that Paul should have on the
one side restricted the sphere of the material to the
bodily nature of man, but on the other side should have
quite excluded the immaterial element of his being from
the conception of spirit; on the contrary, it is of itself
very natural to seek the proximate basis for his peculiar
view in the reality which that contrast, generally con-
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ceived, has within human nature itself. By this Schmids
does not mean, indeed, that anywhere, where Paul con-
trasts flesh and spirit in the moral sphere, he would have
the latter understood as the human : but there is every-
where meant either the general conception of spirit, or
the concrete reality which it has in the divine .

The grounds on which Schmidt conceives that the
Apostle, looking to reality, could take little account of
the human ., and the general conclusion to which he
comes, are sufficiently indicated in the text (pp. 34-37).

111. Dr. HErRMANN LUDEMANN.

The elaborate treatise, extending to 217 pages, pub-
lished in 1872 by Dr. Liiddemann on the “ Anthropology
of the Apostle Paul and its place in his doctrinal system,”
discusses, first, the physical anthropology. He sets
out from the division of human nature into an éfw -
fpwrros and an éowlev dvBpuwros, in 2 Cor. iv. 16, follow-
ing it without asking, in the first instance, its warrant.
The outer man embraces, lst, the conceptions of ¢. and
Y., the former being the material substratum of the
earthly body, the latter the life animating it. 2. occurs
in the purely material sense in 1 Cor. xv. 39, 50, and 2
Cor. iii. 3. But it is not to be conceived as maleria brufa,
but as living, animated matter, which it is not necessary
to explain, as Baur does, from the analogy of the aneient
idea of matter. The o. without a ¢. is no o, and the
. is only conceivable within a o. This o. is susceptible
of pain and pleasure (1. Cor. v. 5; 1 Cor. vii. 8). The
close connection between o. and ¢. is confirmed by their
promiscuous use (identical sense of yvxwds and oap-
kwkés). The use of the expression xard odpxa in
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matters of descent rests on this primary sense (Rom.
i 3, etc.).

But with this restriction to bodlly matter anotheruseofo.
or . conflicts, when they denote the whole man, particu-
larly in the phrases wdoa o. and wara ., Hebraic turns
of expression certainly used in the sense of “every one,”
but always from the connection employed of human na-
ture in a state of subordination and humiliation. So,
too, the formula o. kai afpe (Gal. i. 16) with the acces
sory sense of frailty. The sister-conception . likewise
denotes individual existence (1 Cor. xv. 45 ; Rom. xi. 3;
2 Cor. 1. 23). To this Old Testament extension of mean-
ing the Pauline usage attaches itself, according to which o.
denotes anything belonging to the natural mode of man’s
existence, but never without a certain purposed degrading
connotation [Beigeschmack], e.g., Gal. iii. 3, Gal. vi. 12.
This seems to carry us beyond the category of the éfw
dvfpwmos ; and we must ask whether we can still follow
it. But the remembrance of passages where it is de-
cidedly confined to the body, as well as the consideration
that it is used in classical Greek (though mostly in the
plural aiodpkes), and that the conception . in later Greek
is used with strict limitation to the body (as shown by
Zeller), appear to require us to keep by this category,
and to set aside for a time the Old Testament extension
of the conception. And in this we are confirmed when
we glance at another conception, that of o&pa, which is
used by Paul not as identical with o., but as denoting the
form by assuming which the o., as substance, is in a
position to constitute the human body.

That oGpa resolves itself into bodily form is plain from
its being applied entirely irrespective of any particular
matter (1 Cor. xv. 35-50), where the pith of the proof for
a resurrection-body lies in the fact set forth of diverse
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bodily substances, and ultimately in the assertion of a
celestial body-substance. Zdpa, thus used for bodies of
quite opposite matter, has nothing to do with materiality.
It is a form, into which any matter may enter, though, as
verse 40 shows, the character of the matter is of essential
influence on the shaping of the form. At 1 Cor. xii. 12
Paul defines the oGua as unity in multiplicity—in short,
under the conception of organism ; and hence it is applied
to social organisms, especially the Church. The teleolo-
gical idea here is that of being the organ of action gene-
rally—so at 2 Cor. v. 10. The use of obpa in sexual
matters is noted (Rom. iv. 19; 1 Cor. vi. 13-20), and also,
as form conditions appearance, its use to express “ aspect ”
{2 Cor. x. 10; 1 Cor. v. 3).

The combination eipa m)s capxés is not (doubtless
accidentally) carried out in the larger Epistles (it occurs
at Col. ii. 11). But we find odpa Yuxuéy, which means
the same, for it can only be so called as ocopa capxe-
xdv, and presupposes this formula. Z&pa may be often
employed instead of 0., but ¢. can never come in place of
aépa, for o. cannot express, or even include, the concep-
tion of form. . . .

When at 2 Cor. iv. 16 it is said of the “outer man”
Siapfepérar, and this perishableness procures for man
elsewhere the name ¢Oaprés &vbpumos (Rom. i 23),
so that the odp¢ as popd characterises it, it might appear
as if we must revert to the view that o. is an expression
for human nature generally, or, as Holsten puts it, for
the conception of the finite. But when we recall the
fact that the SiagpBeipérac is expressly affirmed only of
the éw avfpumos, it is clear that the element of finiteness
and perishableness is in the first instance limited to the
body, and, whatever may be the case with the Old Testa-
ment, in Paul's case where the adp§ is pronounced perish-
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able as matter (1 Cor. xv. 42, 50, 53, 54 ; Gal. vi. 8), the
teaching seems strongly akin to the Greek or Hellenistic
conception of the principle of matter, to which perishable-
ness or non-being (uy 6v) was ascribed. What, if the
Hellenistic negativity of matter here appears? Butit is al-
leged that all this separation of an éfw dvfpwmos has with
Paul no strict anthropological value. For at 2 Cor. iv. 16
he is speaking of the redeemed man, in whom an ése and
éfw dvBpwmos may be distinguished ; but in the natural
man it has no place. We reply that there is mention of
the éow dvBpwmos also at Rom. vii. 22; and there the
discussion concerns not the redeemed, but the natural

man, who is simply longing for redemption. What is the.

“inner man ” there ?

The expression at Rom. vii. 22 is interchanged with vobs,
which must accordingly be a chief constituent of it. N.
denotes self-consciousness (1 Cor. xiv. 14), and thence all
the mental activities in which it is presupposed, and
which we comprehend under the term “understanding ”
(Perstand) ; the result of which is yryvdoreav and eidévar,
and its outcome the vénua. It is in this respect a purely
formal activity of the thinking mind, dealing with any
contents at pleasure. It is primarily the faculty which
distinguishes good and evil (Rom. xiv. 5, xil. 2). In
Rom. vii. there is clearly ascribed to it the GéAew itself;
but for the practical attitude of will resting on judgment
and appreciation and influencing life Paul uses ¢poveiv,
Ppévnpa, ¢péas.

The conception kapdia, which recurs in the New Testa-
ment with the many-sided variety of aspects which it
bears in the Old, and which Paul frequently makes use
of, is to be arranged under the category of the inmer
man; and, one might say, constitutes with Paul the inner
man directly as a whole. But, when from this it is
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inferred (by Beck, Delitzsch and Weiss) that the v. is to
be assigned to the «. as organ and classed under it, the
prominence given to it by Paul would seem to preclude its
being thus simply merged in the latter. The conception
of k. carries with it a reference to subjective feeling, to
the concrete inner life of the Ego, and, when a cognitive
faculty is associated with it, it is pre-eminently a recep-
tive one, coincident with susceptibility. It is the seat of
feeling also and of will. When «. was too indefinite for
the Apostle’s purposes, he had recourse to v.

With the terms v. and «. we have exhausted the
materials that may be applied for a view of the &ow
dvbpwros without prejudging certain controversies. On
these we have now to enter, and to discuss first how
far that division of the inner and outer man in the
Apostle’s view is justified. Fritzsche and Meyer have
long since pointed out that the formulae used by Paul
for designating these two parts of human nature were
naturalised at that time in a more or less similar form
by the usage of the Platonic school. It seems hardly
possible to avoid granting that Paul here appropriates
the language of his historical environment. But in
so speaking we do not yet decide whether he employs
it in the spirit of its philosophic authors. In reality
it is denied that he does so. And in fact when we recall
those expressions which we meet with in Paul of the o.
or . comprehending the whole man, and add to them the
. which stands in so close relation to the o. (2 Cor.iii. 3)
that it cannot be substantially different from it, the
separation of an éw dvfpwmos in any such cardinal
sense as that of Philo’s statement as to the yobs: 8s,
kvpiws elmelv, Avbpwros éoriv év avBpdre,! seems not prac-
ticable. Here we encounter the view of Holsten, who

1 Philo, de Congressu, p. 533.
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{inds man’s unit-y summed up in the notion ¢. and its
pure antithesis in the 7. ; and we are led to investigate
the latter conception. This contrast is undeniably pre-
sented at Gal. vi. 8, and still more clearly at 1 Cor. xv.
40-53, in the various attributes assigned to = and o. re-
spectively as the two poles of being. The =. is not
merely called {womowolv and identified with {wj (Rom.
viii. 2) but it is more precisely defined as = Oeol or
Xpuorov. It belongs to the nature of God, and what is
affirmed of God is affirmed of it, and conversely. Power
and might are ascribed to it. And there belongs to it
an outward nature, as is to be seen from the—it must be
admitted —somewhat fluctuating use of the conception
86£a.  On several occasions 86fa seems to denote a finer
luminous matter (Licktmaterie), which belongs to the =,
and of which the odpara érovpdrvia consist. . . . The
. is consequently at the same time expressive of a higher
materiality.

The question, What is meant by this contrast of o.
and . is answered by those who identify the o with
human nature to the effect, that it is essentially the con-
trast between man and God ; while from Holsten we
get the answer, that it is the contrast of the non-material
spiritual substance with the material sensuous substance,
orin other words of the infinite and the finite. The
former represents the Jewish-religious point of view ; the
latter that of Hellenistic dualism. In examining Holsten’s
position, we must first inquire : Can the speculative cate-
gories of Hellenism serve to express the religious cate-
gories of the Jewish consciousness thus offhand, so as to
yield unity of thought # And, to answer this, we must
attempt definitely to answer two further questions, What .
is dualism ? and how is the Jewish-religious consciousness
related to it ¥ To the former it is replied that a dualis-
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tic contrast can only be formed by two notions, which
are at the same time co-ordinate, disjunect, contrarily op-
posed ; and illustrations of this dualism and of the diffi-
culties attending the attempt to carry it out consistently
are adduced from Plato and Philo. To the second it
is replied that there is nothing corresponding to this
dualism in the Jewish-religious consciousness. The ab-
solutely transcendent place of power, which the Creator
of the universe occupies for the Hebrew, precludes the
latter from lighting on the idea of opposing to God any
co-ordinate principle or contrary opposite. He feels
himself indeed penetrated by the deepest sense of the
inferiority of all that is finite in presence of the Exalted
One, who has His throne in heaven ; but there is here
no dualism. There is merely a contradictory contrast of
the finite and the infinite, in which all “position” and
activity fall to the latter, while the notion of the former
never gets beyond the merely privative predicates of the
frail, the weak, of complete or partial non-being. While
in Hellenism man consists of a material element and a
spiritual akin to the divine, which are dualistically
separated, and are only brought to agree at the expense
of one of them, in the Old Testament man is a unity of
spirit and body, ranking with the finite under the desig-
nation basar, sometimes in intercourse with the divine in-
finite and receiving the divine revelation (Ps. xvi. 9,
Ixiii. 2, Ixv. 3; Is. xi. 5, Ixvi. 23, 24 ; Joel iil. 1), some-
times—with emphatic extension of this designation, so
as to embrace his whole being—in a relation of humblest
subordination to the Deity (Jer. xvii 5; Deut. v. 23;
Ps. Ixxviii, 39; Is. xi. 6, xvi. 16). It is clear therefore
that those two general contrasts—the Hebrew of infinite
and finite and the Hellenistic of spirit and matter—do
not, and cannot, coincide. Holsten’s view of the o. is
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neither Jewish nor Hellenistic —mot Jewish, for the Old
Testament basar may never be taken so literally as to
denote man as a purely material unity ; not Hellenistic,
for the Hellenistic category of . does not profess at all
to denote the whole of human nature, and to merge it as
a whole in dualistic contrast to the pneumatic-divine,
but confines itself only to the body-—man’s material
element.

But, while we cannot accept Holsten’s definitions, the
discussion has perhaps paved the way to our under-
standing the Apostle’s position. There may be con-
ceived, alongside of a Judaism but slightly brought into
contact with Hellenism, a third relation of the two
spheres of consciousness as possible, under which Hellen-
istic dualism may have so penetrated into a conscious-
ness originally purely Jewish, that within the framework
of Jewish conceptions there is evolved a really contrary
contrast, and the religious contrast of the finite and
infinite undergoes dualistic remodelling and consolidation
(sich dualistisch umbildet und verfestigt), with which at
the same time there must emerge a dualistic element
in the anthropology. In that case the Hellenistic cate-
gories would never be met with quite pure, but partly
alongside of a purely Jewish way of looking at things,
partly mized with the Jewish categories, perhaps even be-
coming advanced in opposition to them and thereupon in
their consequences more and more abandoning (aufhebend
und durchbrechend) that basis of Jewish consciousness
that at first appeared so pure. Is not just such a form
of consciousness apparent in the Paulinism of the four
Epistles ¢

In the sense, laid down at the outset, of ¢. as man and
finiteness we have already recognised an element of the
Old Testament religious view. Paul at times actually ex-
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presses the sense of the inferiority of all that is human by
the contrast of o. and . (Gal. i. 11,16 ; Gal. ii. 17—
Rom. iii. 20; 1 Cor. i. 29 expressly, quite in the Old
Testament manner, by évémov adrod). Reverting to the
proper signification of ¢., we find it set overagainst
. at Rom. i. 3, 4; ii. 28, 29; also at Rom. ix. 27; 1
Cor.ix. 11; 2 Cor. x. 4. Gal. iv. 23, 29. We find the
contrast advancing to the sense of what is human gene-
rally after the analogy of 1 Cor. ii. 5 (codia dvBpdmwr—
Sivaps feot, comp. verse 13); possibly also 2 Cor. i. 12
(oolo capkiki—yxdpis Beo?), although here another point
of view may emerge. We may likewise see this con-
trast in 2 Cor. iii. 6 (ypdppa—mveipa); and ¢. stands in a
more comprehensive signification as a whole aggregate of
relations of man’s outward life (the Mosaic law) over-
against 7. at Gal. iil. 3. Doubtless to some extent the
Old Testament contrast underlies the passage 1 Cor. xv.
34ff. But a characteristic element of this passage lies in
the predicates almost throughout purely privative—ex-
pressing passive weakness—that are assigned to the finite
overagainst the wvevuarixdv, and appear to denote the
nature of the dvBpwmos xoixds—of the Y. (Boa as
respects its unity as a whole. For that very reason
a dualism in the proper sense cannot be formed
from these predicates, for the o. as ¢fopd, driula,
doféveia, does not attain to life or reality as confronting
the transcendent glory and absolute reality of the =. But
the intentional accumulation of opposite attributes, and
the strict carrying out of the contrast through all its ele-
ments points, in connection with the expressed doctrino-
metaphysical and physical character of this section, de-
cidedly to the conclusion that that Old Testament reli-
gious contrast is here on the eve of becoming consolidated
into a really doctrinal dualism. The impression of such
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a metamorphosis is strengthened, when we observe that
the pith of the argument lies in the proof of differences
of matler, and that, while at verse 45, on the basis of a
Biblical citation, the whole nature of man is adduced as
proof, at verse 50 the expression ¢. ka afpa, used at Gal.
i. 16 of man generally, sinks quite to the sphere of the
mere material side of his being. And the attention here
given to o. as mere matter in contrast to «. leads us to
repeat the question, Whether the purely physical use of
the word, claimed for it at the outset, is not much more
fitted to place the Pauline conception of ¢. in analogy with
the Hellenistico-speculative dualistic category of matter,
than the other, embracing emphatically after Old Testa-
ment usage the whole man, with which Holsten makes the
attempt. It will lend support to such an attempt, if we
find passages where the o. emerges as an independent
dualistic principle, as in Rom. viil. 6, where the ¢pdimua,
the goal of an active effort of the 0., is Odvaros ; and Gal.
v. 13, 17 (the passage where, be it observed, this coneep-
tion of the o. jfirst appears in Paul and in Christian litera-
ture) where o. and =. are designated as principles, which
dAXfAots dvrikeTar, . . . . In point of fact, there are not
a few instances where the conception of ¢. is restricted
and does not cover the whole man, such as those where
man distinguishes himself as suck from his o., reckons
it not so much his Ego as his possession, speaks of it as
his (Rom. vi. 19; vii. 18; xiii. 14; 2 Cor. vil. 5; Gal
iv. 14 ; vi. 13), where the o. appears as the matfer merely
of the eépa, and this oépa Tis capkds is so far from con-
stituting man’s proper nature, that it appears as the
“ outer man” whose ScadBeipeo-far does not hinder the re-.
newal of the “ inner man,” and as a mere fabernacle to be
left, a dress to be put off, or where the cry is for deliver-
ance from the oopa Tod favdrov (Rom. vii, 24). Such a
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separation of the érw &vfp. from the éfo dvfp. must
consequently be possible; and human nature cannot be
simply coincident with the o. as sensuous-material sub-
stance.

After criticising acutely the idea of Holsten that Paul,
when entering, as in the passages quoted, on dichotomous
distinctions, simply shares the view of his time as to a
purely external relation of the spirit to the body, and
after showing that Paul’s view is not to be identified
either with the Platonic Hellenism of Philo, who presents
purely the dualism of spirit and matter, or with the posi-
tion of the Palestinian Jews, who, so far from sharing
Paul’s view of the fleshly body as a non-constituent element
in human nature, treat it as so essential that man is not
to be conceived of without it, Liidemann comes to-the ¢con-
clusion that Paul does not simply share the view of his
time, but occupies a peculiar position ranging him on the
side of Hellenism rather than of Judaism. While Paul
keeps on Jewish ground as to his use of «., he employs
o. sometimes in the wider Jewish conception as equiva-
lent to “ man,” sometimes in the narrower Greek. sense
of the earthly matter of his body. The copa oap-
xés is separable from man himself, and the category of
the éfw dvfpwmos is thus restored.

But if that is so, how does it stand with the é&ro &v-
fpomos as to its more precise definition § and in what
way is the subject proper of man to be sought init?
This question is not cleared up by the previous discussion
of v. and «., which are not so much paris as organs and
functions of the spirit ; we have to inquire, according to
Paul’s way of thinking, after a real subject of the inner
man, which acts in and through these. W¥., which has
been suggested for this purpose, cannot be taken, for

while it occasionally has—particularly in the phrase wara
2B



386 LUDEMANN ON THE PLACE

y.—the sense of the personality of man corresponding to
the wider sense of o, it elsewhere restricts itself, like the
latter, to the material-animate side of human nature;
and ite indissoluble connection with o. is a sufficient rea-
son for giving to it, as regards its idea, an essentially
external position towards human nature proper—a view
confirmed by the synonymous use of vxwds and capkuxds.
The substance of the érw dvBpwmos is to be found in that
7o m. dvBpdmov which the Apostle brings clearly enough
forward at 1 Cor. ii. 11, and which, in his view, forms
the contrast to ¢dpa in 1 Cor. v. 3; 2 Cor. vii. 34. Liide-
mann cannot accept the view of Krumm and Delitzsch,
which assigns to the =. the v. as organ of cognition, and
the «. as organ of feeling. He cannot see how one and
the same conception can be taken now as the mind itself,
now as one of the mental faculties. To Holsten’s decla-
ration that “ Paul distinguishes yet a higher element in
human nature, an ‘inner man ’ opposed to the ¢ outer,””
he replies that it is not easy to see how a ¢ higher ele-
ment ” can belong to man who, by Holsten’s account, is .
essentially only o.; or how the v., if it is only an organ
of the o.-substance, can take up an attitude of contrast to
it, as Holsten holds it to do; or how it can even be in a
position to establish the fact of its impotence overagainst
the o., if it essentially and indissolubly belongs to it.
The very possibility of a renewal of the v., to which Holsten
points as a main grourd for the distinction of . from
. Oeo?, would rather make good the essential diversity of
the v. from the o. The very concession of distinctions
such as Holsten makes breaks up with the sharpness of
a wedge that unity of the o. he had formerly laid down.
He cannot accede to Holsten’s interpretation of the 7. rod
.dvfpdmov in 1 Cor. ii. 11 as equivalent to the . rov
xbopov in verse 12, which Paul expressly denies having re-
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ceived, or of the latter as coincident with the ., which
Holsten elsewhere treats as a purely physical conception,
but here treats as something non-material, pneumatic !
He infers from 1 Cor. v. 5: iva 75 . owfyj, that it is not
to be identified with the divine ., for d¢fapoia does not
belong to it in virtue of its nature—if it still needs to be
saved, it may also perish—mnor is it to be associated as re-
spects its nature with ¢fopd, for it may be saved.

If it be asked, Whether this . belongs to the side of o.
or of 7. B¢ot, he answers : in respect of mnature to neither
of them. This 7. of man—which has its outward manifes-
tation in the odbua as the form for opposite contents of
substance, and its cognitive (gegenstindliches) conscious-
ness in the v. as the form for opposite contents of
knowledge, and lastly its reflective (zustandliches) con-
sciousness in the «. as the form for opposite contents of
experience—this . must itself be a substance so purely
capable of being determined and variously affected that we
cannot wonder, when, under the influence of a stronger
substance, it, as it were, disappears from our view. Yet
it is a necessary element for connecting the conceptions
of the anthropology. Only under the supposition of this .
dvfpdon is it possible to vindicate for man, in Paul, a
spiritual (geistigen) character, and yet withal, 1, to leave
the m. Oeov, as absolute spiritual substance, in its tran-
scendence ; 2, to take the o. in contradistinction to it
quite according to its literal sense as matter of the body ;
3, really to uphold the categories eipa, v., «., as forms for
different contents, not essentially bound to the o. It ap-
pears therefore that this conception, which brings unity
and fixity into the whole system, is directly required 15%
it, and would need to be hypothetically supplied to the
Apostle, if he had not himself presented it with such
clearness as is desirable.
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Looking back, we see in the anthropology the result of
Hellenistic influencé operating on an originally Jewish
consciousness, and manifested in the evolving of two
conceptions, that of the v., and that of the o. as bodily
matter. The abiding basis of the Jewish view manifests
itself, (1) in that, although fleshliness is recognised as not
constitutive for human nature, yet corporeality (copa) is
still retained as constitutive, as necessary for the exist-
ence of the . dvfpsmov, (2) in that we do not reach the
Platonic-Hellenistic conception of the human mind as a
m. fefov 50 as to get an absolute dualism within human
nature, but the dualistic contrast to the o.-matter is only
found in the 7. Beov. This anthropology, with its . dv-
Opdwov standing in need as well as capable of redemption in
the odpa oapkds, is oul and out dichotomous, and
thereby no longer Jewish ; but not dualistic, and thereby
not yet Hellenistic. Itis the first Christian anthropology.

The second part is entitled the Ethical Anthropology.
Here the conceptions of o. and w. take upon them the
marks of good and evil, and we encounter a conflict be-
tween the two principles—which is presented, so far as
the individual is concerned, in the utterance Gal v. 17:
“The flesh lusteth against the Spirit” and, so far as
history is concerned, in the two phases or periods, 1
Cor. xv. 46 : wpirov 70 Yuxikdy, éreta TO TrevpaTIKGY.
The first section treats of ““the o. as principle of sin, and
its relation to the conceptions . and oépa.” Here we
must hold strictly by the physical conception in connec-
tion with the mark of dp. that is now associated with it
(Rom. vii. 18: “sin dwells in my flesh”; vii. 14:
odprwves, consisting in substance of flesh—from which
seemingly mere physical basis sin is derived, for the
wempapévos trd Tiv dp. is placed as quite synonymous by
its side). Sin dwells in the flesh with a necessity of
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natural law (vduos, vii. 21, 23, 25). The views of Julius
Miiller, Ernesti, and Weiss, are reviewed and criticised at
considerable length. If o. by itself denoted a tendency
of life (Lebensrichtung), kare odpka wepiraredy would mean
“to take the direction of a direction,” and Rom. vii. 14
would be a tautology. Such expressions as: “we are
debtors to the flesh to live according to the flesh”
(Rom. viii. 12), “the flesh lusteth,” has érefuulas and
fedijpara (vi. 12, 13, 14; Gal v. 16, 17), eis dpbpuyw
79 capki (Gal. v. 13), clearly present the o. as an inde-
pendent operative principle, not as a mere “tendency of
life.” The objection, that some of the: épya 77s aapxds
in Gal. v. 17 f. have absolutely nothing to do with the
flesh as “sensuousness,” is met by pointing out the
ambiguity of the latter expression, which sometimes is
used to denote the bodily, earthly-material existence,
sometimes to signify a direction of the will and the
affections to the sensuous and its needs. We do not
need to refer all sins as such to sensuous desire ; for the
impulses of the . make their way throughout the v. and
«. ; and the classification of the works of the flesh given
by Meyer admits of the whole being traced either to the
purely bodily desire of the o., or to the v. 1ijs capkds
(sins of spiritual aberration—idolatry, witcheraft), or to
the . enslaved by the o. (éx0par . . . ¢dvor). Man thus
determined by the o. is filled throughout, saturated, by
its quality. He is gapxexds, yvxixds; and the conception
“man” may be interchanged simply with o., although it
may at times be matter of doubt whether it is the character-
istic of the Old Testament o. passive weakness, that is
predominant, or that of the Hellenistico-dualistic, sinful
energy. The two modes of view run into one another,
especially in the Epistles to the Corinthians. Holsten
holds the connection of the o. with au. to be essential
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and incapable of being done away, so that Weiss could
use no simpler argument against him than the question,
If dp. is essential to the o. as the whole human nature in
itself, where remains for Pau! the possibility of a redemp-
tion of man from sin ! Liidemann holds the évfpwros
oapkikds, or the saturation of human nature with the
quality of the o, as the de facto result of the operation
of that spontaneous sin-principle; but it is not in his
judgment essential, or constitutive for the idea of man
according to Paul. The éow dvfpomos is a domain only
occupied by sin, only conquered, and to be taken from it
again. Rom. vii. shows how the éro Grvfpwros comes to
be awakened by the vdpos wvevuaricés. The vovs—the
self-consciousness—appears in that classic passage so at
variance with the du. in the o. that du. cannot essenfially
have its seat in the v.—which wills it not, yea, rather hates
it—but only in the &. Now, as man has not given to him-
self the o., but has got it as an appointed condition of his
existence, it follows that sin is given to him without his
own action. The conception of au. is therefore to be
understood not subjectively of a direction of the human
will, but objectively of a quality (Beschaffenheit) of man’s
earthly nature. . . . The vépos is, as it were, the wedge
driven into the joints of human nature, and breaking up
the apparent unity of the &vfpwros oapkixds. The ex-
position of this subject fits into the frame-work of Rom.
vii. 7—uviii. 30. The pure objectivity of the du. in human
nature is required by the conception of véuos, and is ap-
parent from the expressions that indicate how sin is
subjectivised in man by the law—a thought which is
formulated concisely in Rom. iii. 20: 8w yop vépov
&riyvwos duaprias. The key-note of the section is Rom.
Vii. 9: fdp vexpd . . . éAfoldons 8¢ s évTodijs 7 du.
dvéf{noev. Man comes to know sin, so soon as it has
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through the évrols} come to consciousness and by its re-
action against the commandment presented itself as
mapdfagis. Paul does not expressly reflect on the free
decision of will, which for us constitutes sin, wherein
we regard the element of evil design as essential.
Objectively looked at, he indeed very decidedly denies
it in Rom. vii; but he does not propose to himself
the question as a problem proper. du. does not mean
either sin in our sense, or “sinfulness” as only the
potential ground of sin; it embraces completely the
element of actuality, and corresponds most nearly to
our notion of “evil” The maintenance of the pure
objectivity of du gives the key to Rom. vii. . . . The
entire equality of nature of the first and of all other
men is clearly enough intimated by 1 Cor. xv. 45 ff.
where the first man is described as mere . {®oa and as
xoixés, and then it is said (verse 48): ofos 6 xoixés,
TowolTor of xoixei, which is to be regarded as an axiom
of the Pauline theology. Need we supplement Rom. vii.
from Rom. v. 12ff.7 “We believe that we do not go
beyond the cycle of Pauline thought, when we conceive
of the matter thus : Upon the creation of man, when the
xovs was combined with the wvoy {wis, the o. with the y.
came at once into existence. Along with it immediately
emerged the fact, that ) du. elojAfe eis 7ov kéopov. But
this is not the only mode of the eicfjAfe. For this ob-
jective dp.—(vexpd)—° dvé{naev’ already in the first man.
Already here there was introduced a positive command
which is, (1) émiyvwoes mis dp., (2) Slvapus Tis dp.
Therefore, 7 du. karepydoaro 14y  émibvulav, and—
because o8 odk éoTi vépos, o0d¢ wapdSasis—there arose,
just because a law was there, already in Adam the wapd-
Baos, as the Apostle sharply brings out at v. 14. We
have here exactly the same state of things as at vii. 7-13.”
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The objectivity of the du. is even in Adam the causal
ground of his mapdBacis. Paul recognises as an axiom
the natural (not merely positive-legal) connection of
death with sin, which underlies the threat of the law and
the feeling thereby produced in the subject of guilt
and fear of punishment. . . . The doctrine of a stafus
integritatis is then discussed, and it is held improbable
that Paul could have adopted sucha view of the fall as we
find in the Wisdom of Solomon and Philo, linked as it is -
in their case with anthropological premisses which are
foreign to him. That Paul did not accept the interven-
tion of the devil, is inferred from a comparison of Rom.
v. 12 with Wisd. ii. 24, where ¢ the verbal accord is in
part so striking (der Worflaut so dhnlich) that the variation
can only be intentional.” Paul’s anthropological specula-
tion has purposely taken a way of its own. The first
man was like the rest; in him too was posited from the
first the o. with the du. Returning to Rom. vii. it is
held that in the state of things presented in verses 14-24
the wapaBdoes continue still, just as they broke out at
verse 9, and were full-blown in verse 13. But the inward
conditions of the rapdBacis are no longer the same as in
7-13. The process here described passes through two
stages, in the former of which the votis has the better
knowledge, while in the second it has this as well as also
the better will. We may describe as the two poles of
this development the otk éyvwv and ovk j8ev of verse 7
on the one hand, and the o 6érw of verse 16 on the
other. The process may be called the gradual (successive)
emancipation of the v. from the o. It is characteristic
of this that the Apostle at vii. 14 does not use sapxukds,
but odpkivos. The former is here a standpoint already
transcended. It was done away with the ceasing of the
ovk 58ev. The v. is already awakened and discerns the
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ground of its death-suffering more clearly in the sarkic
quality which by nature attaches to its body. But this
emancipation as only affecting the knowing and willing of
the érw dvfp. remains here in the first instance a purely
inner fact; it does not extend to action; it cannot yet
attain to the kaAév. The vépos as wvevparikds possessed
the power, and had the task, of thus awakening the v.,
estranging it from the o. and filling it with hatred
towards its bondage. But although the better willing of
the v. was already an effect of the pneumatic-divine
factor that had appeared in the law, man could not accom-
plish more by its aid. For the law was only a preliminary
manifestation of the Spirit of God, not yet the divine =,
itself; it could not introduce the period of the wvevparixéy,
but could only pave its way. The o. was the hindrance
weakening the law; the o. must be removed. The law
could go no further; it was weak through the o. But
the Apostle, before proceeding to ch. viii. which deals
with this topic, and the relief of which he partially
anticipates in vii. 24, recapitulates calmly the result of
ch. vii. in the 25th verse.

The anthropological result of ch. vii. is that the éow
dvfp. remains such an entity (#esenkeit) as was formerly
indicated, in itself quite void of contents, but fitted to
receive any determining influence. Liidemann does not
share the views of those who from different standpoints
see in Rom. vii. a proof of the originally good character of
the v. (Baur, Beck, Usteri). The distinctions wifhin man,
which vanished for us in the dvfp. gapxikds, are now
brought out in all their sharpness of relief by the inter-
vention of the law and the thereby accomplished sever-
ance of the érw &vfp. from the o. For the dualistic formula
by which Paul here expresses the struggles of the moral
consciousness he was indebted to Hellenism. We find,
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especially in Philo, the o. used just as Paul brings it in at
Rom. vil. No doubt Philo is not fond of using the word
o.—making use rather of odua, or 7o wubi, ¥Soval,
émBupiar. It is comparatively seldom that he employs
it of his own motion ; he uses it mostly when he gets it
given to his hand by the Old Testament text. But, so
far as it appears, it has the same twofold function as with
Paul, of oppressing and blunting the vods in its powers,
and of stifling and corrupting the moral consciousness.
The points of analogy and difference between Paul and
Philo in this respect are reviewed. . . . In ch. viii. the
vépos mvevpaTikés gives place to the . itself, which Paul
designates as dytov, and which liberates man from the
dominjon of the ¢. The human =. by virtue of its
neutral formal nature on the one hand, and of its belong-
ings to the genus o. on the other, is capable of receiving
the divine =. We have already seen a pneumatic ele-
ment, the véuos, enter into the human mind. So man
cannot well be left under the o. ; he must be saved from
death and sin. And this could not be done more effec-
tually than by the m. {wowowodv itself. We have first to
ask in what way and form the . enters into the develop-
ment of human history.

In the vision at Damascus God had shone into the
Apostle’s heart to give the light of the knowledge of the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ. The person,
death, resurrection, and existence in glory of Jesus were
the problems that presented themselves to the specula-
tion of the Apostle. The following is a summary of the
results of this speculation. That in the mission of Jesus,
culminating in his death and resurrection, a heavenly
factor had come into human history, was plain. Of what
nature { First of all, a pneumatic factor, as the law had
been, but a more powerfully effective embodiment of the
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pheumatic principle, yea, this very principle concentrated
in a pneumatic person. As such, the Christ who ap-
peared on earth as Jesus had already pre-existed in
heaven, with God, from the beginning of the ages.
Hence he is the immediate image of God (2 Cor. iv. 4),
for, like God, he is 7. (Rom. viii. 9, 10). God created him
as such, when He after His own image created that man
(Gen. i. 26) who, according to 1 Cor. xv. 45, éyévero eis 7.
{worotovv. Paul there names him after his emergence in
history—in which not the pneumatic but the psychic is
first,—the éoxaros ’AS¢pu. But in himself he must have
preceded his counterpart, the wpdros ’Addu, who hecame
only . {@ua, for the principle of verse 46 cannot possibly
—even apart from history—hold absolutely, and 76 Yvx:-
x6v be posited as first being generally. He was opposed
in his whole nature to the earthly Adam. . .. This
dvp. émovpdvios as eikdv Tob Ocot crealed eis . {womotovy
is in virtue of this, his essential equality with God, the
vids Oeo? (Gal. 1i. 20, al.), organ of the creation for God in
the beginning (1 Cor. viii. 6), and taking part in the
gracious guidance of Israel (1 Cor. x. 1). This heavenly
person was 6 Xpiwrds, an expression which Paul uses
throughout as a proper name. All this, therefore, Christ
was already before he came down from heaven to
become man and inaugurate the new period of the wvev-
poTiKY,

When he had become “man,” he had a oépa ocap«ds
in which, instead of the =. dvfpdmov in other men, there
dwelt the 7. Oeol, and this formed the substance of its
inner nature, the proper subject of His personality. In
that o. of course the ¢., the sensuous life, was included.
. . . But had Jesus Christ with the o. also au. ? So
far as Rom. viii. 3 is concerned, the question turns on
the import of Spoiwpa. Is it *similarity ” admitting a
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percentage of dissimilarity ? or is it ¢ likeness”? The
result of a careful investigation of the formation and
Pauline use of the word gives as its meaning “ copy ”
(Nachbildung) ; and this meaning is to be retained here :
“God sent His Sonin a copy of sin-flesh.” If weask why
he does not say merely év capxi du., the answer is simple.
In the sin-flesh of humanity, the common characteristic of
the yoikoi, the pneumatic celestial man could not at once
have a share. If he was to appear in a body of such mat-
ter, the matter had to be, as it were, formed anew for him
in accordance with the extant original of sinful flesh. If
this matter was really to be the same as that of mankind
—and this was inevitably necessary—it had to be a
opoiwpa, a copy or repetition of it. . . . If it is asked how
we have to conceive the existence of au. in Christ accord-
ing to Paul, we reply that du. is an objective quality of
the flesh-substance. . This latter, because living, is not
merely habitually, but actually sinful, where it does not
find within its sphere of operation an opposing principle
to counterbalance it. In man’s case it dominates the =.
dvfpdmov, at first without its knowledge, after the inter-
vention of the law with its knowledge, as producing mwapd-
Pacis.  But in Christ, instead of the 7. avfp., there was
the . Ocov, in which the o. from the outset encountered
a principle, which was a match for it and must during
Christ’s earthly life have, as it were, paralysed it and
kept 1t in a fettered state. In Him wapdBace:s could not
oceur, because their real ground, the du., lacked opera-
tive power. In this case it simply remained in part objec-
tive, and in part mere habitual quality of the &, But as
such it could not be wanting, if Christ was to be really
incarnate.

The object for which Christ assumed the o. op. was
(Rom. viil. 3) that God might thereby “condemn sin
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in the flesh,” that he might in the bodily death of Christ
annjhilate the é¢p. in and with the o., and thereby liber-
ate the ». That the reference here is to the death of
Christ, is obvious from other passages connecting this
destruction and liberation with the passion of Jesus
(Rom. vi. 10; vii. 4; 1 Cor. v. 7, al.), and from the mepi
dpaprias = “ sin-offering,” subjoined. The passage could
not be understood, if Christ’s flesh were not the same as
that in which sin is condemned, The blow which is
now to light on the o. would fall beside it, if Christ had not
had a real and true o. apn.  If Christ, by special arrange-
ment (Spoiwpa), shares in the human o., and thereby the
complex unity of that o. is fatally struck at one point,
its paralysis in all its parts can only be a question of
time. This effect of the bodily death of Christ presup-
poses his pre-existence as w. {womotovv ; and the continued
existence of the . enclosed in that annihilated ¢., and
its victory over the latter, are made apparent by the
resurrection, which is fundamentally important as the
necessary correlate to Christ’s death.

The next question is, How does what is objectively
accomplished in Christ’s death and resurrection obtain
effect for the individual human subject enslaved by the .2
Every one will have the answer on his tongue: by wiores ;
but the Apostle puts baptism foremost (Rom. vi. 8. ff.),
So intimate is the union of the baptized with Christ
that it appears to fall almost nothing short of a real
identification. The connection is such that what has
taken place in Christ's case (an Chrislo) is eo ipso
accomplished also in the case of the baptized. The old
man, the o., shares in the crucifixion, and the odpa
éu. of the baptized is thereby removed, cancelled. So
real and certain a thing for the Apostle is this putting
to death of the ., that it, and it only, is to him the
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guarantee for the possibility and reality of a moral
renewal. Many expositors here interpret Paul as speak-

ing “ figuratively.” Certainly he cannot be here speaking

of bodily death, but he speaks of a death which for him

has not in the least a less reality, namely of the death of the

o. as the sinful principle in man.

As an immediate postulate of the dying with Christ,
the Apostle designates the rising with Him (Rom. vi. 5).
But while we see a real ground for the dying, we as yet
lack it in an equal measure for the rising. Looking to
Rom. vii. 25, a positive change is not eo ipso involved in
the negative abeyance of the o. With the abeyance of
the o. there remains only the v, and, considering its
want of independence, it is very doubtful whether from
itself there would issue a vigorous action in place of the
previous weak ouwjderfor. In fact, a new dyeocfar is
needed to impel the human subject into the new path.
By baptism we become one with Christ, i.e., with the 7.
{womowovv itself. This «. has accordingly entered into
believers, and effects in them the rising, just as in
Christ himself it rose from the dead. At Rom. viii. 2
this new power is presented as the law (that is, the com-
pelling necessity) of the “spirit of life,” delivering from
the compulsory service of sin, and enabling man to fulfil
the Sikaiwpa 70U vépov. At Rom. viii. 4-8 the two
principles and their working are contrasted ; and still
more clearly as regards their ethical sides, du. and
Sixatooivy, at Rom. vi. 18-23.

How quite objectively the . is present in man, without
losing its self-subsistent nature, may be seen from such
passages as Rom. viii. 9, 1 Cor. iii. 16, where the Spirit
is presented as dwelling in believers—évrws 1 Cor. xiv. 25
—and other passages where the Spirit is spoken of as
given and received.  As this =, is also the m. Xpirrod, and
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indeed the Xpiorés himself, the expressions as to * put-
ting on Christ” (Gal. iii. 27) and “ Christ in man” (2
Cor. xiil. 3) refer to this; and in connection therewith
the religious relation to the risen One as “Lord” and
the most frequent designation of Him as Xpiorrds find
their explanation. The =. is now the element *in
which” all takes place. Man is wvevparixds, and there-
with &ixacos, dywos; and the more precise result of its
presence is specified at Rom. viii. 10: ““ the body is dead
on account of sin, but the spirit is life on account of
righteousness,” where the first effect is the putting to
death of the 0., for oc@pa stands here as including the
latter ; and the second is the putting of life into the .,
which must be taken of the . dvfpdmov, partly because
of the hypothetical ascription to it of the predicate
{w)—which would not be intelligible were the divine =r.
the subject—partly because of the correlative sépa.

The abstract-dogmatic description of the pneumatic
redeemed man briefly runs thus: 70 odpa (dpaprios)
vexpéy, 70 wvepba (wjh. But how stands the matter in
real life ? How is the odpa as vexpdv to be reconciled
with the o@para Ovyra (so not yet dead) of verse 11, and
with the fact that after all in verse 13 the mortifying the
works of the body is apparently left to the subject him-
self 7 Before we can answer these questions, we must
determine more exactly the sense of the “ar. {wi}.” If
. in verse 10 is the human spirit, may it be so like-
wise in verse 13, or is it the divine Spirit that is there re-
ferred to 9 Liidemann decides in favour of the latter;
but it is necessary to avoid arbitrariness, and the fol-
lowing criteria are suggested for determining whether
in the passages discussed by Holsten the reference is to
the divine or to the human . :—(1) Where something
is conferred on, or wished for, the ., which the divine
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already from its nature has, or where something
befalls the ., for which the divine has naturally no
place, this . is always the human. This rules such
passages as 1 Cor. vil. 34; 2 Cor. vil. 1; Gal vi. 18;
Rom. xii. 11. (2) When sdua and 7. are in juxtaposi-
tion, and odpa is simply to be understood of the human
" body as it appears, the . is the human. So at 1 Cor. v,
3, 4, and also 1 Cor. vii. 34, as above. (3) If again cpa
stands pregnantly—that is, of the odua duaprias or
gapkés—r., unless something intervene to hinder it, is
the divine. So at Rom. viii. 13. Rom. viii. 10 is an
exception on account of the hypothetical attribution of
the {wj. Contrasted with o., =. is always the divine,
except at 1 Cor. v. 5; 2 Cor. vil. 1. At other pas-
sages discussed by Holsten, we see with him the divine
x., with the exception of Rom. viii. 16, where Holsten
thinks the 7. fu@v is just the . vioBeoias of verse 15 ;
but how can witness be first borne to this ., that we are
sons ¢ And by whom ? By itself ? If verse 16 is clearly
only epexegesis of verse 15, so that éAdBere is explained
by cuppaprvpet, and the m. viofeaias by avrs 76 7., it only
remains for o. 7udv to be epexegesis of fjueis. This pas-
sage gives us a glimpse into the life of the wveyparixds,
showing that an intercourse subsists between his self-
consciousness and a divine element in him, of which, as
a Christian, he is aware ; and it receives confirmation
from Rom. viil. 26, and illustration from 1 Cor. xiv. in -
the distinction between the AaAdv yAdooaws, in whom
the divine =. is alone active while the v. is quiescent
(akapmos), and the wpogdyredor, who also acts under the
influence of the ., but maintains his state of reflective
consciousness.

The effect of the immanence of the =. Oed in the
human . appears as gradual heightening of the powers of
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the latter in different ways—of the powers of thought, in
an drvaxaiveois Tob veds eis 6 Soxipdfear Ti 70 GéAppa ToV
Ocot (Rom. xii. 2), the effects of which are expressed by
yvéos, Adyos, godla {the remarkable phrase *being
known of God” is only another expression for that im-
manence, 1 Cor. viil. 2, al.), and of the affections of the «.
which is the special seat of its operation, shedding abroad
the love of God, and generating the various fruits of
religious experience, peace, joy, hope, the rich harvest of
the xdpmos 700 wvedparos. . . . But all this points to
the gradual completion of a process; and what is to be
said of the o@pa vexpdy, in view of the fact that the cdpa
gapkds remains after baptism as before, that the a. does
not even appear to cease subsisting ¢ It is true that the
Apostle frequently gives exhortations which point to a
continuance of the o., and preseribe the Christian’s atti-
tude to it. But let us consider what is implied in such
exhortation. The state of Rom. vii. 23-25 can no longer
exist in the man to whom such exhortation is addressed.
It presupposes that radical changes have taken place,
that the v. has become free and strong, that the o.
has had its power broken and received its death-blow.
But the nature of the case implies that what faith in
abstract-dogmatic form boldly anticipating posits and
sees as a fuit accompli is but slowly realised (comp. the
expressions in Rom. vi. 11 ff. and Rom. viii. 13). . .

Here we have a glimpse of the distinction between the
Hellenistico-Pagan and the Pauline-Christian mode of
thought, for the former of which the conflict is continu-
ally being renewed without prospect of definitive deci-
sion, while for the latter the result of the struggle is
definitely secured by the conquest of the o. through
Christ—by the characteristic idea of redemption from the

o. which separates Paul from the dualism of the time.
2¢
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The o. is in the course of dying off; and Paul exhorts
that this process be not interrupted by any revival of its
émbvpiar.  This idea is at the root also of Paul’s freedom
from any ascetic way of regarding the sensuous nature.

But the objection may recur, whether it is not merely
the au. that is hit, while the . without it continues to
subsist # Various expressions seem to favour this view, as
at Rom. vi. 2: drefdvopev 79 dap.; at verses 7, 10, 11, 12,
I3 ff.it is always merely the du. that the death concerns ;
the ocdpa remains everywhere intact; at 2 Cor. vii. 1
we are warned against defilement of the ., and at 2 Cor.
iv. 10, 11 it even partakes of the life of Jesus. But all
this is mere seeming ; there is here also pure solidarity
of the du. with the o. . . . The position of the ¢. at all
in the mvevuarikés can only have been conceded by Paul
in the sense of an énferim arrangement, pending the
approach of the Parousia. . . . Here comes in the dis-
tinction of o. and odpe, the latter capable of emancipa-
tion from the former, though for this life still sharing its
matter ; bhaving as an organism a part in the ayidmys
(1 Cor. vii. 34), and serving generally as an instrument
for the m. Oeov in man (1 Cor. vi. 13-19; Rom. vi. 13, 19,
al.).

After a review of several passages bearing on this
distinction—such as 2 Cor. vii. 1 ; 2 Cor. iv. 10 ff.; 2 Cor.
i. 4ff; Rom. viii. 19-21, 26, 27—comes the concluding
section as to the resurrection, whereby the droAirpwos
700 gdpatos is completed, when the earthy body has
been taken away, and the cdpe wvevparikéy is bestowed.
Paul, in keeping with his conception of the o., knows no
resurrection of the flesh. He never uses the verb which
might point to an independent rising of the body, dva-
arijvat. The o. is ¢fopd, and abides in death. Nor does
he know any resurrection of the unredeemed. The
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identity of the cdua as such before and after the resur-
rection enables us to explain the apparently so confused
Pauline usage, in virtue of which he at Rom. viii. 10
calls the odpa ¢ vexpdy,” then at verse 11 contemplates
the {womoicicfar of the coua Ovyrdy, and at verse 23
again longs after the dwoliérpwois of the oGua. This
dmodiTpuats is the {womoinats, and the latter is the taking
away of the odpf-substance from the copa-form, and the
filling of the same with the mvebua-substance. . . . The
dualism is cancelled not by conciliation of its parts in
virtue of a dialectic bridging over of the gulf, but by the
violent destruction of the one principle that succumbs,
the ¢. ; and in this respect the Apostle separates himself
sharply from the Jewish consciousness, for which the o.
is, and remains, quite unobjectionable.

The third part, entitled *the Position of the anthro-
pology within the doctrine of salvation,” is mainly de-
voted to a discussion of what Dr. Liidemann calls “the
problem in the first eight chapters of the Epistle to the
Romans,” in which we deem it the less necessary to
follow him, partly because it carries us beyond the limits
of the subject with which we are here specially concerned,
and partly because the views therein set forth have not
commended themselves—so far as I know—to any one
else than their author (See pp. 48, 49, 67 and 86-89).
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B.—DR. WENDT ON THE OLD TESTAMENT
USAGE.

The following is a translation, occasionally somewhat
abridged, of the portion of Dr. Wendt’s work in which
he treats of the use of basar and ruach.

I. TuE CONCEPTION OF BASAR.

The word basar in its original and most frequent signi-
fication denotes the flesh as the muscular constituent por-
tion of an earthly animal organism in distinction from skin,
bones, blood (e.g. Num. xix. 5; Job x. 11 ; xix. 20 ; Ezek.
xxxvii. 6-8). It is so used of the fleshy portions of the
living body as well as of that which is already dead ; the
latter especially in the many passages where it appears
gither as means of nourishment in general (alongside of
bread or wine: Exod. xvi. 3, 8,12 ; Is, xxii. 13, al.), or as
the chief material for the sacrificial meals (Lev. vii. 15 ; Hos.
viii. 13, al.). This sacrificial flesh is as such called holy
(Ex. xxix. 33 f.; Hagg ii. 12), in sharp contrast to
which stands flesh from whatever cause unclean and
withheld from use (Lev. xi. 8 ff. al.); evidently therefore
the flesh in this literal sense is of itself indifferent as to
cleanness or uncleanness. The fleshy parts lend to the
body its fulness and beauty (Gen. xli. 2 ff; Dan. i. 15).

The transition to a second and extended use of the word
is found in its employment to express relation of kindred
conceived as based on community of bodily substance,
most fully in the phrase “bone of my bone and flesh of
my flesh” (Gen. ii. 23, al.), more briefly “thy bone and
thy flesh” (2 Sum. v. 1, al.), also simply in that of “our
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flesh” (Gen. xxxvii. 27 ; Is. lviii. 7). In this latter case
the flesh alone represents the substance of the body
generally ; the fuller formula is she'er besaro (Lev. xviii. 6 ;
xxv. 49), where basar as body is distinguished from she'er
as flesh in the narrower sense. Sometimes the other
chief element of the body—the bones (*¢fsem)— is also used
to denote the whole body (Lam. iv. 7 ; Ps. cxxxix. 15)
This use of flesh for body is not to be spoken of as a
real change of meaning, but as merely an extension of
use, resting on the synecdoche of the part put for the
whole. The word itself is not to be conceived as carry-
ing the general signification of animate matter of which
the body consists, so that the signification of simple flesh
would be merely a special application of the general
sense. For, 1st, no Old Testament passage can be
pointed out, where basar really means merely animate
matter in general ; and, 2nd, it is to be noted that we
meet the designation of the body by baser mainly at
places where the surface of the body is dealt with—where
the body comes precisely into view not as regards its
material substance, but as regards its organised outward
form (comp. Lev. vi. 3; xv, 13, 16; xix. 28; xxi. 5;
xxii. 6; Num. viii. 7; 1 Kings xxi. 27; 2 Kings vi. 30;
Job iv. 15; Is. xvii. 4). This latter circumstance puts
us on the more correct track, and leads to the conclusion
that the designation of the body as flesh owes its origin
not to the consideration of its materiality, but to that of
its outward appearance. Because it acquires its aspect,
shape, and colour mainly from the fleshy parts, it is
named from what is most important for appearance ; and,
as this aspect of flesh applies only to the human body
not covered by skin, feathers, or the like, it is perhaps
by no mere accident that not a single passage occurs
where basar denotes the body of an animal, while the
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word is used with comparative frequency of that of
man.

In this enlarged signification we find the flesh fre-
quently placed in contradistinction to the nephesh or the
lebh, those natural constituents of earthly living beings,
which form the seat of the higher vital and mental func-
tions, not coming under the cognisance of the senses and
not subject to the laws of outward nature (Ps. lxiii. 2;
Job xiii. 14; Ezek. xxxvi. 26 ; Ps. xvi. 9 ff. al.).

We encounter a third application in the oft recurring
phrase %ol-basar, as well as in a small number of other
passages (Gen. vi. 3; Is. xxxi. 3; Jer. xvii. 5; Ps.
Iviii. 5; Ixxviii. 39; Job x. 4; Dan. ii. 11; 2 Chron.
xxxii. 8). Here we perceive at once that it is no longer
used either of the flesh on the body, or of the whole
body taking its name from the flesh. When it is affirmed
of “all flesh” as subject, that it has corrupted its way
upon earth (Gen. vi. 12), or that on the ground of the
divine revelations of judgment it comes to know that
Jehovah is the Saviour and Redeemer of Israel (Is. xlix.
26 ; comp. xI. 5; Ezek. xxi. 4, 5), or that it comes up to
worship Jehovah (Is. 1xvi. 23; comp. Ps. Ixv. 2; cxlv.
21),it is evident that it is meant to designate not merely
the outward bodily side, but living deings generally, inclu-
sive of their inner mental nature. And the way in which
this designation comes to be thus used seems quite similar
to that in the second use of “flesh” for the whole ““ body ”
—a synecdoche by which the part is put for the whole,
and man is spoken of according to what constitutes his
outward aspect. And just as we saw formerly “bone ”
employed also for the body as a whole, so here we find
the other phrase drawn from the inner man, kol-nephesh,
similarly applied to denote not merely all souls of living
beings, but the living beings generally, inclusively of their
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bodily nature. Each of these phrases rests on a synec-
doche ; only the parts chosen to designate the whole are
different.

Now when we come to ask what are the grounds for
the selection of ““flesh” in the passages in question as the
most fitting part for such synecdochic use, the answer is to
be obtained by a comparison of the passages adduced, in
which we encounter a peculiarity common to them and
most significant. Wherever living beings are expressed in
terms of this synecdoche, they stand in a clear contrast fo
God. In the majority of the passages the designation is
met with, where God is Himself the speaker, so that in
these that contrast is already expressed, if it is not
further emphasised; at all other passages the contra-
distinction to God is sharply and expressly brought into
prominence (comp. Num. xvi. 22 ; xxvii. 16; Deut. v. 23;
Ps. Ixv. 3; cxxxvi. 25; exlv. 21 ; Job xii, 10 ; xxxiv. 15
al.). Under such circumstances we can hardly doubt
that we have to seek the main motive for this usage in
that intentional confradistinction to God. Living beings
were to be designated not simply as such, but so, that this
contrast to God should find clear expression; and that
purpose would be most readily accomplished by describing
them in terms of the part in which that contrast was
most directly apparent.

If we further ask of what nature was the contrast thus
brought out between God and living beings on earth, we
get a sure basis for a decision in the passage, Is. xxxi. 3 :
“ Egypt is man and not God, and their horses are basar
and not ruach.” The parallelism shows that the notion
of basar stands in the same relation to that of man as the
notion of ruach to that of God. But the ruach of God de-
notes—as may be here assumed by anticipation—through-
out the Old Testament not the Spirit as a separate Divine
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Person, or as the celestial substance of the Divine Being,
but the supernatural operation of power, by virtue of
which God. makes Himself known in the world of nature
and of spirit. This is confirmed by all the other passages
in which the divine ruach is opposed to the * flesh ” (Gen.
vi. 3; Numb. xvi. 22 ; xxvii. 16 ; Job, xil. 10; xxxiv.
14f.; Joel iii. 1). Here, therefore, when living beings
on earth are named flesh overagainst God, so far as He
works by His Spirit, we easily see that they are so termed
not as regards the distinetion of their substance, but as
regards their power and mode of working. That basar it-
self conveys the notion of substance, and not of power, is
certainly beyond doubt ; but this term is here applied to
them by way of synecdoche, to characterise them not
merely as possessed of this substance as such, but as pos-
sessed of the peculiar power of this substance. This re-
sult is not at all invalidated by the fact that they are so
named to bring out their want of power, their utter im-
potence ; for, whether the existence of power is to be as-
serted or denied, in any case the stress rests on the notion
of power as determining the choice of the word. And it
is easy to explain why it should be so chosen ; for it is
in the corporeal nature falling under the cognizance of
the senses, and especially in the flesh-portions which so
readily fall a prey to corruption, that the perishableness
and nothingness of man come most clearly to light,
whereby he stands in absolute contrast to God. The
word thus denotes living beings with the connotation of the
absolute weakness and perishableness of their nature in dis-
tinction from the power and living operation of God—a sense
. which we shall perhaps best express by the word “ crea-
ture ” ( Geschopf™ oder Kreatur).

This sense is vouched for by all the passages at which
this use of baser occurs. The formula kol-basar is opposed
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to the spirit of God, on which the creature depends for
existence, and the withdrawal of which involves its de-
struction (Job xii. 10; xxxiv. 14f ; Is. xl. 61f); for
this reason Jehovah is called “God of all flesh”
(Numb. xxvii. 16 ; Jer. =xxxii. 27) or more fully
“God of the spirits of all flesh” (Numb. xvi. 22).
Hence the folly of making the creature one’s arm
(Jer. xvii. 23), while they who trust in God may
not fear, because flesh cannot harm them (Ps. lvi. 5; 2
Chron. xxxii. 8). We meet with the expression basar at
passages which treat of the reverence of the creatures
confronting God’s power and majesty (Ps. 1xv. 3 ; exxxvi.
25; cxlv. 21; Zech. ii. 17; Deut. v. 23). The ¢all
flesh” recurs with especial frequency where the destroying
judgments of God are spoken of (Gen. vi-ix. ; Is.xL. 5 £ ;
xlix. 26 ; lxvi. 16 ; Jer. xii. 12; xxv. 31 ; xlv. 5 ; Ezek.
xxi. 4 al.), less frequently when the converse—the salva-
tion of the last time—is referred to (Joel iii. 1; Zech. ii.
17). At most passages the expression doubtless embraces
under it men and animals (e.g., Gen. vi. 17 ff. ; Lev. xvii.
14 ; Num. xviii. 15 ; Ps. exxxvi. 25; Is. x1. 6), but else-
where the connection shows that only men are meant (e.g.
Gen. vi. 121 ; Is. Ixvi. 23; Ps. lvi. 5 [comp. verse 12
“man”]; Ixv. 3; Job xii. 10; Joel iii. 1)—a diversity
springing from the fact that the phrase is used not merely
as a collective notion to denote the whole mass of earthly
creatures, but primarily to denote the peculiar character
(Beschaffenheit) common to them in contrast to God.

The question next arises whether, in addition to the
connotation of nafural weakness, it does not sometimes in-
clude an element of moral blame, a suggestion of sinfulness.
This question has often been answered in the affirmative
with an appeal to Gen. vi. 5 and to Ps. lxxviii. 39, In
the former passage—which belongs to an apparently iso-
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lated fragment probably first inserted here by the redac-
teur of the Pentateuch, and not specially connected with
the history of the deluge that follows—the point with
which we are now concerned is the inserted clause, which
contains at any rate the specification of a ground for the
divine judgment, rendered in the A. V.: “for that he
also is flesh,” which admits of being interpreted differ-
ently according to a slight change in the pointing of
the first word. The view recently defended by Dillmann,
who points it beshaggam, deriving it from shagag, and
makes it mean: “on account of their transgression or
aberration he is flesh, that is, still merely flesh,” is liable
to the objections, that there is no mention of sin in the
context, which speaks rather of an increase of the natural
vigour of life, that might, it is suggested, be compensated
by a restriction of its duration; that the words “still
merely” [nur nock] are imported without warrant, and the
sense assigned to flesh is drawn from the New Testament
rather than from the Old ; and that the enallage numeri in
the suffix of the beshaggam is very harsh, if not impossible,
while Dillmann’s reference of it to the “sons of God ”
lessens the linguistic harshness only to increase the dif-
ficulty of the contents, for the main matter, «the thereby
developed tendency to the sensuous,” would, as Dillmann
admits, have to be supplied. The other interpretation,
which takes it as =ba’asher gam, and renders: “for that he
too is flesh,” has the support of all the old translations.
The objections to it may be reduced to two, that the » =
asher, is foreign to the wusus loquendi of the Pentateuch,
and that the gam is altogether superfluous. The former
must be granted ; but the passage stands isolated, and
the occurrence of the ¥ in the book of Judges and even
in Deborah’s song (v. 7 ; comp. vi. 17 ; vii. 12 ; viii. 26)
attests the possibility of the form even for the older
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language. The other again las little relevancy, for the
order of the words suggests a reference of the gam to Au
and not to basar ; and the passage seems to give the ap-
propriate sense, that, notwithstanding any impression to
the contrary that might be produced by the emergence
of a Titanic race, man #o0 belongs to the general category
of the creature, and has his life not as his own and in-
capable of being lost, but as given by God and subject to
withdrawal at such term as He appoints.

In Psalm lxxviii. 39, the whole clearness and beauty of
the passage would be lost, if we should assume in the
phrase: “and he remembered that they are flesh” the
transition completed from the conception of weakness into
that of sin, as Tholuck does. Immediately before it is
said that God “covers” iniquity ; and how could it be
added that God remembers the Israelites, so far as they
are flesh, that is, so far as in their nature lies the seat
and origin of sin ? and what is to be made in that case
of the apposition to basar: “breath that passeth away and
returneth not” ? Obviously the words contain not a
reason explaining on God’s part the sin of the Israelites
from their being flesh, but rather a motive for His cover-
ing of their sin, for His forgiveness, based on their weak
and transient nature. The same motive appears at
Psalm xxxix. 14 ; ciii. 13 f; Amos vii. 25.

On the other hand, various passages in the book of Job
seem to assert man’s inability to justify himself before God,
and connect that inability with his being dust (such as
iv. 17 ; xv. 14ff; xxv. 1ff) . . . To understand the
argument in these cases, we must look at the question
not from our Western notions of right, but from the
Oriental point of view, according to which the question
of right was primarily a question of might. ¢ As in the
gate, that is, in the judicial assembly, that man is not
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put to shame in the process with his enemies, who
appears at the spot with the due number of stalwart
sons in his train (Psalm cxxvii. 5), so conversely, when
contending with God, man is from the outset and abso-
lutely in the wrong, because, confronted with God, he is
absolute weakness.” . . . The references to the frailty
and affinity to dust of man, so far from being in-
tended to explain human sinfulness, are merely adduced
to make good man’s utter destitution of right (Rechtlosigkeit)
in presence of God, notwithstanding even of possibly existent
sinlessness. Nor can the references to Levitical unclean-
ness occasioned by contact with certain forms of disease,
or with a dead body, be regarded as vouchers for natural
frailty and mortality being viewed at the same time as
moral defect. For this Levitical impurity has nothing
to' do with sinfulness in the proper ethical sense. . . . .
Nor is there any trace of an allusion to this sort of im-
purity in the conception of basar, as it denotes in the Old
Testament creaturely beings.

II. TeE CONCEPTION OF RUACH.

The remarkably varied applications of this conception
in the Old Testament find the explanation which binds
them into unity in the original signification of ¢ wind.”
Its chief marks to be here taken account of are those of
movement and of invisibility. ’

First, the wind presents itself as a moved and moving
nature-force, seizing moveable objects, sweeping them
before it, and spreading destruction. 'With the Orientals
it was regarded primarily as a destructive agency ; very
seldom is it wished for, as when it brings rain (2 Kings
iii. 17; Prov. xxv. 14); otherwise it appears every-
where dreaded, partly for its destructive power intensi-
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fied in southern climates (Job i. 19; Psalm xlviii. 8;
cvii. 25 1) ; partly for its withering effects (Isaiah xl. 7;
Ezek. xvii. 10; Hosea xiii. 15, al.). It is very often
symbol of annihilation (Isaiah xvii. 13 ; Jeremiah xiii. 24;
Psalm i. 4, al.).

As regards its other significant peculiarity of inwvisibility,
it may be judged of from two points of view—either as
unsearchable in its origin, or as immaferial in its nature.
Closely as these come into contact, they give occasion to
two very divergent chains of thought. So far as the
wind in its enigmatical origin lies beyond the sphere of
experience (Eccl. xi. 5), it is referred directly to God ; it
is God who creates the wind (Amos iv. 13), brings it
out of his treasure-chambers (Jer. x. 13 ; Psalm cxxxv. T);
determines the weight for it (Job xxviii. 25); sends,
turns, or directs it (Gen. viil. 1; Ex. x. 13, 19; xiv.
21; xv. 10; Num. xi. 31, al.). The winds are his
messengers, executing His word (Psalm civ. 4; exIviil. 8);
He is himself described as travelling on the wings of the
wind (Psalm xviil. 11) ; and it plays a remarkable part
in the passing of God before Elijah (1 Kings xix. 11), in
the night-vision of Eliphaz (Job iv. 15, “a wind,” not
“ g spirit”), and in the vision of Ezekiel (i. 4).

On the other hand the Hebrew has a vivid conscious.
ness of the fact that the wind lacks sensuous visibleness
and the other marks by which the realily of a thing
is wont to be tested. “To grasp the wind” is a pro-
verbial expression for an impossibility (Prov. xxvii. 16 ;
xxx. 4), and so ruach becomes emblem and expression
for what is empty, null, unreal, so that the sceptic illus-
trates his sermon of the vanity of all human existence
and action by comparison with the ‘ pursuit of wind ”
(Eecl. i. 14, 17; ii. 11, 17, 26, al). Under this point of
view, it may mean the very opposite of what it means
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when regarded as of divine origin; and ruach, in this
sense of windy nothingness, may form a contrast to
almost all the other significations of the word. [Of this
several interesting illustrations are given.]

With the sense of wind is immediately associated that
of breath, as bearing essentially in its invisible motion
the form under which the wind manifests itself. As the
seat of the breath are named the nostrils (Job xxvii. 3;
Lam. iv. 20, al.), or the mouth (Ps. cxxxv. 17, al.), or the
lips (Is. xi. 4), or the interior of man generally (Zech.
xii. 1; Heb. ii. 19, al.). And as the breath presents
itself as a wind in man, the wind may conversely be
apprehended as the breath of God, which issues (anthro-
pomorphically) from his nostrils (Ex. xv. 8; 2 Sam.
xxii. 16, al.). A further step makes the breath of man
appear directly as the breath of God, so that in Ps.
civ. 29, 30, rucham “their (men’s) breath,” and rucheka
“thy (God’s) breath” may be interchanged. The ruach
belongs to man, so far as it stirs and works in him; to
God, in so far as he has sent or breathed it forth.

From these combinations between the wind, the breath
of God and the human breath arise manifold, and in their
turn opposite, relations for the ruack. As the wind is
chiefly a destroying and dreaded natureforce, so the
breath, resembling in its snorting movement that of
stormy wind, gets the sense of anger (Judg. viii. 3 ; Ezek.
iii. 14; Job xv. 13; Prov. xvi. 32). God’s ruach in this
sense of blast of anger is always destructive of life (Job
iv. 9; Is. tv. 4; Zech. vi. 8, al.). Where the point of
view of impetuous movement falls into abeyance, the
process of breathing is felt to be the proper mark of all
that lives, and so the ruach becomes transformed into the
opposite sense of the creating and preserving life-breath,
which is altogether of divine origin, This life-breath of
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God it was, which moved over chaos (Gen. i. 2) and created
the host of heaven (Ps. xxxiii. 6). . . . We have seen
in discussing basar how it is the communication of the
divine life-spirit to the creature, that forms the ground
on the one hand of all possibility and power of creaturely
existence, and on the other of its entire dependence on
Grod ; it remains that we now notice the further passages
where there is not the word basar as opposed to ruach.
God forms or gives the life-spirit to man and to all that
walk on earth (Zech. xii. 1; Is. xlii. 5); by this life-
breath the creatures are made, and by it what is already
dead may be recalled to existence (Job xxxiii. 4; Ps.
civ. 30; Ezek. xxxvii.), while on the withdrawal of
the breath by God the creature falls unto death and
earth (Ps. civ. 29 ; cxlvi. 4). The basis of the conception
here clearly is, that the life-breath of the creature, as it
was in its origin a communication of God’s own breath,
returns at death to the fulness of the divine breath—
which is described as a being-gathered-in-again by God
(Job xxxiv. 14; Ps. civ. 29). The same thought occurs
in the celebrated passage Eccl. xii. 7: “The dust returns
to the earth in keeping with its nature, and the life-
breath returns to God, who has given it.” . .

To the divine ruach in man are referred all the several
states under which his life-power subsists and shows
itself. 'When impressions of terror or surprise overwhelm
man, it is said, the life-breath no longer subsists (Josh.
ii. 11 [A.V. “courage”]; v. 1; 1 Kings x. 5); under
opposite refreshing or reinvigorating influences, it is said,
that the life-breath revives or comes back (Hab. i 11;
Gen. xlv. 27 ; Judg. xv. 19; 1 8am. xxx. 12); the failing,
extinguishing, or emptying of the breath is the proper
designation for the ceasing of the vital power (Is.
lvii. 16; Ps. lxxvii 4; cxliii 4; Ezek. xxi. 12; Is,
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xix. 8, al.). The same sense of the word appears in the
phrase héir-ethruach—“to stir the life-spirit,” ie to
instigate any one (Hagg. i. 14; 1 Chron. v. 26 ; 2 Chron.
xxi. 16 ; xxxvi. 32; Ezra i. 1, 5).

In what relation does this ruach stand to the nephesh,
the soul ¢ Are the two notions equivalent, or are they
so different as to denote two co-ordinate parts of the
nature of living beings¢ There is unmistakeably
great likeness between them. The soul is treated also
as seat and centre .of the vital powers; all things that
promote or hinder the life are placed in relation to it
(Ps. vi. 4; xvil. 13 ; xxil. 21, 30 ; xxvi.' 9 ; xxxiii. 19, al.),
and the like predicates are used of it as of the ruach,
when the renewal or dying out of the life is spoken of
(comp. Ps. cvii. 5 ; Jon. ii. 8 with Ps. Ixxvii. 4 [hith'atieph];
1 Kings xvii. 22 with 1 Samuel xxx, 12 [shubk]; Gen.
xxxv. 18 with Ps. cxlvi. 4 [yafza]). But there are other
marks pointing to a not inconsiderable difference.

First it 18 to be noted that the nephesk is primarily the
seat of individuality, persomality, or self-consciousness.
Hence it is often, especially in poetic diction, merely a
fuller designation for the Ego. While other things are,
or might be, more or less common to man, each man’s
soul belongs to him as his own most special property,
which cannot be exchanged or, in the event of loss, reac-
quired. Hence it is the dearest possession that man has,
and the poets may well interchange it with “my darling”
(Ps. xxil. 21; xxxv. 17), or “my glory” (Ps. xvi. 9;
xxx. 13 (12); lvii. 9 (8); cviii. 2 (I). For the same
reason, all natural and mental impulses, in which the
individual self asserts itself, are apprehended as imme-
diate functions of the soul. To it is ascribed e.g. the
activity of longing [iwah] (Deut. xii. 15, 20; 2 Sam.
iii. 21; 1 Kings xi. 37 ; Is. xxvi. 8 £, al.); “to lift up the
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soul” is equivalent to “to desire ” (Jer. xxii. 27; Hos. iv. 8;
Ps. xxiv. 4; xxv. 1); hence in the sense of censure
nephesh probably signifies also selfish greed (Ps.xxvii. 12;
xxxv. 25 ; xli. 8). This signification of individuality so
characteristic of the mephesh is entirely wanting to the
ruach. The life-spirit is in all creatures of like character
and effect; it forms a preponderantly common mark of
living beings, while the nephesh is individual.

But this first difference is but the consequence of ano-
ther and deeper one. The ruach stands in quite a
different relation fo God than the nephesh. It is viewed
as an immediate outbreathing of God ; it is but a part of
the general divine ruach, which creates and preserves life
everywhere, and does not lose its character as such, even
when at work in an individual earthly creature. Quite
different is it with the nephesk in presence of God. No
doubt at several places there is mention of a nephesh of
God, where in manifest anthropomorphism certain ero-
tions are ascribed to God (Ps. xi. 5; Prov. vi. 10; Is.
xlii. 1 ; Jer. vi. 8, al.) ; but the soul of the creatures is
never regarded, like the ruach, as an efflux or portion of
that divine nephesh. The soul depends on God, because
it is given by God (Gen. ii. 7 ; Jer. xxxviii. 16) ; but the
life-spirit depends on God, because it is itself divine.

A third difference turns on the dissimilarity of their
fate after death. The spirit of the finite creatures returns
to God. But we nowhere read in the Old Testament of
the souls of the dead coming to God. The nephesh is by
death absolutely severed from God. When the conception
of a continued existence of the departed in Sheol, remote
altogether from the divine presence, is expressed, it is
the nephesh that is the subject of thaf shadowy sad ex-
istence (Ps. xvi. 10 ; xxx. 4 ; xlix. 15 ; Ixxxvi. 13); nay,
even the corpse, which st;a.112ds in sharpest contrast to God

D



418 DIVERSITY, NOT OF CONTENTS,

and the living spirit, may be designated as nephesh, pro-
bably because it bears, and so long as it bears, the linea-
ments of the individual personality (Lev. xxi. 11 ; xxii.
4; Num. v. 2; vi. 6; Hagg. ii. 13).

How are we on the basis of these distinctions to con-
ceive the mutual relation of ruachk and nephesh ? First,
it is plain that they do not stand side by side simply
co-ordinate, so that we can derive from them the usual
trichotomous scheme. For, as the differences exhibited
between them essentially concern their origin and issue,
which do not admit of being established by experience,
they are to be taken as diversities, not of confents and of
mode of operation, so much as of value. Further, we must
distinetly reject the view, which would regard the spirit
as the collective expression (Inbegriff) of the higher
powers that form the ground of the divine image in man,
and thereby at the same time of his distinction from the
animals consisting only of body and soul. The Old Tes-
tament does not enter upon a demarcation of human
and animal psychology ; and least of allis the ruach com-
mon to all creatures fitted to furnish the principle for
such a demarcation.

Much more deserving of attention is the view (of
Oehler) that, according to the Old Testament, the whole
man only consists dichotomously of basar and nephesh, -
while the divine ruach is the power, which by its very
union with matter produces animate beings, and then
as divine power continues to subsist in those two anthro-
pological constituents as its organs and ohjects of its opera-
tion. Nevertheless, even thisinterpretationseems to me not
admissible. If any Old Testament author applied the
two conceptions side by side in such a way as to show
clearly that he referred them to an unity of psychological
system, or if we should be led to suppose that such an
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unity of system must have lain ready to the hand of all
the authors who use the two terms, then that combination
might perhaps commend itself. But in reality there is no
ground for such assumptions. 'We may shape the answer
to our question more correctly to this effect : the two con-
ceptions denote the same quantity (Grosse), but with a dif-
ferent estimate of value, because from different points of view.
The nature of living beings may be judged in a twofold
way, either by comparison with God, or by comparison with
inanimate nature ; in the former there prevails the religious
point of view, which distinguishes what in the creatures
is earthly and what divine ; in the latter there prevails
the physical (or anthropological) point of view, which
distinguishes what in them is of material bodily nature
and what is of an immaterial mental nature. The mental
life-powers are called ruack, so far as they connect the
creatures with God and place them in dependence upon
Him ; they are called nephesh, so far as they separate
the creatures as animate individuals from one another
and from the lifeless impersonal world of sense.. A clear
confirmation of this distinction is yielded by the words
of Job xii. 10: “in whose hand is the soul of every
living thing and the spirit of all flesh of man” The
parallelism of the two portions of the verse shows that
the notions nephesh and ruach are related to one another
just as the phrases ¢ every living thing ” (kol-chay) and ““all
flesh” (kol-basar). Now, as the two latter expressions de-
note as regards contents quite the same thing, but under
the different points of view, that in the one case the living
beings are placed in contrast to inanimate nature, and in
the other the creatures in contrast to God, itis clear that
we must assume for our notions of nephesh and ruach a
diversity not of the contents, but of the point of view.
Let us turn now to the comparison of ruack with lebh,



420 RELATION OF ‘RUACH’

which at once suggests itself when we look at a new,
often used signification of our term. The passages are
quite isolated, at which ruach without addition appears to
denote the thinking activity of the mind, e.g., Ezek. xi. 5
(xx. 32), in the combination ma'aloth rucheykhem, ¢ that
which cometh up in your mind,” while elsewhere is
regularly found the phrase, ‘alah ‘al lebh (Jer. iil. 16
vii. 31; xix. 5, al.) or Psalm lxxvii. 7, where a diligent
search is affirmed of the spirit. But with great fre-
~quency we find the word ruach combined with some
designation of quality, where, generally speaking, a
definite mental state is to be characterised. This quali-
tative notion is attached to the ruach either attributively
(e.g., ruach nédhibhah, Psalm 1i. 14), or constructively
(e.g., morath ruach, Gen. xxvi. 35), or lastly predicatively
(e.g., tiktsar ruach, Job xxi. 4). The origin of this new
signification may easily be discerned. When the ruach
is spoken of as “ shortened,” what was originally thought
of was the short rapid drawing of the breath, and only
thence was it transferred to the impatient disposition
therein expressing itself; in the opposite conception
‘erekh appayim (Prov. xiv. 29 ; xvi. 32) the original sense
is more clearly apparent. Similar is the case with the
ruach kehah (Isaiah Ixi. 3), where the breath dying out
is primarily the sensuous expression of the depressed
mental state. In, the use of other such expressions as
shebher ruach (Isaiah lxv. 14), shéphal-ruach (Prov. xvi, 19;
Is. lvii. 15) that original signification has already quite
disappeared.

For most of these designations there may be shown
parallel phrases formed with lebk, e.g., “hard of spirit”
(1 Sam. i. 15) and “hard of heart” (Ezek. iii. 7), * err-
ing in spirit” (Is. xxix. 24) and ‘““erring in heart”
(Ps. xev. 10); “grieved in spirit” (Is. liv. 6) and
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“ grieved in heart ” (Prov. xv. 13); “ breaking of spirit”
(Is. 1xv. 14) and “broken in heart” (Ps. xxxiv. 19);
“a firm spirit” (Ps. li. 12) and “afirm heart” (Ps.
Ivii. 8 ; cviil. 2). Ruach and Ilebk are also found side by
side, each with such a designation of quality : as “ broken
in heart and contrite in spirit” (Psalm xxxiv. 19); “a
clean heart and a firm spirit” (Psalm L. 12; and so at
Ex. xxxv. 21 ; Deut. ii. 30; Is. lvii. 15 ; Ezek. xi 19;
Prov. xvii. 22); lastly, at the two passages, Ezek.
xviii. 31 and 4. 19, the two words stand side by side,
joined with the same attributes—a clear proof that ruach
and lebh have in all these cases a signification nearly
akin but yet not synonymous. To determine the dis-
tinction, let us first examine shortly the signification
of lebh.

The lebh is in general seat of all mental conscious
activities of living beings, especially of the thoughts,
plans, and resolutions (Gen. vi. 5; Ps. xxxiii 11;
Prov. vi 18, al); so the legbh stands specially in con-
trast to the words of the mouth or the deed of the
hands, in which the inward plans and thoughts ex-
press themselves (the former, e.g. at Isaiah xxix. 13;
Ps. xix. 156; xl 11; xli 7; lv. 22; the latter at
Ps. xxiv. 4; xxxiii. 15). But desires and wishes
(Ps. xx. 5; xxi. 3; xxxvi, 4), and especially feelings
of all sorts—of joy (Ps. iv. 8 ; xiii. 6; xvi. 9, al.); of
confidence (Ps. xxviil. 7); or of fear and apprehen-
sion (Ps. xili. 3; xxv. 17)—have their root in the
lebh. To this very comprehensive sense of the Hebrew
word, the German “Sinn” [mind] would probably best
correspond, as we in the term “Herz” think mostly of
the seat of the feelings, and besides are inclined to assume
a favourable connotation (comp. “hearty, heartless”)
which is entirely wanting in the new conception. From
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the Zebh proceed good thoughts and plans just as the bad
(e.g., Jer. iil. 17 ; Gen. vi. 5), “ to walk or speak accord-
ing to his heart” is used to describe the opposite of a
conduct willed by God (Num. xvi. 28 ; Is. Ivii. 17 ; Jer.
xxiil. 16). It is the Jebk that according to its character
gives to man the direction in which his thoughts, re-
solves, and actions move (Psalm xxxvii. 31; xliv. 19;
Jer. iii. 17 ; vil. 24 ; xvii. 5); and this especially when
it is combined with definite adjectives, intimating that
the mind of man, i.e, the contents of his activity of
thought and will, is of this or that nature, follows this or
that direction. So e.g., ydshar-lebh, he who with “up-
right mind” grasps the right thoughts, purposes, &c.,
that correspond to God’s will ; nishbar-lebh, he who, break-
ing his ““ wilfulness,” subordinates himself to the designs
of God ; “anav-lebh, he who renouncing high and selfish
thoughts readily suits his mind to the relations given
by God.

Ruach, in an analogous use, has a somewhat different
significance : it denotes not the mind, which determines
the different kinds of mental exertion and indirectly of
external action in point of confents ; but it is the energy
(Gemiithskraft) which, partly as disposition, partly as -
character, stamps on all individual expressions of the life
of feeling, as of the activity of thought and will, their
definite form. The two sides, the natural disposition and
the moral character, are for the Hebrew consciousness
not yet separated ; it is omly our later reflection that
separates them. The Hebrew conception is, I believe, most
completely covered by our [German] word “ Muth ” in the
older signification, which still cleaves to it, when used as
simple, only in particular phrases (e.g., “mir ist so oder
so zu Muthe, getrosten, traurigen Muthes sein™ ), but in
substantive and adjective compounds answers quite
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closely to those compound Hebrew expressions, likewise
without distinction of natural disposition and ethical
character (e.g., ruach kashah=Schwermuth ; ruach né-
dhibhah = Freimuth ; gobhah-ruach = hochmiithig ; shéphal
ruach =demiithig). The result, moreover, is that strictly
speaking there prevails no substantial difference between
the designations formed with ruack and those with leb?,
just because the condents of the mental activity given in the
“mind” is conditioned throughout by the peculiar form
of the ruling natural or moral tone. As between ruach
and nephesh, so between ruach and lebk there subsists a
distinction not so much of the object, as of the point of
view, of the designation.

A new and last signification of ruach presents in some
degree a blending of the most essential marks resulting
from the two already considered. In the foreground
comes here first the mark of divine origin, which had been
no longer apparent in the last discussed use of ruach.
Formerly we perceived it both in the signification of
“wind ” and in that of ¢life-spirit”; in both of which
cases there were denoted by ruach supernatural operations
of God, but yet such as we might regard as comparatively
usual and regular. But now it becomes a designation
for all the wrmusual and exfraordinary phenomena, in
which an influence of God operating on man shows itself.
It is usual, but not strictly quite warrantable, to describe
this ruach simply as the prophetic. The prophetic ruach,
which expresses itself in prophetic speech or deed, is in
reality only a single, though perhaps the most important,
specics of a far more comprehensive class of phenomena.
In all spheres of human working, physical or mental,
achievements, which in prominence of gifts and in signifi-
cance transcend the measure of ordinary human ability,
are referred to the communication of such a divine ruach.
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So the extraordinary specimens of strength of a Samson
are manifestations of the ruachk which seizes him (Judg.
xiii, 26 ; xiv. 6, 19 ; xv. 14) ; so with the successful gifts
of the ruler, especially in war (Judg. iii. 10; vi. 34; 1
Sam. xvi. 13; Is. xi. 2); so even a single wonderful act,
like the dry passage of Elisha through the Jordan, may
show the presence of the ruach (2 Kings ii. 14f). Men-
tally, all distinguished theoretical or practical ability is
proof of a ruach chokkmah ubhinah communicated by God ;
so with artists and poets (Ex. xxviii. 3 ; xxxi. 3; xxxV.
31; 2 Sam. xxiii. 2), or in men of special powers of
judgment and understanding (Gen. xli. 38f ; Deut.
xxxiv. 9; Is. xi. 2; Prov. i. 23; Job xx. 3, al). But
especially are gifts in the religious sphere, which can
least of all be understood from merely natural presupposi-
tions, a manifestation of such a God-sent ruach, whose
organ is the nabhi and whose effect is the nibba or hithnab-
bz (Num. xi. 25 ff. ; 1 Sam. x. 6, 10; Is. Ixi. 1; Ezek.
xi. 5; Joel iii. 1 £; Mie. iii. 8; 1 Chron. xii. 18;
2 Chron. xv. 1, al). Accordingly the revelation of
God in the Torah, as well as all further witness
of God among the people on the basis of the Torah,
has taken place in the divine ruack through the
medium (béyadh) of the prophets (Zech. vii. 12 ; Neh.
ix. 20, 30).

The predicates used of this extraordinary divine ruach,
which we may briefly hereafter designate as the #ran-
scendental, are: labhash, “to put on” (Judg. vi. 34; 1
Chron. xii. 18, al.), tsalach-al, “to fall upon” (Judg. xiv.
6,19; xv. 14 ; 1 Sam. x. 6, 10, al.), nuach, not *to rest,”
but “to settle itself” (Num xi. 26f.: 2 Kings ii. 15;
Is. xi. 2), mille (Ex. xxxi. 3; xxxv. 31; Mie iii 8),
hayah ‘el (Num. xxiv. 2; Judg. iii. 10; 1 Sam. xix. 9,
20 ff,, al.). When God is named as communicating sub-
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ject, there is used nathan (Is. xlii. 1 ; Ezek. xxxvi. 27;
xxxvii. 14) or stm (Num. xi. 17 ; Is. Ixiii. 11) or shaphakh
(Joel iii. 1 f.; Zech. xii 10; Ezek. xxxix. 29). Two
main marks of our ruach may be recognised from these
predicates.

[The substance of what follows is sufficiently indicated
in the text, pp. 122-126.]

C.—CONSPECTUS OF THE FACTS OF
PAULINE USAGE.

The facts, readily accessible for reference through the
excellent Concordance of Bruder or the smaller volume of
Schmoller, are brought together and classified in the seve-
ral lexicons of New Testament Greek, especially in those
of Grimm and Cremer. But it may be convenient for
the reader to have them presented here at one view with
a reference to the chief passages falling under each group
or illustrating each variety of meaning. My object here
is simply to tabulate, not to discuss, them. For a fuller
statement I may specially refer to the new (third) edition
of Dr. Cremer’s Biblisch-Theologisches Wirterbuch der Neu-
testamentlichen Gréicitéf, which has just been completed,
and has come into my hands as these Lectures were being
passed through the press. The article on odpf in parti-
cular, to which T should have been glad to have had
earlier access, has been so greatly enlarged—in no
small degree under the influence of Dr. Wendt'’s
investigations—that from the four pages devoted to



426 FACTS AS TO ‘SARX.

it in the second edition it has grown to eleven in the
third.

The following are the chief uses recognised by lexico-
graphers in the Epistles of St. Paul as to

1. Zapé.

A. Flesh proper, caro, substance covering the bones,
1 Cor. xv. 29 (the only Pauline passage where o. is used
of the other creatures) ; associated with doréa at Eph. v.
30 ; but the words there are of doubtful genuineness.
Kpéas used of dead flesh : Rom. xiv. 21; 1 Cor. viii. 13.

B. The body itself, designated (by synecdoche of part
for the whole) from the flesh as its main substance and as
characterising it : 1 Cor. vi. 16; vii. 28 ; 2 Cor. iv. 11;
vii. 5; x. 3; xii. 7; Gal. ii. 20; iv. 13; iv. 14 ; Eph. v.
29; Phil.i. 22; 1. 24; Col. ii. 1; as also Rom. ii. 28;
Eph. ii. 11; Gal vi. 13; Col. ii. 13 ; Phil. iii. 3, 4. But,
as in several, if not most, of these passages it may be
doubtful whether the Apostle’s choice of the term does
not rest on the value associated with it under his more
general point of view, Cremer rightly urges that it ought
to be translated flesh,” and not to be rendered as
“body.”

C. The medium, in and through which the natural re-
lationship of men manifests itself as regards descent, fa-
mily and national affinity—the obvious dond of community
between them [based on Gen. ii. 23, 24, quoted at 1 Cor.
vi. 16 and Eph. v. 31: €s odpra piav}; Gal iv. 23, 29;
1Cor. x. 18 ; Rom. i. 3; ix. 3, 8; xi. 14; Eph. ii. 11;
Philem. 16.

D. Human nature designated from the common visible
form in which it appears: Col. i. 22; 1 Tim. iii. 16.
Akin to this is the use of o¢. in the phrase wdoa
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odp§, reproducing the Hebrew kol-basar: 1 Cor. i. 29;
Gal. ii. 16 ; Rom. iii. 20. The same idea is more fully
expressed by the association of the blood as vehicle
of life with the odpf in the phrase (Matt. xvi. 17) odpf
xai afpa; 1 Cor. xv. 50; Gal. i. 16; Eph. vi. 12.

E. The natural state, or natural sideof man, as contrasted
with his Christian state or pneumatic side—an ethico-
religious conception in which o, appears interchangeable
with dvfporos or with malads dvfpwros, in specific
contrast to wvedpa, and in close association with sin: 1
Cor. iii. 3, 4; Rom. vi. 6, 19; viii. 4-13; 2 Cor. x. 3; i.
17; Gal. iii. 3; v. 13; v. 16-26; vi. 8; Rom. vii. 17,
18,25 viii. 3 ; Col. ii. 18, 23, al.

The Apostle uses two, adjectives derived from odpf—
gapkikds and adpkeves, although in consequence of their
similarity in form and affinity of meaning there is some
variety of reading in the MSS. and some doubt as to the
reading to be preferred.

Sdpriwvos—composed of flesh, fleshy, is undoubted at
2 Cor. iil. 3, where it is to be taken in the strict literal
sense ; and it probably deserves the preference at Rom.
vii. 14 and 1 Cor. iii. 1.

Saprikés—belonging to the flesh, fleshly, is employed
(a) in reference to the o. put for the body in Rom. xv. 27
and 1 Cor. ix. 11, and (b) in reference to the o. a3 human
nature per se in contrast to God, at 2 Cor. x. 4.

2. Zoua.

S@pa is the general term for “body,” as’ an organism
composed of parts or uély, and serving as organ for the
yYuxi} or Tvebpa with which it is associated. It is used
(@) in the proper semse, at the locus classicus, 1 Cor.
xii. 12-26, where the word occurs sixteen times; 1 Cor.
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xv. 35 ff.; Rom. vi. 12; viii, 13; xii. 4; 1 Cor. v. 8;
vi. 18; vii. 34; 2 Cor. v. 6, 8, 10; ix. 27; x. 10; Phil. iii. 21;
Col. i. 22; ii. 11, al.; (b) in a figurative sense, of the Church
as the body of Christ: 1 Cor. xii. 27 ; Rom. xii. 5; Eph.
1. 23; Col. i 18 ¢t al. (especially frequent in the Epistles
to the Ephesians and Colossians).

3. Ilvevpa.

A. The breath, ankelitus narium: 2 Thess. ii. 8. [Hence
naturally transferred, in classical Greek and in other
Biblical books, to denote the vital principle—anima qua
vivitur ; but this physiological sense is not found in St.
Paul.]

B. In the psychological sense of the spirit or mind of
man, the inward self-conscious principle which feels,
thinks, and wills: 1 Cor. ii. 11; v. 3; vil. 34; Col ii. 5;
accompanied by a personal pronoun in the genitive:
Rom, 1. 9; viii. 16; 1 Cor. v. 4; xvi. 18; 2 Cor. ii. 13;
vii. 13; Gal. vi. 18; Phil. iv. 23 ; 1 Thess. v. 23 ; Philem.
25 ; 2 Tim. iv. 22.

C. Of the spiritual nature of Christ: 1 Cor. xv. 45;
1 Tim. iii. 16 [Rom. 1 4 7).

D. (Most frequently in the special sense of) A divine
power or influence belonging to God, and communicated
in Christ to men, in virtue of which they become wvev-
parikol s 1 Thess. iv. 8; Gal iv. 6; Rom. viil. 9. It is
designated as:—

(@) mvelpa Beot: 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11, 12, 14 ;iii. 16 ; vi. 11;
vii, 40; xii. 3; 2 Cor. iii. 3; Rom. viii. 9, 11 (bis), 14;
Eph. iii. 16.

(b) mvetpa Xproroti: 1 Cor. ili. 17, 18; Gal. iv. 6; Rom.
viii. 9; Phil. i. 19.

(¢) mvebpa dywov: 1 Thess. 1. b, 6 ;iv. 8; 1 Cor. vi. 19;
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xii. 3; 2 Cor. vi. 6; xiii. 13; Rom. v. 5; ix. 1; xiv. 17 ;
xv. 13, 16, 19; Eph. i. 13; iv. 30; 2 Tim. i. 14; Tit. iii. 5.

(d) wvebpa with, or without, the article, but with its defi-
nite reference to the =v. Geo? or mv. dywov clearly indicated
by the context: 1 Thess. ii. 13; 1 Cor. ii. 4, 10, 13; xii. 4, 7,
8,9 (bis), 11; xii. 13; 2 Cor. i. 22; iii. 8; v. 5; Gal. iii.
2, 5, 14; v. 16, 18; Rom. viil. 16, 23, 26, 27; xv. 30;
Eph. iv. 3; vi. 17; Phil. ii, 1; 1 Tim. iv. 1.

E. A power or influence, the character, manifestations
or results of which are more precisely defined by quali-
fying genitives: 1 Cor. iv. 21 and Gal vi. 1 7. mpadryros;
2 Cor. iv. 13 7. wiorews; Rom. viil. 2 7. {wijs; 15 =
vioBeoias ; Eph. i. 17 7. godlas xal droxalifews; 2 Tim.
L 7 m Svvdpews kal dydmys xal cwppoviouod ; or, in the
absence of any such adjunct, are to be gathered from ex-
press or implied contrast: e.g. Gal. v. 5, 25 ; Eph. v. 18.
In several cases w. is contrasted with ypdupa: Rom.
i 29; vii. 6; 2 Cor. iii. 6; and in numerous others
with odpf ; especially at Gal. v. 16-24 and Rom. viii. 1-13.

F. The plural wvedpara, used of the xaplopara or spiri-
tual gifts: 1 Cor. xiv. 12, or of the persons who are or
profess to be under spiritual influence : 1 Cor. xii. 10.

G. Powers or influences alien from, or adverse to the
divine . are designated by the same term with some
qualifying adjunct; 2 Cor. xi. 4 m. &epov; 1 Cor. il 12
. kbopov; Rom. viiL 15 . SovAelas; xi. 8 . karavifews;
Eph. ii. 2;2 Tim. i 7.

IIvevpaTikds, belonging to, or characterised by, wvevua,
i.e. the divine ., is applied (a) to things: 1 Cor. ii. 13;
ix. 11; x. 3, 4; xii. 1; xiv. 1; xv. 44, 46; Rom. i 11;
vil. 14; xv. 27 ; Eph. i 3;v. 19; Col. i. 9; iii. 16 ; ()
to persons: Gal. vi. 1; 1 Cor. ii. 13; il 1; xiv. 37. Ilvev-
pamikds ocecurs at 1 Cor. ii. 14. [The expression ta
mwvevpaTikd Tis Tonpias, Eph. vi. 12, seems related to the
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use of mveipa elsewhere in Scripture, but not with Sf.
Paul, to denote spiritual existences or powers higher
than man, but inferior to God—whether angels or
demons.]

4. Tuy.

A. The individual life, the seat of the personal Ego;
1 Thess. ii. 8 ; 2 Cor. 1. 23 ; xii. 15 ; Rom. xi. 2 ; xvi. 4;
Phil. ii. 30.

B. The subject of the life, the person in whom it
dwells, named o parte potiori: 1 Cor. xv. 45 ; Rom. i1, 9;
xiii. 1.

C. The mind as the sentient principle, the seat of
sensation and desire, the soul: Phil. i. 27; Eph. vi. 6;
Col. iii. 23. Associated with wvebpe and odpa at 1
Thess. v. 23.

The adjective Yuxikds (in contrast to mvevparikds):
1 Cor. ii. 14 ; xv. 44.

5. Kapdia

Is throughout the inner ceniral seat and organ of the
personal life in man, regarded in and by himself, and so
almost constantly accompanied by the genitive of the
possessive pronouns pov, oov, avTol, Hudv, Yudv, abrov.
It represents the Old Testament lebk and is more com-
prehensive in meaning than our “heart”: 1 Cor. ii. 9;
iv. 5; xiv. 25 ; Rom. i, 24 ; ii. 29 ; viii. 27 ; 1 Thess. ii. 4;
contrasted with oréua: Rom. x. 10; 2 Cor. vi. 11; with
mpéowmov : 1 Thess. ii, 17 ; 2 Cor. v. 11 ; appearing as the
seat of intelligence: 2 Cor. iii. 15; iv. 6 ; Rom. i. 21 ;
Eph. i. 18; iv. 18; as the receptacle of impressions :
Rom. ii. 15 ; 2 Cor. iii. 2 ; as the seat of moral choice and
decision : 1 Cor. vii. 37 ; 2 Cor. ix. 7 ; Rom. ii. 5 ; as the
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seat of feeling and emotion: 2 Cor. ii. 4 ; vii. 3 ; Rom. ix.
2; Phil i. 7 ; as the source of actions which take thence
their character : Rom. vi. 17; Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii. 22 ;
1 Tim. i. 5; 2 Tim. ii. 22; as recipient of the divine
myvevpa : Gal. iv. 6; 2 Cor. i. 22; Rom. v. 5; Eph. iii. 16;
as the object of the various operations of the divine
influence : 1 Thess. iil. 13 ; 2 Thess. ii. 17 ; iii. 5 ; Eph.
vi. 22 ; Col ii. 22 ; Phil iv. 7 ; as the seat of faith : Rom.
x. 9; and as the inward organ of spiritual praise : Eph.
v. 19; Col. iii. 16. Kapdia=érw &vfpwmos : Eph. iii. 16.

6. Novs.

A. The mind as consciously exercising its reflective
faculty and pronouncing moral judgment: 1 Cor. xiv.
14, 15, 19 ; Rom. i. 28 ; vii. 23,25 ; xii. 2; xiv. 5; 1 Cor.
v. 10; Eph. iv. 17 ; Phil. iv. 7 ; 2 Thess. ii. 2; 1 Tim. vi.
3 ; 2 Tim. iu. 8; Tit. i. 15.

B. As applied to God or Christ, it denotes, aftér human
analogy, the divine counsels or purposes that are the
result of the divine thought: Rom, xi. 34; 1 Cor. ii
16 (bis).

At Eph. iv. 23 occurs the peculiar expression 7¢ wved-
patt 700 vods, and at Col. il. 18 7o vods s odpros. [See
Appendix E.].
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D.—DR. WENDT ON THE ARGUMENT OF 1 COR.
XV.35Fr. AND 44 F. '

(P. 191 and 250.)

According to the view of Holsten and the inquirers
associated with him, the whole discussion of the Apostle
in this passage turns on the conception of substance.
The opponents, whom Paul combats, had drawn their
argument against the possibility of a resurrection of the
dead from the sarkic substance of the present human
body. Their first premiss had been that the risen must
at any rate have an organism, a ¢®pa, for which an or-
ganised substance is requisite ; their second premiss was
that the sarkic substance, of which men are composed,
could confessedly not rise ; thence they had concluded
that no risen o@puae, and consequently no rising of the
dead at all, is? conceivable. This conclusion has, of
course, only a meaning, if with the second premiss there be
tacitly implied either the one presupposition, that there
cannot be a substance of another kind than the earthly-
sarkic, or else the other presupposition, that identity be-
tween the dead and the risen must take place through
the oGpa of the latter containing the substance of the
former. As Paul concedes the correctness of the two
chief premisses of his opponents, but nevertheless does
not acknowledge the conclusion thence drawn, it follows
that he must turn against the two tacit presuppositions
which condition their mistaken conclusion. The latter
of these presuppositions Paul refutes in verses 36-38 ; it
is not at all necessary, he says, that a resurrection should
take place only on the basis of there being an identity
between the substance of the risen and that of the dead ;
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on the contrary, the analogy of the plant-world shows
that the naked seed-germ obtains quite a new substantial
organism ; and so God may communicate to the resur-
rection-germ of the dead man an organism, whose sub-
stance has nothing to do with the substance of the dead
sarkic organism. But the former presupposition must
also be invalidated, namely, that no other substance than
an earthly sarkic one is possible ; and this is alleged to
be done by the Apostle in verses 39-41 through the fol-
lowing argument : As on earth the material substance in
different animal organisms is different (verse 39), so are
heavenly and earthly bodies substantially differentiated
from one another, inasmuch as the heavenly bodies consist
of a heavenly light-substance (verse 40), and in their turn
on the ground of the very diversity of this light-substance
present a different appearance or 806fa (verse 41). I must
confess that this second part of the argument neither
satisfies me thoroughly as to its contents, nor appears to
be even outwardly expressed with clearnessin the verbal
tenor of the verses mentioned. At the best, Paul would
only have repeated the assertion, the accuracy of which
was the very thing denied by his opponents. In the
first place, it is not at all easy to see what he would at-
tain by the adduced analogy of the diversified substance
of animal organisms on earth. Possibly, his opponents
might take exception to the fact itself, seeing that it is
at any rate not easily perceivable, and it is not added by
Paul himself, wherein such substantial differences consist.
And then, even conceding the correctness of this fact, it
might be objected that it was not relevant to the ques-
tion in dispute, for the point under discussion was not
whether there are different substances within the circle of
the odpf, but whether there are different substances out-

side of the odpf; with the utmost substantial diversity
2E
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of sarkic organisms one from another, they still retained
the decisive substantial unity expressly owned by Paul,
that they belonged, all of them, to the odpf, and the
question now was merely whether, alongside of this
adpf, there could exist another substance for organisms.
The proposition in verse 40, therefore, which was to be
inferred from verse 39, and which it could not but -con-
cern the Apostle above all to prove—that, namely, there
are heavenly organic substances beside the earthly—
remained in fact for the opponents just as improbable
after as before. And if we now look at the very words
of the text, it is obvious that it cannot have been at all
the design of Paul to put forward the substantial diver-
sity of sarkic organisms as a proof or analogy for the
possibility of non-sarkic organisms. Had the Apostle
wished to express the thought which Holsten (p. 375)
thus formulates : “as already, here on earth, the material
substance of animal organisms is diverse, so are heavenly
and earthly bodies distinguished as regards their sub-
stance,” he would doubtless have begun the first clause
of verse 40 with a sharply pointed otirws. This, however,
he has not done; but on the contrary, his declaration
that there are bodies of heavenly substance is by a simple
xaf attached to the preceding clause as an intreductory
presupposition for the chief thought following there-
after (verse 40 b.-41), which is here, just as in verse 39,
brought into prominence by a prefixed dAAd. And what
is expressed in this chief thought? Is it that the hea-
venly bodies are different as respects substance as well from
earthly bodies as from one another? By no means ; but
we are told that the heavenly bodies are distinguished
from earthly bodies and from each other as regards 86fa—
aspect.  For, when Liidemann (p. 8) renders 86« simply
by ¢light-matter,” he attributes to the word a sense
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which would doubtless be very suitable for the connection
of his views, but which the word withal has not. Hol-
sten translates more cautiously: appearance of light-
substance ; on which we have merely to remark that
the more precise definition “of light-substance” added
by Holsten, which necessarily was of decisive importance
for the connection of the Pauline thought, is nof added
by Paul. The word &fa simply signifies appearance
alone or, as the case may be, ¢ brilliant appearance ” ; but
that this appearance issues from a light-substance, is a
synthetic judgment which is not at all contained in the
notion of 86fa itself. We should therefore reach the re-
sult, that Paul would not have touched at all the proper
difficulty of his opponents ; he first adduces an analogy
of such substantial diversity as can prove very little for
the substantial diversity of quite another kind that is
sought for ; then he annexes the chief point doubted of
in some measure as a conceded presupposition, in order
at length to speak of a diversity of appearance, which
was not at all in question. The starting-point of the op-
ponents was, according to Holsten’s statement, the sarkic
substance of the present body; the goal which the dis-
cussion of Paul reaches is not, however, as Holsten
says, the heavenly light-substance of the resurrection-
body, but the aspect of the resurrection-body, assuming
it to exist in heavenly light-substance. That starting-
point and this goal do not, therefore, duly correspond
with one another.

In view of these perplexities we shall the rather be
induced to attempt an explanation of our section on the
footing of assigning to the word odpf a. signification
which has its analogies in the usus loguendi of the Old
Testament, of the LXX., and of the other New Testament
writers ; i.e, we shall no longer apprehend odpf as
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¢ earthly animated matter,” but instead of this nofional
extension of the original sense of the word shall assume
the mere extension of use, according to which the word
“flesh ” is synecdochically employed to denote the whole
body, and that not only so far as it is material, but also
so far as it is organised. The meaning of our passage
becomes thereupon not immaterially altered ; the investi-
gation turns no longer on the question what substance,
but on the question what form, what aspect, the risen will
have. The question of the opponents: woly odpare ép-
xovrac; signifies not ¢ Of what material will these bodies
consist ?” but rather ‘* What organisation will they
have?” The subject of doubt is not the possibility of
the existence of a heavenly material (Sfoffes), but the pos-
sibility that this material, which at any rate is quite of
another sort than earthly matter, should not be fitted to
become in a similar way somatic organ for a risen wvetpa
as here on earth the body is organ of the yvy: . This
doubt arises in the minds of the opponents from the cir-
cumstance that they cannot form a clear conception to
themselves how such a body of another kind would look ;
on account of this impossibility of clearly conceiving the
thing, they deny the possibility of the thing itself. Psy-
chologically such doubt is quite intelligible ; the man who
does not think philosophically acquiesces in the declara-
tion of a thing which he realises in his mind’s eye (welche
ikm anschaulich ist), and asks no further as to the possi-
bility of its origin and subsistence; whereas mere notional
discussions can only with difficulty convince him of the
possibility of a thing, so long as it cannot be in any
way brought before his mind’s eye (eur dnschawung).
Against such narrow-mindedness (dppwy verse 36),
which on account of its own subjective incapacity to
conceive a thing thinks that it may be allowed to deny
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the objective existence of the thing itself, the Apostle
turns with his elucidation. He proves first, by the adduced
analogy of plants, that the necessity of thinking of the
resurrection-body as organised in quite a different way
from the earthly body, and that in a way such as we
cannot infer from the shape of the earthly body, contains
nothing at all improbable; for the plant-germ in like
manner receives an entirely new organism, the nature
and shape of which cannot at all be inferred from the
seed-grain deposited in the earth. And then the Apostle
points to the singularly great variety of organisation in
the case of all the bodies which fall within our experi-
ence, in order to show that there cannot fairly be any
difficulty in assuming a new and different organisation in
the case of bodies that do nof fall within the vision of our
experience (unsere anschauliche Erfakrung). Thus above
all verse 39 now gains a clear meaning ; odp{ here de-
notes simply the body of an earthly living being, inclu-
sive of the bodily form ; only in respect of this form
are earthly bodies different one from another; and to
draw attention to this diversity of organisation was
immediately in the interest of the Apostle’s proof. But
as between the earthly bodies cognate to each other dis-
tinctions of organisation take place, so such distine-
tions likewise occur between the earthly and heavenly
bodies foreign to each other; and the heavenly bodies
themselves in turn are different one from another as to
their form. We do not therefore need either to suggest
for the word 84fa in verse 40 f. a heterogeneous sense, or
to supply the chief conception to it ; on the contrary the
“argument of the Apostle turns precisely on the notion
of appearance, of aspect, and on nothing more. The cor-
respondence desiderated above between the starting-point
of the opponents and the goal at which Paul arrives
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seems to me to be in the fullest compass secured by
this explanation.

On 1 Cor. xv. 44 ff. Wendt refers to the explanation
which we have just given, and proceeds :—

Paul had been engaged in discussion with his oppon-
ents as to the new form and organisation of the body, in
which the risen must be conceived, and had proved to
them that this newness was no argument against its
possibility. Now the Apostle takes a further step and
shows that the complete diversity of appearance between
earthly and heavenly bodies is grounded on the complete
diversity of the whole (gesammien) nature in the state
before and in the state after the resurrection. He first
concisely puts forward three points, in respect of which
earthly beings are distinguished from the risen, namely
in respect of their duration ($0opd—adfapaia), in respect
of their value (dripuio—=86£a), and in respect of their power
(dobéveca—aivaus). To this he adds as a fourth point,
of distinction, that the former have a viua Yvyikdy, the
latter a odua wvevparikédy. What is meant by this dis-
tinction ? Those theologians who think that the whole
explanation of Paul in this section turns on the notion
of substance and on the substantial diversity between
earthly and heavenly bodies, explain in keeping there-
with the adjectives wvevuarikdy and Yruxwdv as designat-
ing on the one hand the heavenly light-matter, and
on the other the earthly, psychico-sarkic matter of the
oépara, But against this mode of apprehending the
distinction we may urge the following considerations.
The analogy of 1 Cor. ii. 14 shows us that the adjective
Yuyikds is used of a being in which there dwells as
mental (geistige) power an earthly vy, while the ad-
jective wvevparikds, when put in contrast to it, is used of
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a being in which dwells the divine Spirit. According to
this, at our passage the oGua Yvxiuxdv signifies a body
which encloses an earthly vy, and the odpa Tvevparikéy
a body in which a divine wvebpa fills the place of the
earthly Yuy».1 The thoughts of Paul move here not in
the categories of form and substance, but in the categories
of substantial form and mental (geistigen) contents ;2 the
conception o@pa denotes the bodily organism, the
substantial diversity of which in heavenly and earthly
bodies is not at all thought of (garnicht reflektirt wird) in
our words; and the conceptions yvyixés and wveyparicds
denote the mind-power (Geisteskraft), either creaturely or
divine, which animates the bodily organism. Although
the yYwvx7} does not come into view here, as in ii. 14,
directly as human organ of cognition, it is clear withal
that we may not except this faculty in any case from the
Yux? ; it is here a brief designation for the whole com-
pass of the non-corporeal side of the earthly man. For
the fact that man’s earthly mode of existence is really
thus definitely characterised by the vy in distinction
from the heavenly mode of existence in the resurrection-

IThere does not seem to me much force in the objection of
Weiss (Bibl. Theol. d. N. T. p. 242) to Wendt’s view of sdpua
Yuxikbv—viz. that, when the o@ua oweiperar, i.e. is laid in the
grave, the soul has already ‘‘ departed from the body,”—because
the Apostle is speaking of what had been the characteristic mark
of the body now laid in the grave, as contrasted with what was
to be its character when raised. If the words are to be thus
strictly construed, it is clear that the body as ¢ sown ” could no
longer be called yuyuxév in any sense, when the Yux had left it.

2] render the passage literally, though I do not like the expres-
sion ¢‘substantial form.” Moreover, while the German language
labours under occasional disadvantage from the use of Geist to de-
pote both “spirit” and “‘mind,” the English has no word reproduc-
ing exactly the force in such a case as this of the German ‘geistig.’
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state, the Apostle now appeals to the expression in the
beginning of Genesis (ii. 7): ¢ the first man Adam became
a living yvx4.” To him it appears to be not without sig-
nificance that at this important passage precisely the
expression “soul” is used and not “spirit”; he sees
therein a veiled antithetic reference to the second Adam,
whose divine nature is characterised by the fact that he
is life-making wvebpa. And only now, after the distine-
tion set up between a psychic and pneumatic mode of exis-
tence has been applied (ausgefiihrt ist), the Apostle comes
at the close to point also to the diversity of substantial
constitution (Beschaffenkeit) of the bodies here and here-
after, attaching it to the comparison between the first
and the second Adam (verse 47 f); the former is of
earth, the latter is of heaven, so are those associated
(Genossen) with Adam earthy (xoixof) and those associ-
ated with Christ heavenly (émovpdiior). But on this
very occasion it comes once more very clearly to light
that the whole discussion of Paul has for its subject not
the diversity of substance, but the diversity of form and
shapein the case of earthly and risen beings. For here at
the close, when for the first time he brings expressly into
prominence the diversity of substance, it serves him
withal merely as a further proof, that the appearance of
the risen is other than the appearance of those living
on earth: “and, as we have borne the image of the earthly
(man), so shall we also bear the image of the heavenly ”
(verse 49). Thus, very far from wishing to establish
the diversity of substances through the diversity of forms
of appearance, the Apostle rather pursues the converse
course, and reaches the goal to which his argument,
starting from the doubting question of his opponents,
had from the outset tended.’
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E.—ON THE MEANING OF EPH. IV. 23.
(Note to page 212.)

The peculiar expression here used dvaveoiofar ¢
mvelpatre Tob vods udy, which places mvebpa in an unique
relation to vovs, has occasioned some difficulty to ex-
positors.  Several explanations have been suggested.
Augustine took the genitive by way of apposition : ¢ the
spirit which is called mind,” but this may be at once set
aside as inadequate and improbable. Many have been
disposed to construe the genitive as possessive, and to
regard wvebpa as the dative of the instrument : by the
Spirit which the vofs is endued with ”—the divine Spirit
dwelling in it as the source of renewal. Bishop Ellicott
adopts this view as consonant with the predominant
usage of Secripture as regards wveipa, and complains of
the strong language in which Dr. Eadie has described it
as “an evident error” and a “blunder.” But, while it
is true that mvebpa would naturally receive this interpre-
tation if standing by itself alongside of dvaveoiofas, it
cannot well be taken to mean directly the divine agent,
when it is associated with the genitive 70U vods vudv
which marks it as belonging to the readers. Meyer
rightly holds, in opposition to this view, that “ the Holy
Spirit bestowed on man is never in the New Testament
designated in such a way that man appears as the subject
of the Spirit (never 7o wvelpa tudr).” A second reasonm,
however, urged by him against it—namely, * that it was
the object of the Apostle to put forward the moral self-
activity of the Christian life”—seems the less cogent, as he
has just before maintained that dvaveotofar is to be con-
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strued as passive, not as middle. Meyer, with De Wette
and Eadie, prefers a third explanation which takes the
genitive as partitive, and the dative as that of reference :
¢ in respect of, as regards, the spirit by which your vots
is governed,” and he quotes with approval the pithy gloss
of Bengel : * spiritu mentis, 1 Cor. xiv. 14, Spiritus est
intimum mentis.” The mvevua is, in Meyer’s view, “the
human spirit, different from the divine”; and he describes
it as “the higher life-principle in man, the moral power
akin to God in him,” ‘the substratum of the inward
man.” And Delitzsch, who finds in this passage, taken
along with his interpretation of 1 Cor. xiv. 14, a main
support for his theory of the wvetpa of man as “the
innermost sanctuary of the heart,” complains that “the
important psychological conception ” which underlies it
has not received any satisfactory or at least thorough
explanation (Bibl. Psychol., p. 185f). He quotes in an
Appendix (p. 394f) an interesting extract from a work
entitled * Scriptural Thoughts as to the powers of the
human soul,”—published in 1760 by Professor Heinrich
Wilhelm Clemmens—as the only attempt within his
knowledge to determine exactly ( festzustellen) the con-
ception of wvevpa 70l voss—an extract, which has at least
the merit of being relatively more clear than the exposi-
tion of Dr. Delitzsch who has disinterred it, and which
seems to me to suggest, on the part of Clemmens, a
different and simpler interpretation of the unique
expression than that which Dr. Delitzsch has read
into it.

The passage runs as follows:—¢“The powers of grace that
work in the soul and regenerate the man constitute
machen aus, not ¢ determine,” as Dr. Wallis renders it]
the spirit of man, which thereupon penetrates the whole

soul, and, inasmuch as it dwells in the innermost recess
of it, is termed the spirit of the mind, 7vebpa 7ot vods.
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As such a spirit, it is then in turn (wieder) specially sub-
ject in a pleasantly passive manner to the Holy Spirit
and his gracious operations, which are always continued
and advanced in the hearts of believers, and it is related
to these operations of the Holy Spirit as human feeling
viewed in itself is related to the general assistance of
grace or to the first grace common to all men [not, as Dr.
Wallis oddly renders: ¢ that grace which is common to
the first man and to all men’]. Spiritus est facultas
animae, Bengel says in this sense, quum ea Spiritus divini
operationem suaviter patitur; et vols est facultas animae foras
progredientis et cum proximo agentis, 1 Cor. xiv. 14.

With the reason, so far as it rules alone, the word
wveopa, which points to a foreign power, is not once asso-
ciated [not, as with Dr. Wallis: ‘which points to a foreign
power, not for one time only’]—a manifest proof that
man has in reason a ground determining his actions,
which is peculiar to him doubtless, but is quite corrupted
by sin. When, on the other hand, the reason is used in
good understanding and by those who are under grace,
it happens that now and then such an adjunct as wveipa
is attached to it, inasmuch as believers, precisely be-
cause they are under grace, allow their reason and
all their thoughts to be animated by the workings of
grace, and come to have (bekommen) a spirit in themselves,
which may thereupon receive and retain in the inmost
depth of the soul the impressions of the Holy Spirit, that
only now (erst) rightly carries forward and completes the
state of grace. So at least speaks Holy Scripture ; for
otherwise we could not understand why at 1 Cor. xiv. 14
wvebpa and vols, spirit and understanding, are dis-
tinguished, and why, according to Eph. iv. 23, the
believer is daily to let himself be renewed in the spirit of
the understanding, wveipa 700 vods.

When the reason works under grace, it becomes ever
more skilled in comprehending with all saints what is
the breadth and the length and the height and the depth
of the knowledge of God, which is in Christ Jesus.
At the beginning it attaches itself (hdlt sick) to the first
all-present grace which is near to all men; and, if it
shows fidelity here, it will become from time to time sur-
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rounded with new grace and so pervaded, that a spirit of
the powers of understanding (¢in Geist der Verstandskrdifte)
animates its working and makes it acceptable to God;
and that these powers are, to the praise of the wisdom
and glory of the great God and Saviour Jesus Christ,
daily renewed, awakened, set in motion, and by the help
of the good Spirit that completes the work of grace and
his constant influence

Even in the innermost depth of men’s souls
Are wedded with the most child-like sighs,

Thus then in this inmost depth of the soul (Seelengrund)
the wvebpa Tob vods, the spirit of the mind and of all the
Fow?’rs of the soul comes to have (bekommi) its dwel-
ing.

Now this passage, although not throughout equally
precise and discriminating in its language, does not seem
to convey the idea of the mvedua as something belonging
to man as such, as a part of human nature—‘a spirit
within the mind,” forming its background or substratum—
which becomes the seat and sphere of the renewal, and
of which psychology may claim to take cognisance as
within its domain. It is not, in Clemmens’s view, the
human, but the divine, basis for the operations of special
grace. It is not a thing which man has, but which he
comes to have (bekommt). It is itself not natural faculty
or potential aptitude, but a result and product of firsé
grace, whereby the mind is prepared for, and made
receptive of, the more definite operations in which the
Spirit carries forward and completes His work. Nothing
could be more plain than the opening statement that the
powers of grace at work in the soul and regenerating the
man constitute the spirit, which thereupon pervades the
soul ; and the whole passage savours more of grace than
of psychology. But for that very reason—because it
deals with the matter under the religious aspect—it sug-
gests a better key to the interpretation of the words, than
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that duplication of the mental machinery maintained by
Delitzsch and others, which, as M. Reuss remarks, we are
“ tempted to regard as a pleonasm.” The wvetpa is not
an inner aspect of the mind itself, nor, as M. Reuss
would have it, ‘the direction or tendency which the
mind takes’ in the renewal, but is the influence by
which it is guided and governed—the new motive power
which comes into it, directs it, rules and effectively con-
trols its action. And the vofs, having the divinely given
nvedpo a8 its animating and impelling principle, stands
thus diametrically opposed to the vovs T7s capxds—the
mind as directed and controlled by the edpf—at Col. ii.
18 : ¢puoioduevos tmd 70D vods Tijs capkds airot, where,
looking to St. Paul’s use of vols to denote the intellect
as exercising moral judgment, it is hardly necessary to
have recourse to Bishop Lightfoot’s ingenious suggestion
that the Apostle is here taking up some watchword of the
false teachers, who doubtless boasted that they were
directed ©mwd 70D vods, and are answered by the Apostle,
“Yes; but it is & vols mis gapkos tpav.”

F.—DR. EZRA P. GOULD ON THE NEW TESTA-
MENT USE OF ¢SARX’

(Note to p. 246.)

In an article contributed to the Bibliotheca Sacra,
1875, vol. xxxii., p. 36 ff., Dr. Gould states that his ob--
jeet is “ to present a view of this use, that the writer has
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not seen elsewhere, and which, if warrantable, removes
grave difficulties in the matter of New Testament psycho-
logy.” His theory is that the use of the term as applied
to humanity and to sinful humanity rests on “a recog-
nition of the odpf as the basis of human descent and
propagation ”—a meaning which most directly appears
in the passages expressive of relationship classed by us
under C.

The New Testament passages are classified by him as, 1,
Those in which odpf is used quite literally, at least with no
greater departure fromthe original meaning thanisinvolved
in the confusion (%) of odpé and the wider oépa ; 2, those
in which, as the medium of descent, it is the basis
of relationship ; 3, those, in which odpf kai alua
is used as equivalent for man, never the individual,
but the genus homo, always contrasted with something
greater, and so denoting weakness; 4, those where pia
odpf denotes the union in marriage; 5, passages in which
it is used for the human race or humanity, where it is
observed that “odpf evidently in the Hebrew mind
stands in constant contrast with wvebpa, and man, as
habited in flesh, although endowed with spirit, is de-
scribed by that which distinguishes him from the world
of purely spiritual beings”; and 6, its most impor-
tant use to denote man’s sinful nature, meaning by
that the entire man before conversion, or the sinful part,
‘the old man,’ after conversion.

He objects to the common explanation, which supposes
the fleshly or sensual nature of man to be the seat or
starting-point of sin, as involving an unwarranted and
superficial psychology. . . He thinks that a wide in-
duction of facts would show that in children the sensual
passions were the very last to be sinfully excited, and
that the first outbreaks of sin were in the region of
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spiritual things, especially selfishness and anger. Then,
as far as we can understand the probably allegorical ac-
count of the fall of man, it was not through his bodily
appetites that the tempter reached him. . . The ap-
peal was rather to his spiritual nature, to which was
offered the tempting bait of knowledge. If we attempt
to find a class of sins which generally lead to the rest, or
a principle universally inherent in sin, he thinks that
“ we shall fail equally in supporting the charge against
the flesh that it is pre-eminently the sinful part of man.
It is true that these fleshly sins sometimes furnish the
occasion for others through which they reach their ends
or revenge the thwarting of them. But such a relation
as this is not fundamental enough to warrant the pro-
minence given to odpf. . . The mere occasion has no
essential connection with the result. . . If any pre-
eminence among sins is to be named it belongs to such
sins of the spirit rather than of the sensual nature, as
selfishness, malice, revenge, and the like.” And he con-
cludes as follows :—

“What then is the reason of this use of dpf to denote
man’s sinful nature ¢ 1 think that we may find the key
to an explanation of it in the preceding discussion of its
other uses. We have seen that it is used to denote hu-
manity, both in the concrete and the abstract, partly
at least because through it the race is propagated. Hu-
manity, which on the natural side owes its continuance
to the odpf, is itself called odpf. Natural and sarkical
are therefore convertible terms in reference to man. On
the other side the spirit, wvetpa, is that through which
man is connected with the divine and supernatural, and
especially in the new birth. It is there that the divine
Spirit works implanting the germs of a new life, and so
spiritual and divine or supernatural are also convertible



448 THEORY WITHOUT ADEQUATE EXEGETICAL BASIS.

terms in regard to man. To this let it be added that
the natural man connected with the race through the adpg
is sinful, while the new man, connected with God through
the mvebpa, is holy; and does it seem strange that
adpf should itself be used to denote the sinful natural
man, and wvedpe the holy renewed man? It is simply
resolved into this : the former is that through which man
in his natural state is descended from a sinful race, and
inherits a sinful nature, and it is used to denote that na-
ture; while the latter is that, through which and in
which God implants a new divine life of holiness, and it
is used to denote that life.”

This theory seems based on very slender exegetical
grounds. The number of passages in which the element
of descent comes directly into prominence is but small, and
it is only by a petifio principii that the conception of sin is
specially associated with that descent, while it is not easy
to see in what sense Dr. Gould would make his suggested
analogy of wvetpa to bear. The designation of mankind
as odpf is much more naturally explained by synecdoche
of the (visible and conspicuous) part for the whole ; and
the association of sin with the humanity so designated is
with more probability referred to an induction of experi-
ence than to a special theory of hereditary transmission.
Whatever grounds there may be elsewhere for imputing
such a theory to St. Paul, Dr. Gould has by no means
adduced sufficient warrant for engrafting it on odpé.
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G.—SPECIAL LITERATURE.

The following is a list of the monographs, or special
discussions, that I have had opportunity of consulting,
exclusive of the works already mentioned in the text or
notes, and of books of a more general character that
- bhave occasion to deal more or less fully with the questions
concerned.

Ackermann (Dr. Carl): Beitrag zur theologischer Wiirdig-
ung und Abwigung der Begriffe wvebpa, vois und
Gest. [Studien und Kritiken, 1839. iv. 873 ff.]

Auberlen (Dr. Carl August) : article “ Geist des Menschen
im Biblischen Sinne ” in the first edition of Herzog’s
Encyklopidie, iv., 728 ff.

Cremer (Dr. Hermann) : articles  Fleisch im Biblischen
Sinne;” and “Geist des Menschen im Biblischen
Sinne,” in the second edition of Herzog’s Encykl

Eklund (P.) : Zdpé vocabulum quid apud Paulum Aposto-
lum significet. [Acta Univ. Lundensis, 1871.]
4° Lund, 1871-72,

Griethuysen (Theodorus Joannes van): Disputatio exege-
tico-theologica de notionibus vocabulorum cépa et
adpf in Novi Testamenti interpretatione distinguen-
dis. 8° Amstel. 1846.

Hausrath (Dr. Adolph): “Die dualistischen Voraussetz-
ungen der Paulinischen Theologie.” [Neutesta-
mentliche Zeitgeschichte, ii. 463 ff.]

Kahnis (Karl Friedrich August) : Die Lehre vom heiligen
Geiste. Erster Theil. 8° Halle, 1847.

Kleinert (Dr. Paul) : Zur alttestamentlichen Lehre vom
Geiste Gottes. [Jahrbiicher fiir Deutsche Theologie,
xii. (1867), 1 ff.

Kluge (Dr.): Der Novs. [Jahrbiicher f. D. Theol. xvi.
(1871), 319 £.]

2F
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Kupff (Emile): Sur la signification du mot odpé dans le
Nouveau Testament ; thése. . .. 8° Strash. 1853.

Menegoz (Eugéne) : Le Péché et la redemption d’'aprés
Saint Paul. 8° Paris, 1882,

Nees von Esenbeck: Zur pastoralen Seelensorge; Ex-
egetische Andeutungen zur Biblischen Psychologie.
[Stud. u. Krit. 1865, iii. 490 ff.]

Roos (Dr. Magnus Friedrich): Fundamenta psychologize
ex Sacra Scriptura . . . collectae. 12° Tubing. 1769.

Sabatier (Auguste) : articles ¢ Chair” and ¢ Esprit,” in
Lichtenberger’s Encycl. des Sciences Religieuses.

Schoeberlein (Dr. Ludwig) : Ueber das Wesen der geist-
lichen Natur und Leiblichkeit. [Jahrbiicher f. D.
Theol. vi. (1861) 1 ff.]

Smeaton (Dr. George) : The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit ;
Cunningham Lecture. 8° Edin. 1882.1

Stirm {C. H.): Anthropologisch-exegetisch Untersuch-
ungen : ein Beitrag zur neutestamentlichen Anthro-
pologie. [Zeitschrift fiir Theologie, 1834, iii. 1 f.]

Tholuck (Dr. Friedrich August Gottreu): FErneute
Untersuchung iiber odpf als Quelle der Siinde.
[Stud. u. Krit. 1855, iii. 477 f1.]

I have received, through the kindness of the Editor,
a volume and several numbers of the ¢ Chrysanthemum,
a Monthly Magazine for Japan and the Far East,” con-
taining a series of papers by the Rev. H. Waddell, B.A.,
“On the Rendering into Japanese of some Theological
and Psychological Terms.” The chief object of the
writer is to call in question the principle on which wvedpa
has been rendered in “the standard Japanese version”
by a variety of terms according to the variety of its use,
and to maintain that the aim of the translators should be

1The limitations which I have imposed on myself (see Lecture
1.) preclude me from touching otherwise than incidentally on this

doctrine of the Personal Source of the Ilvedua, to the exposition
and defence of which Dr. Smeaton has devoted his valuable work.,
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to find a single word which shall correspond as nearly
as possible in its physical and physiological senses to the
Hebrew ruach and the Greek wvedpa. The discussion is
interesting, and Mr. Waddell supports his views in an
ingenious and elaborate argument; but lie has barely as yet
(so far as I have seen his papers—up to No. 14) reached
the stage of deepest interest, and, I should apprehend,
difficulty—namely, the transition to the psychological,
and, above all, to the distinctively Christian, use of the
term.

In a note subjoined to my General Preface to the
translation of Meyer’s Commentary (Rom. I. p. xiii. f.)
I gave some illustrations of the mode in which German
theological works are too often rendered into English. I
add a few specimens, out of many that I have met with
in the course of reading on the subject of the present
volume : eine Werthbestimmung, “an intentional accu-
racy”; zur Erscheinung bringt, ¢“brings about”; die
Erscheinung der menschlichen Natur bestimmt, ¢ affects
the nature of the man”; wird bestimmt, “is described”
or “is spoken of”; gleichbedeutend, “of kindred signifi-
cance”; wie hier verbunden (viz., cGpa and Yy at Matt.
x. 28), “are identified”; fast hiufiger, “ much oftener” ;
ohne dass jedoch, though of course there is”; eine
besondere Abhandlung, “a remarkable treatise”; inner-
lich, ‘“entirely”; neben, “united to”; innewerden,
“inner being;” nach biblischen Anschauung, ““according
to a Biblical inspection”; pneumatische Anlage, “a spiri-
tual beginning”; gliedlich, *“material ” ; Verwechselung,
“mistake”; Geist, “soul”; das Gesetzgemasse, “the propor-
tion of the law”; personlich angelegte, * personally inter-
ested”; dass mir das Bose vorliegt, “that evil is foremost
to me”; Zwecksatz, “the point in view”; s. v. a. ich
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bedeute, “ means as an equivalent I”; Urhab des Kosmos,
“origin of the Kosmos” ; solidarische Einheit, “a sub-
stantial unity”; es ist also ohne Widerrede gegen die
Schrift, «it is thus no contradiction against Scripture” ;
Nebenordnung, “regular ordination”; die Hauptsache
worauf es ankommt, ¢ the principle in which it results.”
I subjoin a liferal rendering of three sentences, and place
overagainst it the form in which they appear in the
English translations, where the meaning is either obscured

or reversed.

To designate a being which
is without bodily vesture for
its inward nature, so that, if
we may 8o speak, it is merely
the living [thing] that presents
itself, it is natural to use just
the word which 'denotes this
inward mnature (perhaps in
some association with the
fundamental signification
“‘breath”),

Thence sprang the dogmatic
Sform, the fixed idea ; but the
deep religious and moral con-
tents, which soon widened into
a speculative stream, eman-
ated here too from Paul’s in-
most emotional nature and
most thoroughly personal ex-
perience.

The law, when it heightens
sin, serves as a foil [als Folie]
to the power of grace.

¢“The word thus comes to
denote an essence without, or,
not requiring any corporeal
garb, or especially any corporeal
medium for its inner reality, so
that it is only as we simply
utter the word which denotes
this that the living essence is,
g0 to speak, present (wv. being
here perhaps akin to its deriva-
tion breath.”)

¢¢ Hence it was that the dog-
matic form, the fixed idea, and
also the deep religious and
moral content were derived,
which soon widened into a
river of speculation ; here also
was the source of the innermost
affections and most personal
life of Paul.”

“The law, as enhancing sin,
treats the power of grace as
folly.”
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