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of Paul that death 1s the wage of sin is not in accord
with the exegetical findings in Genesis 2 and 3."1f

Ctto Frocksch favors a similar point of view al-
though he arrives at his conclusions in a somewhat differ-
ent fashlon. He contends that the Genesis account of the
fall into sin contains a waln, basic narrative which re-
lates the luncldent concerning the tree of knowledge and a
fragment which the Yahwlst added regerding the tree of
life, Whether the maln narrative, apart from the fragment,
assumes eternal life for man is difflcult to establish,
for he says that, according to Gemesis 3:19, "man would
return to the earth because nhe was taken from 1t, because
of the law of nature, therefore, and not on account of
sin."18 Frockschn endeavors to explain the problem created
by 2:1?,““for in the day that you eat of it you shall die,”
by referring this threat "not to physical death, which in-
deed did not occur on the day of the fall, but to spirit-
ual death, which placed Adam outside That living communion

%
with God" which he had en3oyed.19 Thus he distingulshes

between that death which 1s man's lot according to the order

of nzture (2 Samuel 14:14; Job 14: Psaim 39, etc.), and

death as an expression of God's wrath expelling man from

171p14., p. 711.

18Otto Procksch, Theologie des Alten Testsments
(Giitersloh: C. Bertelsmann Verlag, 1950), pp. 494f. COCtto
Procksch was professor of 0ld Testament Theology at the
University of Erlangen from 1925 until his death in 1947.

191v14., pp. 495, 651.
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the divine presence.20

Another area of concern in countemporary lLutheran
cireles involves the nature of death. In both Europe and
America there have been voices rasised in Lutheranism urg-
ing that the traditional view regarding the nature of death
be restudied in the light of the Scripture. Faul Althaus,
one of the more vocal exponents of this position, contends
that the "theology of death wmust be distinguished not only
from the ldeallstic, mystical understanding of death, but
=lso from the tradltional theclogical doctrine, "2l

In the present generatiou the traditionsl point of
view with respect to the nature cf death finds expression
chiefly in the writings of Fraucis Pleper. Concerulng
temporal death he states:! It is "nothing less thean a
tearing asunder of men, The separation of the soul from
the body, the unnaturasl disruption of the union of soul
end body which has been created by God to be one."22 Since
he supports his position chiefly on the basis of the New
Testament, we shall not at this point enter further into
his discussion, but proceed with the arguments of othner

theoclogians who deal wmore specifically with death as it is

201p14., pp. 651f.

2lpaul Althaus, Die Letzten Dinze (Gaterslon: C.
Bertelsmann, 1949), p. 91. Paul Althaus is professor of
Systematic Theology and New Testament at the University
of Erlsngen,

22Pleper, oprelt IET. 836,
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revealed in the 0ld Testameuntb.
Henry Hamann, writing in the Australaslsn Theologlcs)

lieview in 1958, expressed his ccnvictions in these words:

Fan consists essentizlly of body and soul; the soul
being the immaterisl part of man, The real self or
ego; that whlch animates the body, and the severance
of which from the body means death.
dhlille greuting that Platonic philosophy has hsd a stroug
influence on the Christian world, he rejects the sugges-
tion that the body-soul concept was necessarily Platonic
or even Greek in i1ts origin. The survival cof the soul
after death, he says, is 8 bellef found among wmost prim-
itive trives., It 1s practically universsl. However, such
a belief should not be regarded as superstitions charac-
teristic of
wen who are still in a very low state of development,
Cn the contrary, we should, sunalogous to the thoughts
expressed in hom., 1:18ff., regard such beliefs as

troditional remnants of an originally higher, purer
form ofzﬂeligion, and hence a&s a true testimonium

aninae.,

Alexander Heldel suggests that the traditional view
coucerning the nature of death finds support also in the
01d Testament Scripture, for it is said of hachel that
when she died her soul departed (Genesis 35:18). Elijah,

preying for the life of the widow's son, cried: "0 Iord

zaﬂenry Hamann, "Has Man a Soul?" The Australasiap
Theolozical beview, XXIX (December, 1958), 106. Henry
Hamann served on the teaching staff at Concordis College,
Adelaide, Australila,

2 T p @k kD 05)
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my God, let this child's soul come into him again" (1 Kings
17:21). 4hen the prophet Jomah was discouraged and dis-
appointed, he asked the Lord: "Therefore, now, O Lord,
teke my nephesh from me, I beseech thee, for 1t is better
for we to die than to live" (Jonah 4:3), And the prescher
declares: "The dust refturns to the earth as it was, and
the splrit returns to God who gave it" (Ecclesiastes 12:7;
of. Psalms 104:29 and 146:4).25

Another facet of the argument set forth by those who
defend the traditional poslitlon concerning death is pre-
sented by Edmund Smits, professor of church history at
Luther Theologlcal Semlnary, St. Paul, Minnesota. In the
spring 1ssue of Dialog 1962, hne writes that "there are
two common wmodern misrepresentations of the traditional
interpretation of lmmortallty which must be guarded against
if the teaching is to be understood." The first to which
the writer points is the erroneous view that "the soul is
inherently cor essentially immortel, as if it were indestruct-
ible by its very nature."” In reply Swits remarks that
Gerhard makes a careful distinctlion at this point, assert-
ing that God alone 1s immortal in the absolute sense of the
word, but "through his grace shown at crestion he gilves
immortality to wmen as well. We are created for immortality;

st1ll our immortality 1s mnot our own achievement but a

2
5Heldel, op. cit., p. 143,

e —————————
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divine gift.“26 The second point to which the writer re-
fers 1s a misunderstandling which arises "from a confusion
between the concept of lmmortallty as mere duration, which
was wldespread throughout the aunclent pagan world, and the
specifically Christian teaching . . . of a life with God
and for God."27 It is this latter conception which theo-
loglans of the traditlomal school of thought embrace.
Therefore, Smits calls attention to a statement made by
Luther in a funeral sermon on Psalm 116:15 in which he
stated: "The death of hils sgints is precious and valuable
to the Lord, so that he considers them like a fair treasure
and & priceless Jjewel." The writer points out that Luther's
statement is typlcal of the traditional attitude toward
death and the future life, which clings to the belief that
Life on earth does not simply run om and on until it
arrives at a dead end where the human person, aban-
doned by an avenging God, is utterly amnnihilated.
nather, God is wlth the believer even in the dread
hour of death and guards sand preserves him to be the
"falr treasure and priceless jewel® of the heavenly
kingdom. There is an aspect of human personslity
which God finds preclous, too preciocus to be de-

stroyed.28

What then is this "aspect of human personality which

God treasures® in His human creatures? OSmits answers:

uoted by Edmund Smits, "The Blessed Immortality,"
Q_gl_g I Spring, 1962), 41, Edmund Smits is professor of
Church History at Luther Theclogical Seminary, St. Paul,
Finnesota,

27 Toya.;

281p1a. . 'p. ‘hily,
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It is men's God-relatedness 1tself and man's capacity

to grow in the life with God. According to the tra-

ditionzl interpretation God bestowed thls relatedness

on man at creation as a divine gift,.29
This precious gift was intended to last forever, ssys the
writer, "No matter now many times a man rebelled, the
gift would not be withdrawun; his person would not be com=-
pletely abandoned or destroyed by God." Man is by himself
nothing but dust, but he has been raised to dignity and
worth by the gift which the Lord has given him, “"the gift
of what 1s properly a divine attribute, immortality, in
crder that he might participate in eternzl fellowship with
his Creator,"0

Thus there are Lutheran theologlans who are secking
to retsin the traditional stand with regard to the nature
of death, Bubt there are a2lso many others who find 1n this
position & doctrine "grounded in a dualistic understanding
of man as conslisting of body and soul . . . a bellef which
found vivid expression in the philosophy of Plato."3l These
theologlans contend that the true Biblical view is differ-
ent from hellenistic dualism; that according to the Scrip-
ture man is a unit, and death affects the entire person.

Martin J. Helnecken, professor of Systematic Theology at

the Lutheran Theological Seminary im Fhiladelphla, expresses

29Th44.

071p14.
31Althaus, hoiy bl 1eing BB
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hls opinlon thus: "We are dealing with a unified belng,
a person, and not with something that is called a soul
and which dwells in a house which is called a body.“32
In an effort to clarify the Hebrew manner of think-
ing wlth regard to the unity of man, CGeorge A, F. Knight
suggests the analogy of a coin., "A colin has two sides,
Heality, siwmilarly, may be conceilved as a two=-sided whole.
Ideally speasking, a coin cannot . . . be split down the
middle. The two sides are each but an aspect of the total
oneness."33 Applying this to the nature of man, the
writer states:
de are aware today as never before that at all levels
of thought in the Cld Testament the conception does
not arise of man's beiung a union of soul and body.
tie may speak of one and then of the other, as he may
speak of the "heads" or "tails" on the coin, but all
the time man thinks of himself as just =z man, one
entlty.34
But if man is a unified being, how does death affect
him? Althzus replies: "Because death removes our body, it

also tskes away the spirit. Dy ng means more than that the

instrument of the spirit . , . ig taken. In death we are

2
Fhartin J. Heinecken, Basic Christiasn Teachings
(Philadelphia: The lMuhlenberg Press, 1949), p. 35.

33George A. F. Knight, "Eschatology ln the 0ld Testa-
ment," Scottish Journal of Theology, IV (1951), 356. George
A, F, Knight is a member of the teachiung staff at the Luth-
eran School of Theology in Maywood, Illinois.

3%1pag,
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snatched away in our entirety.“35 A more detalled dis-
cussion of the meaunlng of death will follow. However, in-
asmuch as the modern concept of death 1s so clesely tiled
to the Clé Testament view of the nature of man, it is
highly deslirable to dlscuss at this point The terminology
which the lsraelites employed in counnection with the com-
position of man.
01d Testament scholars tell us that, on one hand, man

consists of earthly stuff, dust and ashes; and on the other,
he possesses a spiritual power which makes him, first of
all, s2n intelligent being.36 This spiritual power has been
expressed in the 0ld Testament by various terms such as

- D JAReTTATR, :.6 ete., which describe it from differ-
ent points of visw. Modern scholarship, however, is quick
to point out that these terms do not find an exact equiva-
lent in the Eungllish word "soul." Johannes Fichtner, writ-

ing in the Theologische Zeltschrift, suggests that some of

the difficulties which theology encounters today with re-
gard to the word "soul" follow from the fact that nephesh
"was translated exclusively with psyche in the Septuagint,
and in the Vulgate with anima," words which dld not always

transmit an accurate mesning. He adds that Luther too

35A1thaus, Qp. CAB T D R

366eorge A, F, Knignht, From Moses to Pau) (London:
Lutterworth Press, 1949), pp. 26f, See also Ludwig Kéhnler,
014 Testament Theology, translated by A. S. Todd (Phila-
delphia: The Westminster Press, 1957), pp. 1l42f.

=
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recognized the breadth of meaning that was contained in
the Hebrew term pephesh and regretted that there was in
the German language no singls word that expresssd in the
fullest sense what nephesh meant to the Israslite.o! Hou-
ever, when a single word 1is sought as a bterm most closely
appreximating the meaning of pephesh, many scholars pre-
fer to translate it witn "1ife."3® St111 1t is generslly
recognized that even this term does unot fully express the
breadth of weaning contsined 1n the word pevhesh. There-~
fore BElmer E., Flack remarks that npephesh represents not
only "life,” by which term it is usually best expressed,
“but also the principle of life, and by way of exteunsion,
the inner consclousuess of emotlonal 1ife. "3

Knight favors the traunslation "personallty."uo He
has slso furnlsned one of the more detailed discussilouns
of this term. It is his opinicn that pephesh is difficult

to define with one word because in the course of tlime it

underwent a process of change and development. For ex-

37Jonhannes Fichtner, "Seele oder Leben in der Bibel,"
Theologische Zeitschrift, XVII (1961), 306. See also
George A. F. Knight, & Christien Theology of the Cld Testa-
ment (iichwond, Va.: John Knox Press, 1959), pp. 34f.
Johannes Fichtner is professor of Cld Testament in Bethel
bei Bielefeld, Germany.

38Taito A. Kentonen, Life after Desth (Philadeiphia:
The Muhlenberg Press, 1962}, p. 8.

39E1mer E. Flsck, "The Teachings snd Institutions of

the 01da Testament,” 01d Testament Commentary (Philadelphia:
The Muhlenberg Press, 19 , P. 105. LElmer E, Flack, at

the time thet he' wrote the statement quoted was professor of
Exegetical Theology at Hamma Divinity School, Springfield, Onlo

“Oxnight, From Moses to Faul, p. 26.
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ample in 282 instances where 1t i1s used, 1t seems to re-
fer to "the principle of life, without any emphasis on
what we would call its psychical side."¥l Tpe messenzers
of Ahab entreated Elijah: "O man of God, I pray you, let
nwy nephesh and the nephesh of these fifty servants of
yours, be precious in your sight" (2 Kings 1:13). Both
the King James snd the nevised Standard Versions translate
the word as "life." In a second group of passages, in
wnich pephesh asppears 223 times, it can best be translated
by the word "self," says Knlght:.uz For example, in Psalm
3:2 David exclaims: “"Meuny are rising against my pepesh."
And Job tells his "comforters": "I also could speak as
you do, if your ngphesh were in the place of my nevhesh"
(Job 16:4). Finally, the writer says that there are 249
iustances of "another group cof meanings; for example, in
Fsalm 6:4 it 1s used with reference to life in contradis-
tinction to death: ‘'Deliver wy nephesh,' Just meauns 'Save
we from physical death, '"43

Knlight states that originally the word nephesh must
have meant primarily "breath," as did the Arablc term
nafas. This usage can be seen 1u Job 41:2]1 where the

"preath" of the crocodile kindles coals, "But the use of
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tne word in thls sense was limited rather to that which
itself does the breathing, and neshamah was reserved pri-
marily to express the meaning of the word 'breath.'"HH
At this polnt the writer makes the interesting observation
that during this stage of tThe developmwent, "nephesh had
some affinities with Cthe ideas behind the Greek term
pneuma. 1t was then used, end then only, in contradis-
tinctlon to basar, flesh, as pneuma was to sarx."®5 As
examples of thls usage, the writer quoctes Deuteronomy
12:23: "Only be sure that you do not eat the blood: for
the blood is the 1life, and you shall not eat the nephesh
with the flesh." Again, in Genesis 35:18 it is stated con-
cerning Hachel: "As her nephesh was departing (for she
died), she called his name Ben-o'ni."

But Knight adds that in the course of time nephesh came
to include much more content and meaning than 4did pneuma.
Nephesh was employed also to designate "the seat of all
emotions and appetites," of physical hunger (Psszlm 107:9),
of thirst (Proverbs 25:25), of appetite in general (Isalan
5:14), of moral desire (Job 23:13). It was the seat of

the intellect (Psalm 139:14); it was employed as a substi-

B41p13, See also Ludwig Kbhnler, 013 Testement Theol-
ogy, trauslated by A. 3. Todd (Philadelphia: The Westminster

Press, 1957), pp. l42f,

45Knlght, From MNoses to Paul, pp. 26f. See also George
A, F, Knizht, A Christisn Theologzy of the 014 Testament
(Kichmond, Va.: John Knox Press, 1959), pp. 34f.
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tute for the word "brain," since the Hebrews had uo equiva-
lent. Because its scope was so broad, Knlght suggests
that a psychologist today mlght prefer to translate 1t by
the word "personality® rather thanm by the term "soul, "6
A second Hebrew word which is used to describe the

spiritual side of man is ruach. Friederich Baumglrtel,

writing in the Iheolozisches Wérterbuch zum Lecuen Iesta-
ment, edited by Gerhard Kittel, states that ruach in its
basic, originsel sense may be translated "breath" or "wind."
Wnen used of wan, 1t signifies: (a) The snimating prin-

ciple of the body. The entrance of the ruzch creastes life

(Lzekiel 37:5f.). CUn the other hand, when God takes the
ruach away (Fsalm 104:29), or it returns to God, then
death is the result (Ecclesiastes 12:7). (b) The seat of
feelings 2nd emotions, such as unrest (2 Kings 19:7; Gen-
esis 41:8), discouragement (Isalah 61:3), faint-heartedness
(Excdus 6:9), impatience (Job 21:4; Froverbs 14:29), etec.
(c) The seat of intellectusl functions, ratiounal and re-
lizious insights such as: reason (Job 32:8), unusual wis-
dom (Danlel 6:4), insights into divine mysteries (Dsniel
4:5), religious znd ethical insights (Isalah 29:24). (c)
The seet of conviction, attitudes of will and character
(Jeremiah 51:1; Haggai 1:14; Ezra 1:1; Eccleslastes 7:8,

ete.): humility (Proverbs 16:19), pride (Proverbs 16:18),

46
Knight, From lMcses to Paul, p. 27.
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longing for God (Isalah 26:9), repentance (Fsalm 51:19).47
Knight points out that there are 134 iustances in

which ruach, as the spirlt of Yahweh, explesins some un-

usual phenomenon of human conduct or character. Thus the
strength of Sazmson was traced back to the incoming of the
spirit of Yshweh into him (Judges 14:6): "the ecstasy of
orimitive prophecy (1 Semuel 10:6) in the same way was the
direct result of the imspiration of God.“48 The writer
maintalins, furthermore, that in the course of time there
developed the "Hebralc belief that 21l that is to be found
in man of emotion and intellect was breathed into him by
the breathrof God," It was thought thet man partook of
the very life and nature of Cod when the Lord "blew 'per-
sonality' into the clay which He took in Hls haunds when He
first wmade men in His own image and liksness. "¥9 Knight
asserts that this "divine origin of wan's personality" is
tc be found particularly in the more developed post-Zxilic
thought., Luach then retained the "hlgher assoclation of

its origin." Thus it has come about that ruach "stands

for those more exceptlongl and unusual sndowments of human

nature which suggest God as their immedlate source. . . .

4?Friederich Baumgdrtel, "Geist im Alten Testament,”
Theologzisches W8rterbuch zum Neuen Testament, edited by
Gerhard Kittel (Stuttgaert: W. Kohlhammer, 1935), VI, 147.
Friedrich Baumgdrtel is professor of Cld Testameunt at the
University of Erlangen.

48

491p1a., p. 28.
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It links wan to God as though 1t were a door continually
open to riis approach."50
Taus scholars descrlbe the puach as performing the
highest spirltual functions in wen, but they do nct con-
celve of it as being 2 spiritual counterpart in man which
possesses a death-defylng mode of existence., Utto Frocksch

states that the ruach is the principle of 1life, not a form

of 1ife, Therefore, in the 0ld Testament "one always

speaks of the spirit of life (rush hajjim), but never of

a living splrit."51

Knight edds:

From our discussion of the relationship between the
spirit of God 2ud the spirit of man . . . we are not
to be misled into imagining thet the spirit of man
may be likened to a divinme spark, a scintills dei,
set within & clay body, which will one day return to
the source of that flame in the event of the death
of the body. Man is an entlty, quite indivisible into -
his various elements, even though aspects of his per-
sonality, such as his appetites, his affections, his
moral purposes, may be examined and handled one by

one, ggst as we can look at each side of a coin in
Turn,

A third term employed by Scripture to describe certailn
attitudes and characteristiés of meun is lev. KXantonen
states that "lev, meaning heart, stands for man as a whole
viewed specifically in his relation to God."53 Flack coun=-

siders the lev to be one of the three members of the human

frame referred to 1m Scripture as having psychlical, and

501p14.
SlProckscn, op. eit., pp. 203, %59,

35§Knight, A Christisn Theology of the 01d Testament,
pp. 37f. - .

53kautonen, Life after Death, p. 8.
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therefore ethlcal, significance. It 1s employed not only
to express the whole rsuge of emotlionzl experiences, such
as love (2 Samuel 14:1), joy (Judges 18:20), anxiety
(1 Samuel 4:13), but it is used "especially to deseribe
the activities of the intellect (Deuteronomy 7:17) and the
will (Jeremiah 3:17)." It is the organ of consciousness,
the seat of understanding.54

Finally, man i1s also flesh, In fact, the Hebrews
characterized him largely in terms of the physlcal side
cf his nature. Nan, like all other living creatures, 1is
basically "flesh" (basar) and not "spirit" (ruach), says
Flack.55 He is flesh-animated-by~soul. Kantonen says:
"Man does mnot have z body; he is a body." Again: "The
Hebrew idea of the personallty 1s an animated body, and
not an incarnated soul,"56

What then is basar? It i1s not to be thought of as
an exact synonyw of "body." Strictly speaking, “flesh is
the lifeless stuff of wan. . . . Body is the human (or
animel) form which the stuff flesh assumes."5? An examina-
tion of the Hebrew Scripture will scon reveal that the
phrase":"i{.;_l‘f_?, "a11 flesh," is used in various ways

in the 01d Testament. In Ceuteronomy 5:26, when the

SuFlack, ODe ClEd s mp- 1050
551bid.
56Kantonen, Life after Death, p. 8.

Z7Ib1d. See also Kdhler, 014 Testament Theology,
pp. 36f.
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holy writer asks who of all flesh has heard the voice of
God speaking out of the widst of the fire and live, then
evidently "all flesh" means man. In Genesis 6:17 when it
is salid that a2ll flesh wherein 1s the breath of life is to
be destroyed in the flood, both men and beasts are meant,
In other passages, such as Genesis 7:21 where Yshweh says
that "all flesh dled . . . and every man," kol basar re-
fers only to the beasts. Kantounen, therefore, remarks:
"The human organism has no status in its own right, nor
does 1t serve tO mark wan off from other men or the rest
of nature., OCn the contrary it ties him with 'all flesh.'"$

What are the concluslons to be drawn from this word-
study? The treud as it is expressed in much of contempo-
rary Lutheran literature is in the following direction:

l. The terms baszar, nerchesh, ach, and lv are not
to be equated with the Eunglish "body" and "soul®" in their
commonly accepted sense, The Hebrew has no exact equiva-
lent for these twe terms. Therefore, the conclusion is
drawn that the Cld Testawent passage which traditional
theology quotes in support of the survival of the soul
after death are not pertlnent.59

2, lModern scholarship contends that man is a psycho-

logical unity, an 1lndivisible whole which may be seen from

5BKantonen, Life after Death, p. 8.

59A1thaus. op. cit., p. 94.



