
2120 Counselling Foundations: Week 7a Anthropological Foundations 

 

A.  Terms and Principles 

1.  Monism: the human being is made up of only substance.  This is often an application of an 

overall cosmological monism, the universe is only a physical reality (Materialism), mental 

reality (Idealism), spiritual reality (Pantheism) or abstract reality (Platonism).   

In anthropology, the form of monism most prevalent in Western thought, including some 

forms of Christianity, is materialistic e.g. Marx, Freud, neo- Darwinism, (some) Liberal 

theologies.  The thesis asserts that human beings can be explained in terms of the properties 

of physical and biological entities (reductionism). 

The overwhelming objection to this from an orthodox Christian perspective is that life after 

death is impossible.   

2.  Dualism: the human being is constituted by an ultimate and irreducible distinction 

between two different kinds of things.  Historically, many Christian theologians were 

influenced by a platonic form of dualism.  In Greek thought the body was an impediment 

(and in some schools, e.g. Gnosticism, positively evil) to the perfection of the soul. 

The dominant form of dualism in modern times has been Cartesian dualism.  The soul (and/or 

mind) is totally separable from the body, and the human person is identified with the former.   

“I think, therefore I am.”  Other forms of dualism e.g. Thomistic substance dualism, do not 

identify the person with the soul/mind.  This is more compatible with the biblical emphasis 

on the resurrection of the/Jesus’ body. 

A more recent form of dualism is Emergent dualism.  Emergentism is the philosophical 

premise that structures can organize in ways that produce higher-level entities with distinct 

properties.  Water is perhaps the simplest example.  The interaction between the physical, 

relational, and spiritual within the organism (in an indispensable social matrix) involves the 

dynamic developmental forces of nature, nurture, and active agency all working under God's 

direct attention.  As a magnetic field is generated by a magnet, so complex "organic 

molecules" generate a "soul field" under the sovereignty of God.  The emphasis is on the 

comprehensive, holistic interaction itself as responsible for soul origin. 

 (Some theorists try to integrate this within a Trinitarian perspective. Soul origin: revisiting 

creationist and traducianist theological perspectives in light of current trends in 

developmental psychology.(psychological research)  Greggo, Stephen P, Journal of 

Psychology and Theology,  22-DEC-05. The human soul has its beginnings within the 

general life forces found in organic matter as originally created and thereafter consistently 

maintained by God through his Son (immanence). The relational quality of the soul and its 

eternal destiny reflect interaction with an infinite Creator (transcendence). God is as involved 

in the origin of souls as he is in their transition into eternity (Ps. 139:13-16). Jesus Christ is 

the mediator of all Creation, the Alpha and the Omega, the Beginning and the End (Col. 1:15-

17; Rev. 21:6). When a soul begins, the Lord God is an involved participant because as his 

creatures, human souls are ever dependent upon him for a place in eternity (Ps. 139; Ecc. 

12:1-8).   



Implications for counselling are fairly straightforward.  For example,according to Greggo,  

“The theological view of 'deprivation of original righteousness' could be linked to a restricted 

reaction range in our inherited nature that diminishes moral and relational capacities. The 

Reformed view of original sin as 'depravity' could be tied to a flaw in the agency of the 

individual that detracts from attachment quality and produces self-destructive autonomy.”)  

3.  Holism 

 

This view is compatible with what can be called Holistic Dualism or simply Holism.  This 

sees the person as composed of separable “parts” but is to be identified with the whole, 

whose normal functioning is as a unity. Such a position has as a foundation the holistic 

principle, “the whole is greater than the sum of its parts.” The human being, therefore, does 

not have a soul, but is a soul or human person. This appears to be the stress of the Hebrew 

grammar of Genesis 2:7 “and the man became a living being”.  This text does not say that the 

human being has a soul but rather is a soul. H. Wheeler Robinson summarized the matter in 

his statement that ‘The Hebrew conceived man as animated body and not as an incarnate 

sou1’.  This view usually assumes that “being” and “person” are interchangeable. 

Arguments for Holism  

a.  The normal use of proof texts to establish that human beings are composed of two or                              

three ontologically distinct parts are capable of other interpretations.  For example, the usual 

dualistic array (Gen 1:1—2:25; Eccl 12:7; Matthew 10:28; Rom 8:18-2; 1 Corinthians15:35-

55) can be countered by other texts.  For example, Ecclesiastes 12:7 “the dust returns to the 

earth as it was, and the spirit returns to God who gave it”, may seem dualistic, but according 

to the same author, “For what happens to the children of man and what happens to the beasts 

is the same; as one dies, so dies the other. They all have the same breath, and man has no 

advantage over the beasts, for all is vanity….Who knows whether the spirit of man goes 

upward and the spirit of the beast goes down into the earth?” (Eccl 3:19, 21). Or, in a 

tripartite view, “Now may the God of peace himself sanctify you completely, and may your 

whole spirit and soul and body be kept blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 

Thess 5:23) is contradicted by Mark 12:30, “’And you shall love the Lord your God with all 

your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind and with all your strength.’” 

b.  The use of the terms “soul” and “spirit” interchangeably is evidence that the biblical 

writers did not think in terms of “parts” of a person.  For example, a “soul” can depart the 

body at death (Luke 12:20) as can a “spirit” (Luke 23:46). 

 

c.  Many of the uses are simply idiomatic, “the spirits of the righteous made perfect” (Heb 

12:23) is an idiom for the righteous dead. “the souls of those who had been slain for the word 

of God” (Rev 6:9) need mean no more than “those who had been slaughtered”,  Stephen’s 

prayer “‘Lord Jesus, receive my spirit’” (like the prayer of Jesus in Luke 23:46) simply 

means “receive me”.  

d. The Bible is not trying to describe some sort of human essence, but piles up terms which 

dynamically describe human life.  See, for example, Matthew 22: 37. Terms like “soul” 

and “spirit” are references to the activities of whole persons viewed from different 

angles, not different portions within an individual. 

e. It is the whole person which is in the image of God and who relates to God, not some 

special inner sphere.  Adam became a “living soul”. 

f. Regeneration means that the whole person is now alive to God (Eph 2: 5; Rom 6: 11). 



g. Within this framework, the “heart” represents the total orientation of a person (Prov 4:23; 

23:26). 

 

B. Dimensions of the human Being 

 

1.  Body 

 

A.  The Old Testament  

 

a.  basar - the basic meaning of this word derived from the root bsr, is flesh.   

 

b. as “flesh” we find a stress on man as the work of God’s hands (Job 10: 8 ff; 31:15; Psalm 

119: 73; 138:8; Isaiah 45:1; 64:7) and so his creaturely dependence  upon God, with his 

weakness, his frailty and transitoriness (Genesis:3; Psalm 78:38—39; Isaiah 40:6; Jeremiah 

12:12; Ezekiel 21:9—10). 

 

c. inner and outer are distinguished only as a twofold expression of a single nature, the body 

therefore is affected by spiritual activities, e.g. words of wisdom kept in the heart are healing 

to the whole body (Proverbs 4:20—22; 14:30), just as a vexatious heart causes pain to the 

body (Ecclesiastes 11:10).  Body as well as soul is related to Yahweh, This comes out most 

strongly in cases of synthetic parallelism e.g. “0 God, thou art my God, I seek thee, my soul 

thirsts for thee; my basar faints for thee,” (Psalm 63:1). cf “my heart and flesh/body sing for 

joy to the living God” (Psalm 84:2b) 

  

c. when basar is translated “body” what is in mind is the outer existence of man, his whole 

external being.  “Is my body ( made of bronze?” asks Job (6:12) when he considers his 

afflictions; and shuddering seizes his basar (21:6). The psalmist complains that there is no 

soundness in his “body” (38:3) and that it is failing (109:24).  As man’s outer life, the “body” 

is subject to destruction (Psalm 27:2 Isaiah 9:20; 49:26, Zech 11:9). 

 

d. “body’ is never considered as one pole of a radical dichotomy. Inner and outer, or physical 

and spiritual, are distinguished, but only as a twofold expression of a single nature. 

 

e. we have distinction without dissection an emphasis on the total man in his relation ship to 

God rather than an explicit contrast working at some ontological level.  e.g. “Therefore my 

heart is glad, and my soul rejoices; my body also dwells secure” (Psalm 16:9). Here the 

whole man glories before the LORD. “the LORD will destroy, both soul and body.” (Isaiah 

10:18a) What is meant is entire destruction.  Basar is the concrete reality of human existence, 

the medium through which man both expresses and realizes his life. 

 

B.  The New Testament  

 

a. soma — in the New Testament taken as a whole soma bears a wide range of meanings. 

Commonly it means simply a corpse (Whether of an animal (Luke 17:37; Hebrews 13:11) or 

a man (Matthew 27:52, 58; Mark 15:43; Luke 23:52, 55; John 19:31)).  

 

b. the physical aspect of the body is uppermost in those passages which speak of the needs of 

the body (e.g. “is not life more than food and the body more than clothing” Matthew 6:25 cf. 

Mark 5:29; James 2:16).  

 



c. more strongly Greek than Hebraic are passages in which the body is the whole as 

compared with the individual members e.g. “If your right eye causes you to sin, pluck it out 

... if your right hand causes you to sin cut it off ... it is better that you lose one of your 

members than that your whole body go into hell” Matthew 5:29—30 cf. James 3:2f, 6; Luke 

11:34—36.), that is, where an analytical flavour is perceptible. A saying like Matthew 10:28, 

“do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul”, has moved beyond the strong 

unitary emphasis of the Old Testament, for it represents a man as being able to stand over 

against his body. 

 

d. Paul, the most systematic of the New Testament remains entirely faithful to the Old 

Testament witness. In places Paul speaks of himself as a soma. If I deliver my body to be 

burned (1 Corinthians 13:3) I deliver myself to death. To pummel the body and subdue it is to 

bring oneself under control (1 Corinthians 9:27). That a woman is not to rule over her own 

body (1 Corinthiams 7:4), means that she is not to have control of herself, but rather to 

submit to her husband. The offering of the body as a living sacrifice (Romans 12:2) means 

the surrender of one’s self to God. The magnification of Christ in my body (Philippians 1:20) 

means the honoring of Christ in my person, in myself. Compare, “Let not sin therefore reign 

in your mortal bodies... Do not yield ‘your members to sin .. but yield your selves to God” 

Romans 6:12—13. See too 2 Corinthians 4:10—12: 1 Corinthians 6:15 with 12:27. 

 

e. other Pauline texts seem to indicate a more popular usage of anthropological terms that 

accepts sort of a division in man. Some sort of existential contrast within common being is 

indicated, 1 Corinthians 7:34 “holy in body and spirit”; “let us cleanse ourselves from every 

defilement of body (sarx) and spirit” (2 Corinthians 7:1). Whilst 1 Thessalonians 5:23, “May 

the God of peace sanctify you wholly; and may your spirit and soul and body be kept sound 

and blameless...”, may not amount to a dogmatic pronunciation of trichotomism it hardly 

coheres with a monistic approach which treats man as an utterly indivisible entity who is 

merely describable from different angles.  

 

f. that Paul could countenance an inner—outer division of even an ontological sort is surely 

indicated by the self—description of his experience of being caught up to paradise, “whether 

in the body or out of the body I do not know, God knows” — (2 Corinthians 12:3).  

 

g. it seems apparent that the special Pauline use of soma to denote man in his entirety is 

nothing more than a genuine example of metonymy, the part may stand for the whole, but this 

is not to say that it should be identified with it; metonymy is not identity. 

 

h. whilst cautioning against an interpretation which implies that Paul was a materialistic 

monist, the data at hand indicate that Paul treated the body as an essential element in proper 

human flourishing. Such a view is pre—supposed wherever he argues for the necessity of a 

resurrection from the dead (1 Corinthians 15:12—57; Philippians 4:3—21 etc.).  

 

i. altogether we should conclude that Paul’s use of soma is consistent with the rest of the New 

Testament, which contains a development beyond Old Testament thinking in the direction of 

appreciating man under different aspects with concrete, and not just descriptive, content. 

 

2. Soul 

 

A.  The Old Testament  

 



a. nephesh — the most common of the psychological terms of the Old Testament (754 

occurrences);  it functions on several levels of meaning, and is widely treated as the most 

important anthropological term in the Hebrew Bible. 

 

b. the root means either to “breathe”, “breath”.   As breathing is the obvious difference 

between living and non—living creatures, nephesh becomes equated with the presence of life 

in both man (Exodus 4:19; 30:15 f; Numbers 31:50; 1. Samuel 1.9, 11.; 20:1; 2 Samuel 19:6 

etc.) and beast (Leviticus 24:18, cf. Genesis 9:4; Leviticus 1.7:1.1, 14; Deuteronomy 12:23). 

  

c. when the nephesh departs, a man is dead (Genesis 35:18; 1 Kings 17:21). It is expressly 

said to be subject to death (Numbers 23:1.0; Judges 16:30), and the corpse, at least a fresh 

one, is a nephesh (Leviticus 21:1.; Numbers 6:6; Haggal 2:13). In this range of meaning it 

would seem to approximate “individual.” When used in place of the personal or reflexive 

pronoun (Genesis 49:6; Leviticus 1.1.:43f; Deuteronomy 13:7; Psalms 3:3; 11:1; 35:7; 88:15; 

120:6; 142:5; Proverbs 11:17; Isaiah 3:9; Jeremiah 5:9 etc.) we seem close to our conception 

of man as a person.  

 

d. this would appear to be the import of that locus classicus of Hebrew anthropology Genesis 

2:7: “then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils 

the breath of life; and man became a living being” (nephesh hayyah). (The term nephesh 

hayyah by itself does not denote a person, for the animals are also nephesh hayyah (Genesis 

1: 20 f, 24; 2:19)). 

 

e.  it can be seen from this text that nephesh cannot simply be translated “soul”, for it is man 

and not some part of him that is designated a living nephesh.  Body and life are here 

distinguished, not body and soul. 

 

f. another line of development saw nephesh utilised to denote the subject of psychical desires, 

feelings and emotions, whether of a material nature (A desire for food and drink 

(Deuteronomy 12:15, 20f; I Samuel 2:16; Psalm 107:9; Proverbs 10:3; 12:10; 25:25; Micah 

7:1); the reproductive impulse (Jeremiah 2:24)) sensations and personal longings (Grief and 

pain (1. Samuel 1:10; 30:6; Job 27:2; Proverbs 31:6; Ezekiel 27:31); joy and peace (Psalms 

86:4; 94:19; Jeremiah 6:16; Lamentations 3:17);love (Genesis 34:3; 44:30; 1. Samuel 20:17; 

Psalm 63:2; Song of Solomon 1:7; 3:lff); hatred (Isaiah 1:14; Jeremiah 15:1; Ezekiel 25:15; 

36:15); loathing and weariness (Job 10:1; Jeremiah 6:8; Ezekiel 23:17f).), or the desire for 

God himself (Psalms 25:1; 33:20; 34:3; 35:9; 42:2f; 63:2; 84:3; 86:4 etc).  

 

g. when used in this way it is not easy to distinguish in meaning from ruah (“spirit”) though 

ruah is never associated with a specific physical parts of man, as nephesh is (e.g. Leviticus 

17:11 “the nephesh of the flesh is in the blood”), nor is it ever used as a substitute for the 

personal pronoun. 

 

h. in drawing conclusions two extremes must be avoided. On the one hand it cannot be 

equated with anything like an immortal in material principle at work with man. This is an 

accepted finding of Old Testament scholar ship. Yet, a virtual identification of the nephesh 

with the body is not justified by the inner—outer distinction. 

 

 

B. The New Testament 

 



a. psyche — it is once again convenient to separate the Pauline from the non—Pauline 

material, here with respect to psyche or “soul”. 

 

b. like its Old Testament counterpart, nephesh, psyche holds a variety of meanings and is 

strongly identified as the bearer of life in its various dimensions. In some places it simply 

stands for person or “man”, so many souls. = so many persons (Acts 2:41; 7:14; 27:37; 1 

Peter 3:20). To give up one’s soul is to give up one’s life. “The Son of Man came not to be 

served but to serve and to give up his psyche as a ransom for many” Mark 10:45, cf. John 

10:11,15,17; 13;27f; 1 John 3:16; Revelation 12:11.  

 

c. the soul is also the seat of the emotions; it is the subject of fear (Acts 2:43), of grief 

(Matthew 26:38 etc), of trouble (John 12:27), of rest (Matthew 11:29), of pleasure (Matt. 

12:18; Hebrews 10:38), of love (Matthew 22:37), of hate (Acts 14:2). In a spiritual sense it 

can be “strengthened” (Acts 1/4:22) or become “weary” (Hebrews 12:3). Souls can be 

troubled (Acts 15:24) or fall into sensuality (1 Peter 2:11; 2 Peter 2:14). Conversely, a soul 

can be cleansed (1 Peter 1:22), or kept from evil (1 Peter 4:19; Hebrews 13:17).  

 

d. unlike ruah/pneuma it is not the special object of God’s attention, it stands more for the 

physical life of man and his involvement in that evil, which all, Christian and non—Christian, 

share.  

 

e. there are a scattered number of passages indicating the enduring nature of the soul. 

Matthew 10:28 “do not fear those who can kill the body but cannot kill the soul, but rather 

fear him who can destroy both body and soul in hell.  Hebrew 10:39 “But we are .... of those 

who have faith and keep their souls”.  James 1:21; 5:20 and 1 Peter 1:9 use the expression 

“salvation of the soul” in a completely unreflective manner.  

 

f. in the book of the Revelation the departed in heaven are designated as “souls’’ (Revelation 

6:9; 20:4), and this definitely before the resurrection (Revelation 20:46). Yet “souls” can be 

seen by him and are clothed in white garments. To say that these New Testament writers 

possessed an articulated doctrine of an immortal soul would be misleading. 

 

g. whereas nephesh is roughly twice as common as ruah the Old Testament, Paul uses psyche 

only thirteen times, compared to his one hundred and forty six uses of pneuma 

 

h. six of the Pauline references have the general connotation of “life” or vitality (Romans 

11:3, 16:4; 1 Corinthians 15:45; 2 Corinthians 1:23; Philippians 2:30; 1 Thessalonians 2:8). 

 

i. several of these (Romans 11:3; Corinthians 15: 45) are renderings of Hebrew phrases or 

quotations from the L.X.X. where natural life is intended.  

 

j. twice the phrase ek psyches is found (Colossians 3:23; Ephesians 6:6), it seems to mean 

“whole heartedly”, mia psyche in Phil 1:27 bears the meaning “single—minded”, and with 

the previous two references illustrates the use of psyche as the seat of emotion and purpose.  

 

k. three examples are found where psyche stands for “person” (Romans 2:9; 13:1; 2 

Corinthians 12:15).  

 



l. the only remaining reference is 1 Thessalonians 5:23, where the three terms psyche, 

pneuma and soma are found side by side. Paul’s intention here seems to be to indicate that 

God will preserve the total person.  

 

m. Paul never speaks of psyche as the bearer of the higher life or able to survive death, nor 

couple it in Hellenistic fashion with the body as a summary of man. For Paul, unlike for the 

rest of the New Testament, psyche is an unimportant term with no significant theological 

consequences.  

 

3. Spirit 

 

A. The Old Testament 

 

a. ruah — this is a common Old Testament term (378 uses) 

 

b. the Spirit of God is never confused with that of man (The divine ruah is the source of 

man’s life (Genesis 2:7; Job 33:4) and has power over it (Judges 14:6, 19; 1 Samuel 10:10; 

19:23—24.)) 

 

c. the use of ruah for the movement of the wind (Job 4:15; 41:8; Isaiah 57:13 etc.), or air out 

of the body (Psalm 33:6; 135:17; Isaiah 11:4 etc.) provided a natural background for the 

evolution of ruah into a term denoting the psychological dynamic within man.  

 

d. in pre—exilic passages ruah denotes an undifferentiated life force (The revival of the ruah 

means the survival of those near death, Genesis 45:27; Judges 15:19; 1 Samuel 30:12; and the 

diminishment of it leads to death Psalm 143:7; 146:4.). The powerful non—subjective 

character of the divine and natural forces operative upon and around man, and which were 

both designated as ruah could be easily compared, phenomenologically, to those 

overwhelming inner states of man which throw him into a state of physical excitement.  

 

e. thus ruah is frequently used of deeply felt inner states e.g. Pharaoh’s ruah is troubled by 

his strange dreams (Genesis 41:8), the enslaved Israelites have a “broken ruah (Exodus 

6:9),the barren Hannah pours out her ruah in prayer to God (1 Samuel 1:15). 

cf. Genesis 26:3; Job 7:11; 17:1; 1 Kings 10:5; Psalms 34:19; 51:19; Proverbs 15:4, 13; 

16:18, 32; 17:22; 18:24; 25:28; 29:23; Isaiah 54:6; 65:14. 

 

f. the violent supra— individual aspect of ruah gradually gives way to it as the locus of 

psychic life e.g. “that which rises in your spirits” (Ezekiel 11:56), “my spirit must search” 

(Psalm 77:7), cf. Proverbs 1:23; 16:2; Isaiah 26:9; Malachi 2:16. All these passages are 

post—exilic. 

g. it is hardly surprising therefore that the ruah becomes the special object of Yahweh’s 

influence upon man (Deuteronomy 2:30; 1 Chronicles 5:26; 2 Chronicles 21:16; 

36:22; Ezra 1:1, 5; Jeremiah 51:11; Haggai 1:14), and the centre of his transformation of 

human life in the Messianic age (“I will give them one heart, and a new spirit I will put 

within them” (Ezekiel 11:19; cf 18:31, 36:26). The “new spirit” is equivalent to a new 

disposition to obey God.). 

 

h. even if ruah expresses the height of man’s psychic life viz: man in conscious relation to 

Yahweh, we do not have here a different level of human existence thought of in ontological 

terms. As basar could not be conceived of as standing over against man neither can ruah be 



treated as an entity that ever stands above him. Ruah is man psychically related in particular 

ways, it is not part of man. 

 

 

B. The New Testament 

 

a. pneuma — in dealing with the non—Pauline material pertaining to pneuma (“spirit”) one is 

immediately struck by the extent to which usage follows that of the Old Testament and 

relevant developments in the intertestemental literature, that is, there is nothing new or 

surprising in this part of New Testament anthropology. 

 

b. the spirit is the seat or bearer of emotions — it is the subject of grief (Mark :l2), of trouble 

(John 13:21), of joy (Luke 1:47; 10:21), of indignation (John 11:33, Acts 17:16), of zeal 

(Acts 17:25) and of meekness (1 Peter 3:4). Likewise it is the seat of purpose and volition 

(Acts 19:21, 20:22).  

 

c. as in the Old Testament “spirit” is particularly involved in man’s dealings with God.  

e.g. “He yearns jealously over the spirit which he has made to dwell in us” (James 4:5; cf 

Hebrews 4:12). It is a realm of sensitivity and responsiveness to the divine (Matthew 5:3; 

Mark 2:8; Luke 1:47).  

 

d. but another set of passages is much closer in usage to the way nephesh is used in the 

context of death in the Old Testament, and to that understanding of pneuma in ontological 

terms which appears in contemporary Judaism. 

 

e. various passages speak of death as the departure of the spirit from the human body (Mark 

15:37; Luke 23:46; Matthew 27:50; Acts 7:59)cf.”For as the body apart from the spirit is 

dead, so faith apart from works is dead” (James 2:26). A dead person can be thought of as a 

“spirit” e.g. “Jesus himself stood among them. But they ... supposed that they saw a spirit” 

(Luke 24:36), or described simply as a spirit, “But you have come to Mount Zion .... to the 

spirits of just men made perfect” (Hebrews 12:22—23). The material taken as a whole 

strongly suggests that the New Testament writers, outside Paul, conceived of the “spirit” of 

man as something at the very root of his psychological life and able to separate from the body 

in some sense as a distinct entity.  

 

f. it is generally accepted that in Paul the Holy Spirit is largely concerned with the human 

spirit. It is with the spirit that man serves God (Romans 1:9). Man as spirit is able to enjoy 

union with the Lord (1 Corinthians 6:17). Prayer (1 Corinthians 14:14) and prophecy (1 

Corinthians 14:32) are said to be exercises of man’s spirit. Grace is bestowed in the sphere of 

the spirit (Galatians 6:18). Renewal is experienced in the spirit (Ephesians 4:23). The spirit is 

made alive by God even while the body is perishing (Romans 8:10). The Spirit witnesses to 

man’s spirit that he is a child of God (Romans 8:16). 

 

g. there seem to be contexts where pneuma is set over against the body as the inner dimension 

of man contrasted with the outer. The worship of God “in spirit” (Philippians 3:3 1 

Corinthians 14:14) like “spiritual” circumcision (Romans 2:28—29) must pertain to the inner 

part of life (in contrast to the material preoccupations of Judaism). 1 Corinthians 5:4b_5 

“When you are assembled, and my spirit is present, …with the power of the Lord Jesus”. A 

natural reading of these verses suggests that Paul both considered his spirit could be active 



away from his body and that an immaterial part of man survives the destruction of the 

material part. 

 

h. pneuma unlike psyche is never used of non Christians or negative ethical impulses, 

otherwise the meaning of the two terms frequently overlaps. 

 

4. Flesh 

 

a. can be equivalent to the Old Testament use of basar for weakness e.g. John 1:14; 3:6 

 

b. it draws attention to frailty and earthiness e.g. 1 Pet 1:24.  “Flesh and blood” means limited 

human power (Eph 6:12; Heb 2:14) 

 

c. there is a distinctive New Testament usage most frequent Paul (91 of the 147 uses, 

especially in Romans and Galatians), the crucial term is sarx 

 

d. not just human weakness / perishability of body  (1 Cor 15:59; 2 Cor 4:10-11) 

 

 

 

 

     negative            neutral 

 

e. what instinct has become through sin  (Js 1:13-15; 4:1; Gal 5:16- 19) 

 

f. this is primarily because of the way fallen humans react to God’s law (Rom 7:5, 14, 18, 25; 

8:3, 6- 9)  

 

g. not a negative “part” of fallen humanity (Hellenistic dualism) but humanity in its    

opposition to God E.g.  Rom 7:5,14; Gal 5:16ff; Col 2:18. 

 

h. virtual identity of sin and flesh - to be ‘in the flesh’ is to be under the power of sin. (Rom 

8:8; Col 2:18.) 

 

i. to assess something “according to the flesh” (Rom 8:5, 13; 2 Cor 5:16) is to depend upon 

external appearances 

 

j. Christians are not ‘in the flesh’ but ‘in the Spirit’ (Rom 8:9), even though the flesh is still in 

us (Rom 7:18). 

 

5.  Conclusion 

 

“The true man is the whole man — corporeal and incorporeal together, the incorporeal acting 

through the corporeal, each equally deficient without the other. Hence the true man is not the 

inner man alone, for although the body is outward, it is not inessential” (Gundry) 

Excursus: The Spirit of Man as the Locus for the Witness of the Holy Spirit 

 

Various strands in contemporary charismatic thought identify the human spirit as the site for 

the witness of the Holy Spirit. Mark Virkler says: God has placed within all men a spirit. This 

is what distinguishes mankind from the animal kingdom . . . man was designed by God to 

FLESH BODY 



lend the creative capacity of his spirit to the Holy Spirit to fill. . . . God spoke a word to 

Abram’s spirit . . . (Gen. 12:1—1). . . . The voice of God is Spirit-to-spirit communication, 

the Holy Spirit speaking directly to my spirit. 

Leanne Payne’s third way of knowing, ‘knowledge by acquaintance’, is located for her in the 

‘heart’ which she equates with the spirit. Joyce Huggett quotes approvingly a number of 

authors who use this terminology: ‘It is within this inner stillness . . . that the Spirit of the 

living God speaks most clearly to our spirits.’ ‘He responds . . . He seeks me. He is anxious to 

invade my spirit. ‘83 The use of ‘spirit’ as an organ receiving supernatural knowledge is 

sufficiently familiar in charismatic circles as to be used without explanation. 

Others however have attempted to give some structure to the usage. Australasian Bible 

teacher Tom Marshall sees a definitive role for the human spirit in receiving divine 

knowledge. In the unfallen state Spirit informed spirit would have ruled mind which would 

have ruled body. When man fell the spirit was dethroned leaving life ruled by intellect, 

emotion or will. Regeneration is the coming of the Holy Spirit to live in the human spirit so 

as to restore it to primacy. In Christian living knowl edge received in the spirit is meant to 

rule over the reasonings of the mind. As far as I have been able to ascertain this framework 

goes back to the writings of the Welsh revivalist Jessie Penn-Lewis. Penn-Lewis appeals to 

the scriptures to justify her anthropology, a matter to be taken up later, but she is most 

relevant to our discussion of transrational know ing when she seems to attribute to the spirit a 

distinctive phenomenology. The mind of men needs to pay heed to the state of the spirit: 

whether it is crushed or ‘down’, in poise and calm control or in driven ‘flight’. Believers 

‘should learn how to discriminate the feelings of the spirit, which are neither emotional 

(soulish), nor physical’. Thus the spirit is said to have its own form of ‘consciousness’ clearly 

distinguished from the intellect: ‘\Vhen there is no movement, or “draw” or “leading” in the 

spirit, then the mind should be used in reliance on the judgement of God’. 

The critical question at this stage is whether there is adequate scriptural evidence for 

understanding spirit as distinct from mind and for establish ing a Spirit-spirit link which 

would justify positing this as the nexus for transrational knowledge. There are at least three 

possible ways of approaching the question. 

One might try to establish a full-blown tripartite view of man. There are numerous difficulties 

with this approach. In the first place it presupposes a complete Hellenization of the New 

Testament, a radical break with the holistic emphasis in Old Testament anthropology, which, 

whilst not impossible, is a priori unlikely. Also, there is very little in the New Testament 

which witnesses to a formal trichotomistic view of man. I Thessalonians 5:23 is the most 

popular proof text: ‘May your whole spirit, 

soul and body be kept blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.’ Yet Paul has no 

interest in the context of making an anthropological statement per se. His point is that God 

will redeem the total person. What we have here seems to be an example of synecdoche, a 

figure of speech in which a word which sometimes refers to a part is used to signify the 

whole. Paul is referring to whole people in three different ways, rather than to three distinct 

parts of a person. Appeal may also be made to Hebrews 4:12: ‘. . . piercing to the division of 

soul and spirit . . .‘. Again psychological analysis is not the author’s intention. Finally there 

are undoubted examples of parallelism where soul and spirit are limited: “My soul glorifies 

the Lord and my spirit rejoices in God my Saviour” (Luke 1:46—47). A tripartite 

anthropology therefore seems unjustified. 

Alternatively we might try to show that even if pneuma is not a separate constituent of human 

personality it is functionally distinguishable from psyche throughout the New Testament. 

Applied to the New Testament as a whole it soon becomes apparent that this approach is 

simplistic. Psyche can be described as the seat of various emotions: fear (Acts 2:43), grief 

(Matthew 26:38), trouble (John 12:27) and so on, but so can pneuma: grief (Mark 8:12), 



trouble (John 12:3 1), peace (2 Corinthians 2:13), refreshment (1 Corinthians 16:18), etc. It is 

necessary to abandon any conception that soul and spirit are completely divisible aspects of 

the function of the human person. 

Arguably however there are crucial distinctions. Of the two terms pneuma is never used of 

non-believers in relation to God or as the site of negative ethical impulses. As a corollary of 

this, pneuma can be described as the special object of God’s attention. 

In the non-Pauline literature pneuma falls within a range of uses for ruah in the Old 

Testament. Eichrodt summarizes ‘Spirit is man in so far as he belongs and interacts with the 

spiritual realm’. It is a realm of sensitivity and responsiveness to the divine: ‘Immediately 

Jesus knew in his spirit that this was what they were thinking . . .‘ (Mark 2:8, cf. Matthew 

5:3; Luke 1:47; John 4:24; Hebrews 12:23). It is the Pauline usage how ever which is most 

relevant. 

It is with the spirit that man serves God (Romans 1:9). Man as spirit is able to enjoy union 

with the Lord (1 Corinthians 6:17). Prayer and prophecy are said to be exercises of the spirit 

(1 Cor. 14:14, 32). Grace is bestowed in the sphere of the spirit (Galatians 6:18). Renewal is 

experi enced in the spirit (Ephesians 4:23). The spirit is made alive by God even when the 

body is perishing (Romans 8:10). There is a testimony of the spirit that a person is a child of 

God (Romans 8:1 

A broad sweep of scholarship accepts that in Paul the Holy Spirit is largely concerned with 

the human spirit. Anderson concludes that spirit: 

‘is an orientation towards God summoned forth by the divine Word and enabled by the divine 

Spirit’.’ For Schweizer it is ‘the organ that receives the Spirit of God’. G.E. Ladd insists on 

an affinity between the divine pneuma and the human pneuma: it is precisely ‘because man 

possesses pneuma that he is capable of being related to God’.’° The most important text in 

this regard is the one already referred to in the examination of the Puritan view of the witness 

of the Spirit, viz., Romans 8:16: 

‘The Spirit himself testifies with our spirit that we are the children of God’. 

There is considerable controversy as to exactly how this text is to be translated, in terms of 

two distinct witnesses to adoption, as in the New International Version translation above, or 

whether the sole witness is the Holy Spirit: ‘the Spirit himself testifies to our spirit that we 

are the children of God’.’° Whichever way this is taken, some form of knowledge is scribed 

to the spirit of the Christian.’ The immediate context (v.15) is suggestive that this happens in 

prayer, but there is little to indicate what sort of knowledge is implied. Some commentators 

refer to a mental disposition,’ others to the ‘subjective testimony of conscience’,’° ‘filial 

feelings’, or a ‘sense’ of our filial relationship with God. This takes us no further than the 

Reformed dogmatic tradition with its ‘spiritual perception’, ‘immediacy’ and ‘intuitive 

knowledge’ all of which is compatible with the existence of a transrational form of knowing 

claimed by contemporary charismatics. Where however the biblical commentators seem to 

stand with the charismatics is in breaking the nexus between this sort of heart knowledge and 

Scripture insisted upon in the Reformed-conservative-evangelical tradition. Not only is it 

anachronistic, but there is nothing at all within the context of Romans 8 to suggest any 

relationship between Holy Scripture and the witness of the Spirit. The only way in which the 

necessary bond of Scripture and supernatural knowledge can be maintained is to set up the 

sort of uncrossable spiritual ditch between the experience of New Testament believers and 

subsequent generations alluded to in the earlier part of this paper. 

The other critical texts pertaining to transrational knowledge at the Spirit-spirit conjunction 

are in 1 Corinthians. Sometimes’ 10 appeal is made to 1 Corinthians 2:10—16 to justify a 

distinction between the ‘soulish man’ and the ‘spiritual man’. This goes beyond the language 

of the pas sage which seems to be an example where nous and pneuma overlap in meaning. 

Likewise the ‘spiritual discernment’ Paul refers to in verse 14b means no more than ‘by 



means of the Spirit’.’ 12 1 Corinthians 14 however does seem to develop a relationship 

between the Holy Spirit and the human spirit. 

In 1 Corinthians 14:2 we read: ‘For anyone who speaks in a tongue does not speak to men but 

to God. Indeed no one understands him; he utters mysteries with his spirit’. On the 

implications of this verse I agree with Dowling: ‘it seems clear that Paul believed in an 

immediate communing with God by means of the Holy Spirit speaking through the human 

spirit, that sometimes bypassed the mind’.” This in and of itself does not make 

for transrational knowledge, but the whole notion of the interpretation of tongues developed 

by Paul later in the chapter only makes sense if the ‘mysteries’ uttered in the spirit actually 

contain information. In 1 Corinthians 14:14 he says: ‘For if I pray in a tongue my spirit prays, 

but my mind is unfruitful’. Some have argued that ‘my spirit’ does not mean Paul’s human 

spirit but the Holy Spirit apportioned in a personal way.’ ‘ Even if this were granted it leaves 

an indubitable reference to the operation of the Holy Spirit: ‘through appropriate 

psychological channels independently of my mind’.’ ‘ Fee seems most accurate when he 

concludes, in paying special attention to v.32 (‘the spirits of prophets are subject to the 

control of prophets’), that he tends to use the term in a much more flexible way than most of 

us are comfortable with. The Spirit who speaks through the prophets is understood to be 

speaking through ‘the spirit’ of the prophet . . . The Corinthian zeal for ‘spirits’ in 14:12, 

therefore, is zeal for manifestations of the Spirit . . . as he quickens their spirits to pray. . . . 

‘my spirit prays’ seems to mean something like my S/spirit prays .  

Prayer, like all communication, is informational, that is it bears knowledge, the sort of 

knowledge implied in I Corinthians (as with that of Romans 8:16, or with the witness of the 

Spirit in Reformed thought) is transrational in origin; it is a gift of the Spirit of God imparted 

to the human spirit. Again, there is nothing at all in the relevant texts to suggest any 

necessary connexion with Holy Scripture. It has been established that transrational 

knowledge is a concept compatible with the teaching of the Bible, and that the locus for this 

knowledge is the human spirit (under the action of the Holy Spirit) it remains to be 

ascertained if there is a New Testament category capable of incorporating this knowledge and 

what in charismatic thought is known as the witness of the Spirit. 

 

 

80 Virkler, op. cit., p. 60, P. 27. 

81 Payne, Healing, p. 23. 

82 W.p, Keller, ‘Solitude for Serenity and Strength’ Decision, August_Septe 1981, p. 

8, cited in Huggett, Listening, pp. 51—52, 

83 J. Borst, A Method of Contemplative Prayer, Asian Trading, 1974, p. 18, cited in Huggett, 

Listening, p. 68. 

84 For exa ‘At One time I would have regarded this sufficient evidence for initiating a 

ministry of deliverance but, as I did not feel in my spirit the presence of demons in her 

personality I contii with my questioning’ s. Hughes, ‘The Demonic in Counselling......Real or 

Imagined’, The Christian Counsellor 2, 3, 1992, pp. 2—6, p. 3 (emphasis mine). 

85 In Marshall’s terminology ‘soul’. 

86 T. Marshall, Free Indeed, Chichester: Sovereign World, 1983, pp. l3 153—154 l48—lbtJ. 

87 J. Penn-Lewis, op. cit., PP. 108—110. Sometimes mediated by the works of Watchman 

Nee, for example, Release of the Spirit, Bombay: Gospel Literature Service, 1967. 

88 Ibid., pp. 112—1 13. 

89 Ibid., p. 116. 

90 Ibid.. p. 114. 

91 Loc. cit. 

92 Representing the prevailing consensus of Old Testament scholars See, for example, 



P. Addinajl,’The Soul in Pedersen’s “Israel”, Expository Times, 93, 2, 1981, pp. 

299—303; M.E. Dahi, The Resurrection of the Body, London: S.C.M., 1962; W. 

Eichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament, tr. J. Baker, London, S.C.M., 1967, vol. 2, pp. 

147—150; E. Jacob, ‘The Anthropology of the Old Testament’, in Theological 

Dictionary of the New Testament eu G. Friedrich, tr. G.W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans 1974, vol. 9 6l7 H.W. Wolff, Anthropology of the Old Testament, 

tr. M. Kohl, Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974. For a diverging position see R.H. Gundry 

Soma in Biblical Theology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976, pp. 

117—134 

93 J.W. Cooper, Body, Soul and Life Everlasting Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 1989, Pp. 48, 

108, For other objections to using this text trichotomisticaily see J. OSei-Bonsu 

‘Anthropological Dualism in the New Testament’, Scottish Journal of Theology, 40, 4, 

1987, pp. 57 1—590, pp. 582—584. 

94 See F.F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Hebrews, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977, p. 165. 

95. Cf G. Fee, 1 Corinthians Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987, p. 112. 

96 This could be visualized as two overlapping circles, as in a Venn diagram. Spatial rep 

resentation should not however mislead us into thinking in terms of ‘pasts’ rather than powers 

at work in the human person. Cf Martin, op. cit., p. 209. 

97 For psyche as a source of evil, see: I Peter 2:11, 4:19; 2 Peter 2:14; Hebrews 13:17. 

98 Eichrodt, op. cit., PP. 132—133 

99 R. Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms, London: Brill, 1971, Pp. 164—175 contains a 

useful outline of the history of the interpretation of pneuma in Paul. I follow here W.D. 

Stacey, The Pauline View of Man, London: Macmillan, 1956, pp. 129—132. 

ZOO R.S. Anderson, On Being Human, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 1982, p. 212. Cf E. 

Brunner Man in Revolt, tr. 0. Wyon, London: Lutterworth 1939, p. 240, G.S, Hendzy, The 

Holy Spirit,London: S.C.M., 1965, p. 117 makes the point that this obviates any objection 

based on a violation of the principle of sola gratia. 

101 E. Schweizer, pneuma, in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. 

Friedrjch, tr. G.W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968, vol. 6., pp. 332-455, p. 

435. Cf W.F. Orr and J.A. Walther, 1 Corinthians, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1976, P. 157; B. 

Wilberforce, Mystic Immanence London: Elliot Stock, nd., p. 31. 

102 G.E. Ladd, Theology of the New Testament, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans 1975, p. 463. 

Cf. Griffith-Thomas, Holy Spirit, p. 29; H.D. McDonald, The Christian View of Man, 

Westchester: Crossway, 1981, P. 21; C.F.D. Moule, The Holy Spirit, London: 

Mowbrays, 1978, P. 9; Niebuhr, op. cit., vol. 1, Pp. 162—163. 

103 For the former interpretation see E.A. Obeng, ‘Abba, Father: The Prayer of the Sons of 

God’, Expository Times, 99, 12, 1988, pp. 363—366. For the latter translation, C.E.B. 

Cranfield. The Epistle to the Romans, Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1975, vol. 1. PP. 

402—403. 

104 E. Kasemann, Romans, tr. G.W. Bromiley, London: S.C.M.. 1980, P. 229. 

105 1. Murray, The Epistle to the Romans, Grand Rapids: Eerdrnans, 1959, pp. 295—297. 

106 W. Sanday and AC. Headlam, The Epistle to the Romans, Edinburgh: 1. and T. Clark, 

l9ll,p.2O3. 

107 C. Hodge, Romans, London: Banner of Truth, 1972, P. 267. (First edition 1834). 

108 J.R.W. Stott, Men Made New, London: I.V.P., 1966, p. 93. 

109 Although neither the Holy Spirit nor the human spirit is named in 1 John 2:20, 27 we are 

arguably dealing here with the same transrational knowing: ‘But you have an anointing from 

the Holy One, and you all know the truth (lit. ‘you all know’) . . . his anointing teaches you 

about all things. 

110 For example. McDonald, op. ci p. 23; Penn-Lewis, op. cit., p. 108. 



Ill C.K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, London: A. and C. Black, 1971, P. F 74; 

Fee, I Corinthians, p. 112; Orr and Walther, op. cit., p. 157. 

112 Fee,op.cit.,p.117. 

113 R. Dowling, ‘I Corinthians 14:1—25: Mind and Spirit’, Evangel, Autumn 1991, Pp. 

9—l3,p. 11. 

114 Barrett, op. cit., p. 319; W.A. Grudem, The Gift of Prophecy, Westchester: Crossway, 

1988. pp. 117—1 18. 

115 Barrett, op. cit., p. 319. Cf V. Fitzner, First Corinthians, Adelaide: Lutheran, 1982, p. 

22. 

116 Fee, op. cit., pp. 596, 670. 

117 See, for example, J. Baillie, The Idea of Revelation in Recent Thought, New York: 

Columbia, 1956, especially pp. 104—108; A. Murray, The Spirit of Christ, London: 

Nisbet, nd., pp. 214—223, 373—377; W. Pannenberg, Systematic Theology, tr. G.W. 

Bromiley, Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1991, PP. 198—214; W.G.T. Shedd, Dogmatic 

Theology, Nashville: Nelson, 1980, vol. 1, p. 62. 

118 D.B. Knox, The Thirty Nine Articles, London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1967, p. 77. 

119 CF. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority, Vol. 2; God Who Speaks and Shows, Waco: 

Word, 1976, P. 309. 

120 Cf il. Packer, ‘Contemporary Views of Revelation’, in Revelation and the Bible, ed. CF. 

Henry, Grand Rapids: Baker, 1957, pp. 87—104. 

121 0. Oepke, apokalypto in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. G. Kittel, tr. 

G.W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965, vol. 3, pp. 563—592. (I do not include 

epiphanein in this discussion of revelation because it is restricted to or of Jesus him self.) 

122 D.A. Carson, Showing the Spirit, Homebush: Lancer, 1988, pp. 161 ff. Cf G.C. 

Bingham, The Day of the Spirit, Adelaide: New Creation, 1985, pp. 115, 183, 297. 

123 Grudem, op. cit., p. 82. 

124 Contra R.P. Martin, Philippians, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976, P. 141. See J.F. 

Collange. The Epistle of St. Paul to the Philippians, is. A.W. Heathcote, London: 

Epworth, 1979, p. 135; F.F. Bruce, Philippians, Peabody: Hendrickson, 1983, P. 125. 125 

Oepke, op. cit., p. 585. 

126 T. Holi, apokalypto, in Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament, edd. H. Bali and 

G. Schneider, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990, vol. 1, PP. 13 1—132. 

127 Cf H. Thielicke, The Evangelical Faith, tr. OW. Bromiley, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

1977, vol. 2, p. 6. 

128 The specific context is that of prophecy in the church assembly. A related example can 

perhaps be found in Galatians 2:2. For a discussion see F.F. Bruce, Galatians, Exeter: 

 

 

 


