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S)metimes the story behind a book is as interest;ithe book itself.

Let me share with you what compelled me to wHtgpular Beliefs: Are
They Biblical?Three major factors stand out in my mind.

The first factor is the frequent discussions | havith Christians of

different denominations about their beliefs. R#pints at my weekend
seminars, as well as subscribers to my EndtimestsBlewsletter, often ask
me: Why are some of my beliefs biblically wrong?w@an they be

unbiblical, when they are held by the vast majooit{Christians?

To answer these questions, | have devoted thetlpiatst years of my life
researching and writing 18 books which examine sofrteday’s popular
beliefs from a biblical perspective. Furthermordarge number of the 200
Endtime Issues Newsletters which | have emailethduhe past 10 years

to over 35,000 subscribers, examine popular bellgftorically and
biblically. This book represents an expansion eksal studies | posted in
my newsletters. These are readily accessible at
www.biblicalperspectives.com/endtimeissues/

My Passion for Biblical and Historical Accuracy
The second factor is my passion for biblical anstdrical accuracy. An
example is the five years | spent at the Pontift@éeégorian University in

Rome, ltaly, investigating for my doctoral disseda the popular belief
that the change from Sabbath to Sunday worship cabmait by the
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authority of Christ and the apostles to commemortite Lord's
Resurrection.

The findings of my dissertatiofrom Sabbath to Sundare summarized
in chapter 6 of this book, entitled “Sunday Sacesd’ My study shows
that the popular belief of Sunday sacredness ldukd biblical and
historical support. Historically, |1 found that therigin of Sunday
observance began approximately one century afteistGhdeath, during
the reign of Emperor Hadrian (117-138), as a restilan interplay of
political, social, pagan, and religious factors.

The conclusions of my investigation were well-atedpby the examining
commission made up of five distinguished Jesuiblkgk. An indication is
the gold medal of Pope Paul VI awarded to me foniag thesumma cum
laude distinction in my school work and dissertati6nom Sabbath to
Sunday This experience has greatly encouraged me txamti@e the
biblical validity and historical accuracy of othpopular beliefs, such as
those examined in this book.

The Demand for a Biblical Re-examination of PopulaBeliefs

The third factor that has motivated me to writesthook is the increasing
demand for a study that can help sincere and opedet Christians to
test the validity of their beliefs on the basistioé normative authority of
the Bible. More and more Christians today are tmeisig the biblical
validity of some of their denominational beliefdi§ is partly due to the
new climate of intellectual freedom that encouragesple to take a fresh
look at social, political, and religious issues.Western countries most
people no longer feel bound to blindly accept thkelfs of their churches.
They want to find out for themselves if what theywé been taught is based
on biblical teachings or on church traditions.

Take for example the popular belief in the immatyadf the soul which is
examined at length in chapter 2 of this book. Fataries most Christians
have accepted and still accept as biblical trughdhalistic view of human
nature, as consisting of a material, mortal bodg arspiritual, immortal
soul. In recent years, however, a host of Bibleokols, philosophers, and
scientists have re-examined this belief and foundbibe contrary to
Scripture, reason and science. Over one hundretiestiproduced by
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Catholic and Protestant scholars are cited in mgkblonmortality or
Resurrection? A Biblical Study on Human Nature Bredtiny.

The massive scholarly assault on the traditionallisiic view of human
nature, will eventually filter through the rank aride of Christian
denominations. When this happens, it will causesictarable intellectual
and personal crisis in the lives of Christians atmmed to believing that at
death their souls break loose from their bodies@mdinue to exist either
in the beatitude of paradise or in the tormenteaf. hlMany Christians will
be sorely disappointed to discover that their b@tidife after death, has no
biblical basis whatsoever. The Bible clearly teactiat the dead in Christ
rest in the grave until resurrection morning.

What is true for the popular belief in the immaitiabf the soul is also true
of other popular beliefs examined in this book:datory, Hell as Eternal
Torment, the Intercession of the Saints, the Mamtiabf Mary, Sunday
Sacredness, Speaking in Tongues, Once Saved AlSaysd, and Infant
Baptism. Most of these popular beliefs trace thaiigin, not from
Scripture, but from the Platonic dualistic viewhafman nature, consisting
of a mortal body and an immortal soul. The adoptb this pagan belief
in the second century, has had a devastating imgacChristian beliefs
and practices.

Bible Scholars Find some Popular Beliefs to be Unliical

The ten popular beliefs examined in this book hlbgen investigated by
scholars of different persuasions. In most casey found them to be
contrary to biblical teachings. Some of the findingf these studies are
cited in this book where a chapter is devoted th gmpular belief.

There is no question that Biblical scholarshipasiid to cause a great deal
of existential anxiety to millions of Christians wiwill be surprised to
discover that some of their popular and traditiobaliefs lack biblical
support.

The purpose of this study is not to intensify saoRiety, but to encourage
all Christians committed to the normative authodfythe Scripture, to re-
examine their traditional beliefs and reject theggch are proven to be
unbiblical. The Christian hope for a personal aashaic redemption must
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be grounded on the unmistakable teachings of GaWted, not on
ecclesiastical traditions.

Importance of this Book onPopular Beliefs: Are They Biblical?

This research project has been very expensivaria ind money. During
this past year | have invested an average of 15shauday on this
manuscript, because | believe it is desperatelydeeeto call out of
Babylon many sincere people who are sincerely agetki know and to do
the revealed will of God.

There are million of sincere Christians who do mealize that most of their
popular beliefs are biblically wrong, while our Ashtist beliefs are
biblically right. This bookPopular Beliefs: Are they Biblicaliz designed
to help these sincere Christians to re-examing tiiefs in the light of
the normative authority of Scripture.

At this time our Adventist Church has not no cortipglwitnessing book
that can help sincere people understand why thaefrular beliefs are
biblically wrong, and our Adventist beliefs are li@hlly correct. This is
what makesPopular Beliefs: Are they Biblical?so urgently needed.
Adventists who have been looking for a book to diweir friends who
guestion about our Adventist beliefs, will be gtadknow that finally such
book is available. They will be glad to give to ith&iends Popular
Beliefs: Are They BiblicalBecause the book exposes false teachings and
affirms biblical truths in a calm, dispassionated abjective way.

My Sincere Hope

I have written this book with the earnest desirehédp Christians of all
persuasions to re-examine their popular beliethénight of the normative
authority of the Bible. At a time when most Chasis still hold to popular
beliefs that derive from human traditions ratheanthfrom biblical
revelation, it is imperative to recover those Hmalitruths that God has
revealed for our eternal salvation.

It is my fervent hope that this book, fruit of mamonths of dedicated
research, will help Christians of all persuasions“dome out” of the
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Babylonian confusion of popular but unbiblical leédi, and accept God's
glorious plan for our present life and our futuesihy.
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I he logical starting point of our examination of thiblical

validity of some popular beliefs, is a study of frevailing views of the

nature of the Bible itself. This is an importardréhg point, because what
people believe about the nature of the Bible, wtety determines how
they define and test their beliefs.

There are two major views of the natafghe Bible. They are
known as “biblical errancy,” that is, “the Bible fsll of errors,” and
“biblical inerrancy,” that is, “the Bible is freedm errors.” Each of these
views is subject to a variety of interpretationsr the purpose of our study,
we will limit our analysis to the main teachingseafch view.

Biblical errancy is the view of liberalitics who maintain that the
Bible is a strictly human, error-ridden book, delodf supernatural
revelations and miraculous manifestations. Congatyehe Old and New



Testaments are strictly human literary productidingt partake of the
shortcomings of their human authors.

By contrast, conservative evangelitaeve in the total inerrancy
of the Bible. They affirm that the Bible is absalyt inerrant, that is,
without error in its original manuscripts. For sgntiee inerrancy of the
Bible extends to every reference to history, geplgya chronology,
cosmology, and science.

This chapter endeavors to show thé&t bBu errancy and inerrancy
beliefs undermine the authority of the Bible by mgkit either too-human
or too-divine. This reminds us that heresies comedifferent forms.
Sometimes they openly reject biblical authority amdchings, while at
other times they subtly distort scriptural authoehd teachings.

Objectives of the Chapter

This chapter examines the controversy over theneyfmerrancy
of the Bible. These opposing popular beliefs arangtioned by liberal
critics on the one hand and by conservative evaraielon the other. Our
procedure will be first to trace briefly the histal origin of each
movement and then to evaluate their teachings &dmblical perspective.

To place the current controversy inigtdnical perspective, brief
mention will be made of how the circulation of tBible has been opposed
outside and inside the church. This will help usitderstand the relentless
efforts of the Evil One to prevent the message ofl'& revelation from
reaching sincere people.

The chapter is divided in four parteeTirst mentions briefly some
past attempts to prevent the circulation of thieldby Roman Emperors,
the Catholic Church, English kings, Protestant chuteaders, and
communists governments.
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The second part examines Biblical €igth—commonly known as
Higher Criticism. This movement has been largepamsible during the
past three centuries for undermining biblical autkio

The third part looks at the popularidfein biblical inerrancy as
taught by a large number of evangelicals who maairiteat God guided the
minds of the Bible writers in such a way that tivegre prevented from
making any error. For many the Bible is supposebdeaavithout error, not
only with respect to religious teachings, but also such areas as
geography, astronomy, history, chronology, andrthwral sciences. We
will show that this teaching overlooks the humamelision of Scripture.

The last part sets forth the SeventhAldventist understanding of
the inspiration and authority of the Bible. We Itls®e that Adventists
hold to a balanced view of the inspiration of thel& by acknowledging
that its source is divine, the writers are humand #oeir writings contain
divine thoughts in human language. Properly undedsthe humanity of
the Bible enhances its divine origin and authority.

Part 1

HISTORICAL ATTACKS AGAINST THE
BIBLE

Roman Emperors Attempted to Destroy the Bible

During the first three centuries some Roman empesought to
uproot Christianity by destroying the Bible. Foraexple, on February 23,
303 A. D. emperor Diocletian decreed that everyyooipthe Bible was to

be handed over to the Roman police to be burneduddnds of valuable
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Biblical manuscripts were burned in public squafesme Christians lost
their lives for refusing to hand over their Bibles.

The aim of the imperial decree waslitmiaate the presence of the
Christian religion by suppressing its guiding ligimd normative authority.
The reason given by leading philosophers and gowvennh officials was
that Christianity was largely responsible for tloeie-economic crises that
were plaguing the empire at that time.

The Bible Outlawed in Moslem Countries

With the rise of Islam in the seventntury, the Bible has been
consistently outlawed in strict Moslem countrieso This very day
distribution of Bibles is strictly forbidden in Miegn countries. Countless
Christians have lost their lives for attemptingdistribute Bible and/or
share its teachings to receptive Moslems.

The success of ruthless Moslem rulersugroot the Bible and
Christianity is evident in the countries they coapd. For example, prior
to the Moslem conquest of the seventh centuryNibreh African countries
of Lybia, Tunisia, Marocco, Algeria, were flouriglgi Christian nations
that produced such church leaders as AugustineTantllian. Today,
Christians and the Bible are practically non-exista these countries.

The circulation of the Bible has alsoffered from within
Christianity at the hands of the Catholic Churcmglish kings, and
Protestant church leaders. More recently, commueigimes also have
attempted to prevent the circulation of the Bibled ato discredit its
teachings. Each of the above powers in differengswaave assailed the
Bible by preventing its circulation among the laity

Catholic Attempts to Prevent the Reading of the Bile
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Historically the Catholic Church has been opposetth¢ translation
of the Bible in the common languages of the peapig to its circulation
among the laity. The right to read and teach thH#eBivas reserved to the

clergy.

For example, the Synod of Toulouse229 A. D., presided over
by a papal legate, celebrated the close of thegAtsian crusades by
perfecting the code of the Inquisition and forbidgilay Christians to
possess copies of the Bible. Canon 14 reads: “YWhiljt also that the
laity should be permitted to have the books of@ié or New Testament;
unless anyone from motive of devotion should wishhave the Psalter
[Psalms] or the Breviary for divine offices or theurs of the blessed
Virgin; but we most strictly forbid their having anranslation of these
books.*

A similar decree was promulgated at@waincil of Tarragona in
A. D. 1234. The Second Canon rules that “No one pwssess the books
of the Old and New Testaments in the Romance layjgguand if anyone
possesses them he must turn them over to the tostabp within eight

days after the promulgation of this decree, so they may be burned . .
112

In its fourth session, the Council géfit (8 April 1546) reiterated
the unmistakable Catholic opposition to the distiim of Scriptures by
Bible Societies because “It is manifest, from aigee, that if the Holy
Bible, translated into the wvulgar tongue [commomglaage], be
indiscriminately allowed to everyone, the temedfymen will cause more
evil than good to arise from it”

In his two encyclicalQui Pluribus and Nostis et Nobiscum,
promulgated respectively on November 9, 1846 areteimber 8, 1848,
Pope Pius IX warned the Italian Archibishops andhBps against the
Bible Societies, saying: “Under the protectiontod Bible Societies which
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have long since been condemned by this Holy Sew, distribute to the
faithful under the pretext of religion, the Holy & in vernacular
translations. Since these infringe the Church’ssuthey are consequently
subverted and most daringly twisted to yield a wikeaning. So you realize
very well what vigilant and careful efforts you masake to inspire in your
faithful people an utter horror of reading themsstilential booksRemind
them explicitly with regard to divine scripture th@ man, relying on his
own wisdom, is able to claim the privilege of rastwisting the scriptures
to his own meaning in opposition to the meaningclvhholy mother
Church holds and has held.”

By calling the Bibles distributed by Societies pestilential
books” to be treated by faithful Catholics with “utterrhar,” Pious IX
clearly expresses the historic Catholic condemnatiothe reading of the
Bible by lay people. The reason is the reading hed Bible has led
countless Catholics to discover that their fundaaldoeliefs are based on
ecclesiastical tradition rather than biblical awityo

The Waldenses Persecuted for Distributing the Bible

For centuries the Waldenses faced physcivil, and economic
persecutions at the hand of the Catholic Houseawbfor translating and
distributing portions of the Bible. The most craehssacre of the innocent
Waldenses took place in the Italian Piedmont valley1655 by the army
of Charles Emmanuel 1l, the Catholic Duke of Savoyhe whole
Protestant world was shocked by this brutal massa@hiver Cromwell
(1599-1658), Lord Protector of England, protestegbrously and John
Milton, his foreign secretary and poet, dedicatieid famous sonnet of
Paradise Losto the thousand of slaughtered Waldenses.

“Avenge, O Lord, thy slaughtered saints, whose bone

Lie scattered on the Alpine mountains cold,
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Even them who kept thy truth so pure of old,
When all our fathers worshipped stocks and stones.”
The Bible in the Experience of our Family in Italy

Incidentally, it was a Waldensian fell@arpenter who loaned a
Bible to my father, while he was still a young dev&atholic. Reading
that Bible proved to be a turning point in my fatheeligious experience,
as well as in the future of our family. When fatlseught the help of a
priest to clarify Bible texts which contradictecatBolic teachings, the
priest abruptly snatched away the Bible from myhéats hands, saying:
“This book will breed only confusion and unrest/tiur soul. Leave it with
me.” My father lost his Bible and had great diffiguin buying another
copy, because the main supplier was the BritishForeign Bible Society
which operated secretly out of a nameless apartment

| experienced first hand the same @lathopposition to the
circulation of the Bible during the four Summersgent in Italy (1952-
1956) selling Bibles supplied to me by the Britishd Foreign Bible
Society. Each Summer | earned a scholarship tacatbeir Academy in
Florence by selling Bibles and religious books. @mnerous occasions
devout Catholics frantically sought me out to tddeek the Bibles they
bought, because their priest told them that thenewrotestant Bibles that
would contaminate their home.

It is only since the Second Vatican @mli(1962-1965) that the
Catholic Church has encouraged its members to aeadtated Catholic
Bibles. This recent decision has not significamtigreased the reading of
the Bible by Catholic, because in Catholic coustribe Bible is still
perceived to be a book for priests to read. Theltrés that for the vast
majority of Catholics are still biblically illiteta.
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Protestants’ Attempts to Prevent the Circulation ofthe Bible

Surprisingly, even Protestant rulers and churchddesa have
attempted to prevent the translation and circutatid the Bible. For
example, Cuthbert Tunstall, Bishop of London, sgtgnopposed the
efforts of William Tyndale (1494-1536) to translated publish the Bible
in English.

Tyndale, a brilliant Bible scholar trad at Oxford and Cambridge,
was greatly distressed by the ignorance of theggland laity about the
Bible. He determined to educate the English peaptaut the Word of God
by translating it in their own language. But, hedd enormous opposition
from both secular and religious powers in Englabansequently, he was
forced to go to Germany to continue his Englisimgfation of the New
Testament.

In 1526 the first 3000 copies of the@awo edition of Tyndale’'s
English New Testament were published in Worms, GesmWhen copies
reached England, Bishop Tunstall ordered them tooliected and burned
at St. Paul's Cross in London. Eventually, Tyndal®ew Testament
became the basis for the King James translation.

Tyndale was relentlessy attacked faingato translate the Bible
into English. He was attacked not only by Londosi®ip Tunstall, but
also by William Warham, the Archbishop of Canteyhwand by Thomas
Moore, the Chancellor of the English Parliamente§éh men sent secret
agents to trap him as he moved around from his Argwase. He was
finally arrested and imprisoned in the Castle df/dtide, a few miles from
Brussels. Early in October 1536 he was stranglethéncourtyard of the
castle. The effectiveness of the opposition to Byed English translation
of the New Testament was such, that of the 18,08)fles that were
smuggled to England, only two known copies remain.

16



Communists Attacks Against the Bible

In the past 100 years Communist governments hdeenpted to
discredit the Bible and to prevent its circulationtheir countries. They
have used both educational and legal measuresataoially, people have
been taught that the Bible is a superstitious fhy book to be rejected by
enlightened communist minds. Legally, many peo@gehbeen arrested
and imprisoned for attempting to smuggle Bibles itdmmunist countries.

Autocratic political and religious $ysis feel threatened by the
Bible because its message summons people to gimétypto God in their
thinking and living. When people accept the Godbidlical revelation,
making Him first and supreme in their lives, theil wot give in to the
demands of autocratic political or religious rulerBo want the absolute
allegiance to their persons, teachings, or parties.

Conclusion. The past attempts to suppress the Bible by burting
or banning it, have proven to be futile. Christidmve been willing to
suffer torture and death, rather than denyingritths which made them
free. The Bible remains unchallenged year after wsathe world’s best
seller. 1t is still the greatest force for the mlorenewal of our human
society.

Voltaire, the noted French infidel whied in 1778, predicted that
within 100 years Christianity would be extinct. tiesd, the irony of history
is that twenty years after his death, the GenetteBSociety used his very
house and printing presses to publish copies oBibie! No other book in
history has been so hated, burned, and bannedt ¥t survives today
and reaches almost all the people of the world vtighclose to 2000
translations. Its moral principles still serve las moral foundation of many
societies.
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Part 2

BIBLICAL CRITICISM

The failure of the past attempts tovpre the circulation of the
Bible has not weakened the Devil's determinatiordéstroy its authority
and influence. During the past three centuries he adopted a new
strategy which has almost destroyed the high dethe Bible previously
held in the Christian world. The result has beethevlogical crisis of
unprecedented proportions. This crisis has beeripita&ted by the
introduction of a new method of investigating thblB known as “Biblical
Criticism,” or “Higher Criticism.”

Definition of Biblical Criticism

The term “Biblical Criticism” describes the applton of the
modern literary and historical-critical methodghe study of the Bible. It
critically analyses the biblical text with the aiaf identifying literary
sources, the manner and date of composition, ctmjag the authorship,
and the literary development of the text.

In theory, the intent of Biblical Cdism is to enhance the
appreciation of the Bible through a fuller undemstiag of its literary
history and message. In practice, however, it dgstany confidence in the
divine origin of the message of the Bible, becaiispresupposes its
writings to be merely a human literary productiarror-ridden, and
entirely conditioned by the culture of the time.

Lower Criticism

It is important to note that there rso#her category of criticism
known as “lower” criticism, which is functionallyifterent from “higher”

18



criticism. Lower criticismis concerned with ascertaining as nearly as
possible the text of the original manuscripts fritva surviving copies. In
view of its function, lower criticism is commonlhalked textual criticism.
The latter is more objective than higher criticisbecause its scope is
limited to an analysis of available textual maniggsr

Higher Criticism

The case is different witHigher Criticism. Though the higher
critic is interested in the accuracy of the texs, ¢wverriding concern is to
study the writings purely atuman literature, rejecting a priori any
possible divine inspiration of the writers and dwiintervention into
human affairs. He inquires into the date of the position, the authorship,
the possible use of sources, the culture that enfted the text. It is
therefore frequently distinguished in literary,tbrgcal, source, form, and
redaction criticism, depending on the aspect ohdigcriticism being
examined.

The fundamental problem with highetticism is his reliance on
the critic’'s subjective speculations, rather tham \arifiable scientific
investigation. James Orr makes this point in higomarticle on “Biblical
Criticism” in the International Standard Bible Encyclopegdiaf which he
was Editor-in-chief. He wrote: “While invaluable aa aid in the domain
of Biblical introduction (date, authorship, genuiess, contents,
destination, etc.), [Biblical Criticism] manifestiyends to widen out
illimitably into regions where exact science canfotiow it, where, often,
the critic’s imagination is his only law.”

This method of linguistic and histadicesearch is not unique to
our times. Similar methods were used in the pastThgodore of
Mopsuestia (c.350-428) who used grammatical anrigal indicators to
exegete biblical texts. Even Luther used this metho his exegetical
analyses of Bible texts. What is new is the radiggdroach of the study of
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the biblical text, which consists in rejecting aoprany supernatural or
miraculous divine manifestation in human historgug forcing all the
evidence to comply with these assumptions.

The Negative Impact of Biblical Criticism

The negative impact of Biblical Crisoh can be seen in the
increasing number of Bible scholars, preachers, lageChristians who
have lost their confidence in the trustworthinesgsttee Bible. While
historically the Bible has been regarded as Goeigaled Word, today
liberal critics refuse to identify God’s Word withe message of the Bible.

An increasing number of Christian leaders are jmjrthe chorus
of unbelief in casting doubts upon the trustwortism of the Bible. The
defection from a high view of the Bible is havingaa more devastating
impact on the future of Christian churches than past attempts to
suppress the Bible.

The anti-supernatural presuppositions Riblical Criticism
influences the methods used in contemporary biblgtadies and the
preaching of many ministers. Speaking of his owptBa Church, Clark
H. Pinnock, a respected Evangelical scholar whesbaged as President of
the Evangelical Theological Society, sadly noteat tta considerable
number of important Baptist leaders and thinkersehaublicly and
unequivolcally rejected and sometimes denounceigfbi@el the complete
trustworthiness of the Bible. . . . And we must Hagt this shift of opinion
has caused an ongoing and serious split betwesnga majority of Baptist
people who hold the traditional Baptist and Chaistview of the Bible and
the majority of seminary and college professors faokly do not.?

An Unprecedented Crisis
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With almost prophetic foresight, renowned systemttieologian,
A. H. Strong, warned in 1918 of the severe dangesed by negative
Biblical criticism. “What is the effect of this nfesd upon our theological
seminaries? It is to deprive the gospel messag#l alefiniteness, and to
make professors and students disseminators of doubtThe unbelief in
our seminary teaching is like a blinding mist slpwéttling down upon our
churches, and is gradually abolishing, not only ddffinite views of
Christian doctrine, but also all conviction of duty‘contend earnestly for
the faith’ of our fathers.” . .. We are ceasingoe evangelistic as well as
evangelical, and if this downward progress consnuee shall in due time
cease to exist.”

These insightful observations highligiwat Biblical Criticism has
caused a crisis of unprecedented proportions instdmity. What is at
stakes is two versions of Christianity: one basediwine revelation and
the other derived from human reason.

Surprisingly, as the authority of thélIB is going downin the
Protestant world, the authority of the Pagegoing up. The reason is
simple. People resent tyranny, but welcome theevofcauthority. And the
Pope speaks with authority to the millions of Pstdaats who no longer
know what to believe. To them the Pontiff has beepras Church
Historian Martin E. Marty puts it, “a walking fodss of faith” in the midst
of a godless society.

The Ideological Roots of Biblical Criticism

Biblical Criticism developed in the 18th and 19#mturies, partly
as a reaction against the rigid Protestant teashitgch were based on a
verbal concept of inspiration. To counteract Cathtdachings, during the
Post-reformation period, Protestants theologiaredtec the authority of
the Bible by teaching the radical concept of verbsgpiration. The Liberals
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reacted against this radical view by going to ttleepextreme in rejecting
any form of divine revelation.

Two major philosophical ideologies ughced the development of
Biblical Criticism, namelyrationalism and evolutionism Rationalism, an
outgrowth on the Enlightenment Movement of the wghth century,
attempted to reduce Christianity to a religion deped by human
reasoning, rather than by divine revelation.

Evolutionism applied to the biblicakteDarwin’s theory of the
evolution of the species from simple to complexe Thsult was that the
religion of the Bible was viewed as a product oklgious evolution. As
Church Historian Earl Cairns explains, “critics dmpized the
development of the idea of God from the primititersy god of Mount
Sinai to the ethical monotheistic god of the pragptie

The end result was that within a rekti short period of time, the
Bible came to be viewed as a distinctively humanutieent, stripped of
any transcendent authority. Hence, the Bible must studied and
interpreted in the same way as other literaturegmting to the methods of
literary research. Unfortunately, this forcing tiie Bible into the
categories of secular literature, distorts its ragesand weakens its
capacity to transform human lives.

While the Reformation weakenectlesiastical authorityBiblical
Criticism has weakenediblical authority. The result is that for many
seminary professors and preachers, the Bible ilbmger the normative,
authoritative Word of God that reveals His willdapurpose for mankind,
but a fallible book that contains gems of truth edxvith error.

Biblical Criticism of the Old Testament
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The origin of Biblical Criticism is generally trageback to the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Men sué¢ftugse Grotius (1583-
1645), Thomas Hobbes (1668-1712), and Benedicto3pirf1632-1677),
analyzed the Bible as ordinary literature and bedambting the Mosaic
authorship of the Pentateuch, viewing it as thalted a long compilation
of several editors.

Later scholars developed the “documgntheory” of the Old
Testament. The culminating work was done by Juledlhausen in his
Prolegomeng(1878), where he presents the well-known Graf-Welken
four stages (JEPD) documentary hypothesis. Accgrtbnthis hypothesis
the Old Testament was produced by several writergedactors between
the ninth and the fourth century B. C. Each of themorked the material
according to their religious traditions.

The application of the principles ofbBgal Criticism not only
radically changed the dates and the authorshipeoid Testament books,
but also introduced a completely secular and eimwligtic study of their
sources.

Biblical Criticism of the New Testament

The application of the anti-supernaturalistic agstimns of Biblical
Criticism were applied to the New Testament at altha same period.
Herman Samuel Reimarus published in 1778 Friagmentswhere he
denies the possibility of miracles, thus allegihgttthe New Testament
writers were pious liers.

The liberal criticism of the New Testmh culminated in the work
of Rudolf Bultmann who was determined to strip avlag mythology of
the New Testament writers. He contends that alrélfierences to heaven,
hell, miracles, the Virgin Birth, the Incarnatiothe Resurrection, the
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Atonement through Christ’'s death, the Ascension &adond Advent, are
myths and absurd superstitions, incredible for mogeople.

For Bultmann, the New Testament is tlugrowth of an oral
tradition in which the church creatively added snpétural elements to the
life and teachings of Jesus. Consequently the stiidipe Bible must be
approached in existential terms. People must finthemticity, security,
and meaning beyond the words of Scripture to thristential meaning.
Butimann has exercised an enormous influence orthimking of New
Testament scholars and church leaders of mairdéneminations

An Evaluation of Biblical Criticism

A fundamental problem of the critical movement ts failure to
accept certain limitations in the investigationtbé Bible. There is the
limitation dictated by the unique character of Bible. Its dynamic is
different from any other religious book. No otheyok has produced a
similar moral impact on people.

King Josiah was moved to repentancerafdm by the reading of
the law (2 Kings 22:10-13; 23:1-25). The translatiand reading of
portions of the Old Testament by Ezra brought alssgeping reforms in
the lives of the people (Neh 8:1-6; 9:1-3). Thestation and circulation of
the Bible in the 16th century inspired reformatonpvements in various
parts of Europe. No other book by Plato, MuhamnmdBuddah has
influenced moral changes or given such a lofty ephaf God as the
Bible.

This means that any critical investigatof the Bible must take
into account that the Bible is not merely one oé tlmany surviving
religious documents of antiquity, but a unique badiose dynamic differs
from any other book. It is only with an attitudereference that a genuine
investigation of the Bible can be conducted.
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Critics should also accept the limaatiof the evidences available
to test the accuracy of the Bible. To conclude guahe statements of the
Bible are inaccurate because they do not agree thighinformation
available, means to ignore that sometimes the Bibtbe sole witness of
the events reported. During this past century nesgogeries have often
corroborated the trustworthiness of the biblicabre.

An evaluation of the critical movement would not bemplete
without mentioning the spirit that animates thgitical investigation of
the Bible. Are the critics motivates by their pnegositions or by their
religious faith? What is supreme in their thinkirtgeir theories or their
faith? The fundamental of a biblical faith are dicreation, revelation,
incarnation, resurrection, Second Advent, and regdion by the Holy
Spirit.

By contrast, liberal critics have mbace for these beliefs.
Ultimately, the question is: By which authority #hae investigate the
Bible? Will our thinking be guided by critical prggpositions, or by the
internal witness of the Scripture? If we make thgics’ assumptions
supreme, then we are obligated to reject anythirthe Bible that does not
fit them. Sadly, this is what has happened. Liberiéics have chosen to
investigate the Bible on the basis of their humaniand evolutionary
assumptions, and consequently have been competiedeject the
fundamentals of the Christian faith.

When people make their philosophy thétimate authority, it is
not a long step before their reason becomes thwairgnd. This is indeed
the step that some liberal critics have taken. &yepting the evolutionary
assumption that all things exist in a state of geaand becoming, they
assume that God is changing, the Bible will be mwm, and Christianity
will soon become a religion of the past. This leauws without absolute
truths, no moral standards, no meaning for thisgmelife, and no hope for
our future destiny.
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Conclusion

The major characteristics of Biblical Criticism cha summed up
in two words: humanistic and naturalistic. It is humanistic because it
assumes that the Bible is man’s word about Gotlierahan God’s Word
to mankind.

It isnaturalistic because it assumes that the Bible is the resuaih of
evolutionary process. It is the outgrowth of petsplpprehension of God,
edited and amended over centuries. This evolutyoniaw ultimately robs
God of His creative and redemptive power. It alspridves human life of
meaning and hope for a glorious future.

The end result of Biblical Criticism that the Bible loses its
distinctive authority, becoming merely a piece eligious literature,
important for the themes presented, but withoutrastynative authority for
defining beliefs and practices. If the Reformatieeakenecdecclesiastical
authority by exalting Sola Scriptura,Biblical Criticism has weakened
Biblical authority by exaltinghuman reasoning.

The negative impact of liberal criticism calls far responsible
reexamination of the inspiration and authority bé tBible. In the next
section we shall see how conservative Christiang lmasponded to the
attacks of liberal critics by developing the “Daatr of Biblical Inerrancy.”
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PART 3

BIBLICAL INERRANCY

The question of the inspiration andhatity of the Bible rarely
troubled Christians until a century ago. They labkgon the Bible as the
sourceof their belief. They accepted the authority of Bible, without
defining it in terms of being free from error. Noaf the major Catholic or
Protestant creeds discuss the notion of possiltesein the Bible. It is
only beginning from the nineteenth century thats tlquestion has
dominated the religious scene.

A major contributory factor has beea tlegative impact of liberal
criticism which, as noted above, reduced the Bitolea collection of
religious documents filled with textual difficul8eand errors. This critical
movement has led many Christians to abandon tm#irmitment to the
infallibility of the Bible. In order to defend theaditional Christian view of
the inspiration and authority of the Bible agaitis¢ attacks of liberal
critics, conservative Christians developed what besome known as the
“Doctrine of Biblical Inerrancy.”

Defining the doctrine of biblical inancy is not easy, because it
comes in a variety of forms. David Dockery, a Seuth Baptist
conservative scholar, has identified nine diffetgpes, which range from
mechanical dictation to functional inerraridyor the purpose of our study
we will limit our comments to the two most commaews of inerrancy,
known as “absolute” and “limited” inerrancy.

Absolute Inerrancy
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Dockery provides a fine definition @ftisolute inerrancy” from the
perspective of an advocate: “The Bible in its ar&diautographs, properly
interpreted, will be found to be truthful and fdithin all that it affirms
concerning all areas of life, faith, and practit®.”

A similar definition was formulated Hye International Council on
Biblical Inerrancy which was formed to defend therrancy of the Bible
from the negative attacks of liberal critics. 1878 approximately 300
evangelical scholars and church leaders came tegigtiChicago to attend
a conference sponsored by the International CowncBiblical Inerrancy.
After three days of deliberations, they issued wisatkknown asThe
Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy.

The statement is designed to defend the positiorBibfical
inerrancy against the liberal conceptions of badliccriticism. The
undersigners came from a variety of evangelicalodénations, and
included well-known scholars such James Montgoniaige, Carl F. H.
Henry, Roger Nicole, J. I. Packer, Francis Schagéfiied R. C. Sproul. The
statement elaborates on various details in Artibbemed as couplets of
“We affirm ... and We deny ...". For the purpasfethis study we quote
only a few significant statements.

“We affirm that Scripture in its ety is inerrant, being free from
all falsehood, fraud, or deceit. We deny that B#iliinfallibility and
inerrancy are limited to spiritual, religious, oedemptive themes,
exclusive of assertions in the fields of historg atience. . . . (Emphasis
supplied)

“Being wholly anderbally God-givenScripture is without error or
fault in all its teaching, no less in what it statabout God’s acts in
creation, about the events of world history, anduakits own literary
origins under God, than in its witness to God'sirsgngrace in individual
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lives. . . We deny that God, in causing these vgite use therery words
that He chose, overrode their personalities. . . .

“We affirm that inspiration, strictlypsaking, applies only to the
autographic text of Scripture, which in the provide of God can be
ascertained from available manuscripts with greatimcy.™*

This definition sound like the dictatitheory, which is negated by
the unique literary style of each writer and by tea&istence of
discrepancies in the Bible texts. Yet, the acceggtaf this position is seen
by many evangelicals as a watershed of orthodoxyeyTequate the
authority of the Bible with its inerrancy, becaubkey assume that unless
the Bible can be shown to be without error in neligious matters, then it
cannot be trusted in the more important religioeas. They go as far as
claiming that Christians cannot be legitimately dmmsidered evangelical
unless they believe in the absolute inerrancy ef Bible. The denial of
such a belief is supposed to lead to the rejeatibother evangelical
doctrines and to the doom for any denomination lamstlan organization.
Shortly we shall show that these claims lack bathlidal and historical
support.

Limited Inerrancy

Advocates of limited inerrancy object to conditiogithe authority
of the Bible to its being from error. They restilke accuracy of the Bible
only to matters of salvation and ethics. They helithat divine inspiration
did not prevent Bible writers from making “errorg3f historical or
scientific nature, since these do not affect olvesen. For them the Bible
is not free from errors in all that it says, buistinfallible in all that it
teaches regarding faith and practice.

A good example of this position is $tep T. Davis. In his
influential bookThe Debate about the Bible: Inerrancy versus liifdity,
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Davis writes: “The Bible isinerrant if and only it makes no false or
misleading statements on any topic whatsoever. Bibke is infallible if
and only it makes no false or misleading statementany matter of faith
and practice. In these senses, | personally taltthe Bible is infallible
but not inerrant**

The many limitations placed on inersatw salvage the credibility
of the theory, make as much sense to the averggeelaon as terms like
“square circle.” Ultimately the question is not tlie Bible without errors,
but is it trustworthy for our salvation? To arguwtt divine inspiration
prevented Bible writers from making errors on mattef faith and
practice, but allowed them to make mistakes whelimtg with historical
or scientific matters, means to create an unreédemichotomy.

It would mean that the supervision e Holy Spirit (inspiration)
was partial and intermittent, depending on theexttjeing recorded. Such
a view is negated by the clear statemeXit Scripture is inspired by God”
(2 Tim 3:16; Emphasis supplied). The questionois Is the Bible fully or
partially inspired? But, In what sense the superiof the Holy Spirit
influenced Bible writers to ensure the trustworgss of their messages?
This question will be addressed in the last pathisf chapter.

A Brief History of the Inerrancy Debate

Before examining some of the problems of the altsoinerrancy
position, it is helpful to mention briefly its h@y. In his article on
“Biblical Inerrancy,” Stephen L. Andrews offers ancise survey of the
inerrancy debat®. He notes that most historians trace the origirihef
inerrancy debate among evangelical to the latetedme century, when
battles took place between liberal critics and &mdntalists. The so-
called Princeton divines, A. A. Hodge and B. B. ¥\, were most
influential in championing the doctrine of bibliGakerrancy’
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The inerrancy position developed by Phimceton divines assumes
that the Bible must be inerrant if it is in a reahse the “Word of God.”
Simply stated, their reasoning is that if God isf@e, the Bible must be
perfect (inerrant) because it is the Word of GotisTabsolute view of
inspiration, despite protests to the contrary, Iteso a “dictation” view of
inspiration which minimizes the human factor. Thisw was opposed by
James Orr and G. C.Berkouver, both of whom defenithed limited
inerrancy view.

Harold Lindsell's The Battle for the Bible

The debate began to heat up again the 1960s acldeka boiling
point with the publication of Harold Lindsell'Bhe Battle for the Biblin
1976 In his book Lindsell goes to great length to shbevalleged negative
impact of the limited inerrancy view in evangelicehurches and
seminaries. He even went as far as haming therlgadiangelical scholars
who departed from the cardinal evangelical doctaghabsolute inerrancy,
teaching instead limited inerrancy.

The reactions from both sides werensg¢e Fuller Theological
Seminary defended its limited inerrancy position publishing a
symposium of essays edited by Jack Roger, a Fphefiessor® At the
same time the International Council on Biblical rhaecy was formed to
defend the absolute inerrancy position as expressethe Chicago
Statement on Biblical Inerrancy cited earlier.

The following year Lindsell wrote higauel, The Bible in the
Balance,in which he responds to the criticism generatecisyprevious
book. Since 1980 a host of eminent evangelicalg fi@ined the inerrancy
debate. The debate has somewhat subsided, bugetiats remain
deeply divided in two camps: absolute inerrantistsus limited errantists.
It appears that what is fueling the inerrancy delzatd causing Christian
people to fight one another over this questionaisested interest in
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defending denominational interpretations of keytdoes. The ultimate
concern appears to be the interpretation of Scdptwather than its
inerrancy.

Evaluation of Absolute Inerrancy

The theory of absolute Biblical Inerrancy is lasgédased on
deductive reasoning, rather than an inductive aiglyf the biblical texts.
The basic argument can be summarized in threarstats: (1) The Bible
is the Word of God, (2) God is never the authoembrs, (3) therefore the
Bible is free from error.

Lindsell expresses this view clearlyisg: “Once it has been
established that the Scriptures are ‘breathed gqutGbd,” it follows
axiomatically that the books of the Bible are fréem error and
trustworthy in every regard® In other words, for inerrantists, as Everett
Harrison puts it “inerrancy is a natural corollafyfull inspiration.™’

Is this a sound reasoning? Does inspiration pressg®p absolute
inerrancy, that is, a text free from inaccuraciegmors ofany kind? The
Bible testifies to its own inspiration, but not tlee inerrancy of all the
information it provides. Inspiration is never aefd in the Bible in terms
of being free from errors. One will search in veona biblical passage that
teaches that there are no inaccurate or misleagiagements in the Bible.
The reason is that its writers were not apologistsystematic theologians
who had to deal with the modern critical viewslod Bible.

The two classic statements on ingipinatell us that “all Scripture
is inspired by God” (2 Tim 3:16), and “no propheeyer came by the
impulse of man, but men moved by the Holy Spirdgkspfrom God” (2 Pet
1:21). The question is: In what sense is the Bitiespired—God-
breathed” and written at the “moving” of the Holgi&?
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Was the Bible “wholly anderbally God-giveri as stated The
Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancyfid God cause Bible writers “to
use thevery wordsthat He chose”? This hardly seems to be the d&'se.
know that Bible writers did not passively write dowhat God wispered in
their ears, because each of them uses his owndgagstyle and sources
available. It is a known fact that many of the keo®f the Bible were
compiled from older documents, history of kingsnegogies, and oral
traditions. The fallibility of these sources iseatly reflected in the
discrepancies we find in the Bible. A few examplél suffice to illustrate
this point.

Examples of Discrepancies in the Bible

In an article entitled “The Question bferrancy in Inspired
Writings,” Robert Olson, Ph. D., former Directortbe Ellen White Estate
and my former Bible teacher, offers an impressiaalogue of the
inaccuracies in the Bible confronting Bible schelaFor the sake of
brevity, we cite only the first two of the catal@gu

“1. Historical Uncertainties—Did David kill 40,000 horsemen (2 San.
10:18) or 40,000 footmen (1 Chron. 19:18)? Did 3deseal blind
Bartimaeus as He approached the city of Jerich&g118:35) or as He left
it (Mark 10:46)? Was Hobab Moses’ brother-in-lawu(M 10:29) or
father-in-law (Judges 4:11)? Did the cock crow owben Peter denied the
Lord (Matt. 26:34, 69-75) or twice (Mark 14:66-72)pes Cainan (Luke
3:36) belong between Salah and Arphaxad or not.(GEd2)?

“2. Numerical and Chronological Problems—Did 24,000 die in the
plague as in Numbers 25:9, or was it 23,000 as iGot. 10:8? Did
Solomon have 40,000 stalls for his horses (I Kihgb) or was it 4,000 (2
Chron. 9:25)? Was Jehoachin eighteen (2 Kings 2#&ight (2 Chron.
36:9) when he began to reign? Did Ahaziah comdeothirone at the age
of 22 ( 2 Kings 8:26) or 42 (2 Chron. 22:2)? WagiDahe eighth son of
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Jesse (1 Sam. 16:10,11) or the seventh son (1 Chrids)? Was the period
of the judges 450 years in length (Acts 13:20)kmuw 350 years, as would
be necessary if 1 Kings 6:1 is corréét”

There is also a significant discrepaircyhe result of the census
ordered by David and carried out by Joab, the loédis army. According
to 2 Samuel 24:9 we are told that Joab reportéhtod that “there were in
Israel eight hundred thousand strong men, capdlearing arms; and in
Judah five hundred thousand.” But in 1 Chroniclds52 Joab informs
David that “there were in the whole of Israel ondiom and one hundred
thousand men capable of bearing arms; and in Jadathundred seventy
thousand men capable of bearing arms.” Obvioukbre is a substantial
difference between the two sets of figures. Onihefn is inaccurate.

Another example is the price David paid\rauna, the Jebusite, for
the property where he built an altar and offerextifees to stay the plague
that was decimating the people. According to 2 Sar4:25, David paid
fifty shekels of silver for the property, but acdiorg to 1 Chronicles 21:25,
David paid six hundred shekels of gold for the sapmeperty. The
difference between 50 shekels of silver and 600kedbeof gold is
enormous and can hardly be explained as a scritmal e

The Holy Spirit Allowed for Discrepancies

It appears that two writers used twifedént sources. The Holy
Spirit could have overcome the problem of the cdotfily sources by
whispering the correct figure in the ears of the writers. Such method
would have eliminated the presence of discrepanaies the need for
scholarly debates. But the fact is that the HolyriSdid not choose to
suspend or suppress the human faculties of thersrib ensure absolute
accuracy. Instead, He chose to allow for erroas ¢lo not affect our faith
and practice. It is unwise for anyone to tell Gobatvkind of Bible He
should have produced in order for its books torispired and inerrant.
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We have no right to define “inspirati@ccording to our subjective
criteria of inerrancy in order to meet the challeraf biblical criticism.
Instead, we simply need to look and see what sbiBible has been
produced under the supervision (inspiration) of @ty Spirit. An open-
minded look at the Bibleloessupport the claim that it is inspired and
authoritative for determining our beliefs and pices, but itdoes not
validate the claim that it is free from any errors.

Were the Original Autographs Free from Error?

Defenders of absolute inerrancy claim that only tréginal
autographs were inerrant, not the existing BiblleisTmeans that existing
discrepancies and errors are supposed to be th# oéstransmissional
errors. The original copies of the various bookshef Bible were without
error, because God inspired the Bible writers tibenaccurately.

The appeal to the original manuscrigtsexplain away existing
errors leaves a permanently open door of escapadmantists. No matter
how evident an error is, they can always evadegtrestion by arguing
that it is an error of transmission, which was pogsent in the original
manuscript. This argument, as Stephen Davis paints “does seem
intellectually dishonest, especially if there is teatual evidence that the
alleged error is indeed due to a transmission probf*

The scientific study of the variantdims of Bible manuscripts has
advanced to the point where scholars today carblestawith amazing
accuracy the reading of the original manuscriptsrédver, these problems
are few in comparison with the whole Bible and db affect its teachings.

Does One Error Make the Whole Bible Suspect?

Some inerrantists argue that unless the Bible thout errors in
every single statement it makes, then the trustwaess of all its teachings
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becomes suspect. As Dan Fuller puts it, “If evere of its [Bible's]
statements could be in error, the truth of anytefstatements becomes
questionable?

The problem with this argument is that conditions the
trustworthiness of Bible’'s teachings to the absolaccuracy of its
historical, geographical, or scientific detailsutBhowhere do the Bible
writers claim that all their statements are witheubrs. The reason is that,
for them, the major events or message, were moporiant than its
circumstantial details.

One example will suffice to illustratés point. In sending out His
disciples on a preaching mission, Mark tells ug flesus allowed them to
take a staff: “He charged them to take nothingthair journeyexcept a
staff no bread, no bag, no money in their belts” (M&rR; Emphasis
supplied).

Matthew and Luke, however, have Japesifically prohibitinghe
taking of a staff: “Take no gold, nor silver, napper in your belts, no bag
for your journey, nor two tunics, nor sandaisy a staff (Matt 10:9-10;
Emphasis supplied). “Take nothing for your journey,staff nor bag, nor
bread, nor money” (Luke 9:3; Emphasis supplied).

It is evident that the two accounts iamnsistent and at least one
of the Gospels is in error. But this inconsistersiyes not destroy
confidence in the event reported, namely, Christnrogssioning His
disciples. Apparently, for the Gospel writers tiverg was more important
than its details.

The credibility of the great doctrinesthe Bible does not hinge

upon the precision of circumstantial details. Tlearfthat if inerrancy
collapses, then the great doctrines of the Biblepse also, is groundless.
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The fact is that such doctrines are believed bgyn@hristians who do not
subscribe to the theory of absolute inerrancy.

The Catholic Understanding of the Nature of the Bike

The question of the accuracy of the Bible texto$ discussed in
official Catholic documents. The reason is thattfer Catholic Church the
accuracy of the Bible is an unquestionable facetbam her belief, clearly
stated in the newCatechism of the Catholic Churcthat the ‘Sacred
Scriptureis the speech of God as it is put down in writimgler the breath
of the Holy Spirit.*®

This sounds as a “Dictation Theoryrics it defines the Bible as
the speech of God recorded “under the breath ofHbly Spirit.” The
problem with the Catholic teaching is twofold. e tone hand it attempts
to make the Bible a strictly divine book to be mareed like the body of
Christ. On the other hand it elevatésadition, that is, the traditional
teachings of the Catholic Churdb,the same divine nature of the Bible.

TheCatechismexplains that thesacred Scripturds the written
Word of God,while Tradition is living transmission of the Word of God
entrusted to the church. In other words, God revelainself through both
the Bible and the traditional teachings of the GathChurch.

Quoting from the documeiei Verbum(“Word of God”) of
Vatican Il, theCatechisnmsays:“Sacred Tradition and Sacred Scripture are
bound closely together and communicate one wittother.® “Tradition
transmits in its entirety the Word of God which Heeen entrusted to the
apostles by Christ . . . As a result the Churchwbkom the transmission
and interpretation of Revelation is entrusted, &loet derive her certainty
about all revealed truths from the holy Scriptuma. Both Scripture and
Tradition must be accepted and honored with egeratireents of devotion
and reverence.®
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This official statement expresses wilmazing clarity the
traditional Catholic teaching th&criptura et Tradition,that is, Scripture
and Tradition, are the two channels of divine ratteh and constitute the
normative authority for defining Catholic beliefscapractices.

Evaluation of the Catholic View

By making her traditional teachings the “livingrisaission” of the
Word of God, “accomplished by the Holy Spirf 'the Catholic Church
has substantially reduced and ultimately superseldedauthority of the
Bible. Cardinal James Gibbons acknowledges this &aying: “The
scriptures alone do not contain all the truths WhacChristian is bound to
believe, nor do they explicitly enjoin all the dagiwhich he is obliged to
practice.?’

On a similar vein Catholic Prof. John McKenzie from Notre
Dame University states: “The Bible is the Word obdG but it was the
church which uttered the word. It is the churchahigives the believer the
Bible ... .”® By elevating her teaching authority, knowr\amisterium,
above the authority of the Bible, the Catholic Gituhas succeeded over
the centuries in promulgating a host of dogmas Ifetantly violate clear
biblical teachings. The following popular but unimbl Catholic teachings,
are examined in subsequent chapters: immortalitghef soul, Sunday
sacredness, papal primacy, infant baptism, vemeratnd intercession of
Mary and the Saints, penance, indulgences, purgadod eternal torment
in hell.

Does Scripture Need to Be Supplemented by Traditiéh

It is pure arrogance for any churclclimm that her teachings are
the “living transmission” of the Word of God thaalds believers to the
“full truth” contained only partially in ScriptureBut this is what the
Catholic Church claims: “The Father's self-commauatiizn made through
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his Word in the Holy Spirit, remains present antivacin the Church . .
"2 Through the Holy Spirit “the living voice of theoSpels rings out in
the church-through her in the world—leading belisvie the full truth*°
(Emphasis supplied).

The notion that the Bible contains op§rtially revealed truths to
be supplemented by the teaching of the Catholicothunegates the all-
sufficiency of Scripture. Paul declares that “Adiripture is inspired by
God and is profitable for teaching, for reproofr fmrrection, and for
training in righteousness, that the man of God fm&aygomplete, equipped
for every good work” (2 Tim 3:16-17). Note that fpture contains all the
teachings needed for a believer to “be completaipped for every good
work.” There is no need dfradition to supplement Scripture.

Jesus spoke clearly against the deeeptvay tradition can
undermine the authority of Scripture. “You havere fway of rejecting the
commandment of God, in order to keep your traditianmaking void the
word of God through your tradition” (Mark 7:9, 13).

The New Testament writers constantlpesgbed to the Scriptures,
not Tradition, to defend the validity of their tbang (Matt 21:42; John
2:22; 1 Cor 15:3-4; 1 Pet 1:10-12; 2:2; 2 Pet 1t2y-Paul commended the
Bereans for examining his teachings on the bas&copture, not tradition.
“They received the word with all eagerness, exangjrthe scripture daily
to see if these things were so” (Acts 17:11).

It is clear that God’s revelation congal in the Scriptures has been
and still remains the final authority to define Ghian beliefs and
practices. Any attempt to supersede the authoritghe Bible by the
teaching authority of any Church, represents, easis)said “a fine way of
rejecting the commandment of God, in order to kgepr tradition! . .
.making void the word of God through your traditighlark 7:9, 13).
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Part 4

SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTIST

UNDERSTANDING OF THE NATURE OF
THE BIBLE

Seventh-day Adventists hold the Bible as a unigueelation of
God’s will and plan for humanity. They accept & #he infallible and
normative authority for defining beliefs and praes. They believe that in
this Book God provides humanity with the knowledgecessary for
salvation.

The first Fundamental Belief of the &eath-day Adventist Church
offers a concise statement of the church belieliabiee Bible: “The Holy
Scriptures, Old And New Testaments, are the writdord of God, given
by divine inspiration through holy men of God whmoke and wrote as
they were moved by the Holy Spirit. In His Word, dGllas committed to
man the knowledge necessary for salvation. They Safiptures are the
infallible revelation of His will. They are the sidard of character, the test
of experience, the authoritative revealer of doesi and the trustworthy
record of God’s acts in history.”

This Fundamental Belief shows that Audists agree with
conservative Christians that the Bible is divinglgpired and contains the
infallible revelation of God'’s will for our livesThey fully accept the divine
authority and complete reliability of the Scriptsirdout they have never
advocated the doctrine of biblical inerrancy.
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Adventists Objections to Absolute Inerrancy

There are five major reasons why Adventists dosnbiscribe to the
doctrine of biblical inerrancy. First, Adventistglieve that Bible writers
were God’'s penmen, and not the pen of the HolyitSgihey were fully
involved in the production of their writings. Soroé them, like Luke,
gathered the information by interviewing eyewitressef Christ’'s ministry
(Luke 1:1-3). Others, like the authors of Kings &ittonicles, made use of
historical records available to them. The fact thath the writers and their
sources were human, makes it unrealistic to indiat there are no
inaccurate statements in the Bible.

Second, the attempts of inerrantistgetwoncile the differences
between the biblical descriptions of the same eveften results in
distorted and far-fetched interpretations of thbl&iFor example, Harold
Lindsell tries to reconcile the divergent accourft®eter’'s denial of Jesus
at the crowing of the cock, by proposing that Pderied Jesus a total of
six timesf' Such gratuitous speculations can be avoided byplgim
accepting the existence of minor discrepanciefienGospels’ account of
Peter’s denial.

Third, by basing the trustworthinessl anfallibility of the Bible
on the accuracy of its details, the doctrine ofrriayecy ignores that the
main function of Scripture is to reveal God’s pfan our salvation. The
Bible is not intended to supply us with accurateggaphical, historical, or
cultural information, but simply to reveal to uswdsod created us
perfectly, redeemed us completely, and will rester@ltimately.

Fourth, Adventists find the doctrine hiblical inerrancy to be
devoid of biblical support. Nowhere do the Bibleiters claim their
statements to be inerrant. Such a concept hasdeshrced from the idea
of divine inspiration. It is assumed that since Bilgle is divinelyinspired,
it must beinerrant also. But the Bible never equates inspiration with
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inerrancy. The nature of the Bible must be defideductively, that is, by
considering all the data provided by the Biblelftgather than inductively,
that is, by drawing conclusions from subjective npises. A deductive
analysis of the existing discrepancies in the Bitbes not support the
absolute inerrancy view.

Ellen White’s Teachings

A final reason for the Adventist rejection of thedirine of Biblical
Inerrancy, is the teachings of Ellen White and gireduction of her
writings. She clearly recognized the human roléhe production of the
Bible. She wrote: “The Bible points to God as itsher; yet it was written
by human hands; and in the varied style of itsedéfit books it presents
the characteristics of the several authors. Thagrrevealed are all ‘given
by inspiration of God’ (2 Tim 3:16); yet they arlkexpressed in the words
of men. The infinite One by His Holy Spirit has dHaght into the minds
and hearts of His servant§”

Contrary toThe Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrantat
claims that the Bible wasvérbally God-giveri Ellen White taught that
The Holy Spirit impressed Bible writevgith thoughts, not with wordslt
is not the words of the Bible that are inspiredt the men that were
inspired. Inspiration acts not on the man’s word&is expressions but on
the man himself, who, under the influence of thdyHBhost, is imbued
with thoughts.®®

God inspired men, not their words. Thisans, as Ellen White
explains, that the Bible “is not God’'s mode of thbuand expression.
Men will often say such an expression is not likedG But God has not put
Himself in words, in logic, in rhetoric, on triah the Bible. The writers of
the Bible were God’s penmen, not His péh.”
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Ellen White recognized the presence di$crepancies or
inaccuracies in the production of the Bible andha transmission of its
text. “Some look to us gravely and say, ‘Don'’t yibink there might have
been some mistakes in the copyists or in the @wéms?’ This is all
probable . . . [but] all the mistakes will not causouble to one soul, or
cause any feet to stumble, that would not manufadifficulties from the
plainest revealed truti™

For Ellen White, the presence of inaacies in the production or
transmission of the Bible text is only a problenn those who wish to
“manufacture difficulties from the plainest revehliguth.” The reason is
that the presence of inaccurate details does nakewethe validity of the
fundamental truths revealed in the Scripture.

Ellen White’'s Writings

The production of Ellen White's writings has helpedmensely
the Seventh-day Adventist Church to avoid the Wstiaf inerrancy. Over a
period of 70 years Ellen White wrote under divinggiration numerous
books and articles which have enriched the splrilife of millions of
believers.

While the original manuscripts of thélB are no longer extant,
most of Ellen White's manuscripts are carefully sgreed and readily
available for investigation. A look at her manuptsi shows her
painstaking efforts to improve the style by makiogrrections on the
margins or above the text itself. In some manugtige corrections appear
in different ink colors, reflecting the severaleatipts that were made to
improve the style and grammar.

Sometimes the editing process contirmazh after the publication
of her manuscripts. For example, corrections wesdearin the preparation
of the new 1911 edition ofhe Great Controversyin fact, Ellen White
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specifically asked the various publishing departtheand canvassing
agents, both in America and overseas, to submititng their request for
any correction they deemed necessary. European American
researchers participated in this project by locatitocuments needed to
correct some of the historical inaccuracies.

Ellen White welcomed the participatioh those who helped in
making the necessary corrections in the new editténThe Great
Controversy. She expressly stated: “I am thankful that mg lilas been
spared, and that | have strength and clearnessmaf for this and other
literary work.”®

The fact that Ellen White insisted on the divindgior of her
messages, but never claimed her writings to beraneror infallible in
every detail, gives us reasons to believe that sanieie for the biblical
text. The supervision of the Holy Spirit did noepent Bible writers from
making statements which may not be accurate inyedetail. Its concern
was to ensure the trustworthiness and infallibibfythe vital truths that
affect our eternal salvation.

Scripture as Divine and Human

The Adventist view of the nature of the Bible isséd on two
important verses: “All Scripture is inspired by Gd@ Tim 3:16) and “No
prophecy came by the impulse of man, but men mdwyethe Holy Spirit
spoke from God” (2 Pet 1:21). These verses emphdbe divine-human
character of the Bible. The messages of Bibldengioriginated from
God, but were expressed in human language, refted¢kie cultural and
educational background of the writers.

The recognition of the divine-humanumatof the Bible rules out
the two mistaken views of the Bible we have disedss this chapter. The
first is the inerrantists’ view that exalts the idi aspect of Scripture,
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minimizing the human participation in order to emsuhat the text is
completely free of all errors.

The second is the liberal view of thé&ics who maintain that
biblical writings simply reflect human ideas angigations. They believe
they are the product of religious geniuses who weteenced—not by the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit—but by the culturétbeir time

Adventists reject the mistaken viewk the Bible held by
inerrantists on the one hand and by liberal criticghe other. Instead, they
hold to a balanced view of the Bible based onessimony (2 Tim 3:16; 1
Pet 1:21) about its divine-human character. Thindihuman aspects of
the Bible are mysteriously blended together, sonagwmilar to the union
of the divine and human nature of Christ.

The boolseventh-day Adventist Believestates: “A parallel exists
between the incarnate Jesus and the Bible: JesgasGual and man
combined, the divine and human in one. So the Bibléhe divine and
human combined. As it was said of Christ, so it ba affimed of the
Bible that ‘the Word became flesh and dwelt amogsg(diohn 1:14). The
divine-human combination makes the Bible unique rmrldgerature.®”

The Humanity of the Bible

The humanity of the Bible can be seen, for examplehe use of
the koine Greek, which was the language of the market pleder than
that of classical literature. It is evident alsdhe poor literary style of such
books as Revelation which has a limited vocabudeny some grammatical
errors. It appears in the use of oral traditionsniign like Luke, or of
written records by the authors of Kings and Chrasiclt is reflected in the
expression of human emotions in places like Psaih which describes
the feeling of the Hebrew captives in Babylon, sgyi“O daughter of
Babylon, you devastator! Happy shall be he who iteguou with what
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you have done to us! Happy shall he be who takes iiile ones and
dashes them against the rock!” (Ps 137:8-9).

Such violent language expresses the dfunuman emotions, but
not the mode of God’s speaking. The God of bibliealelation does not
delight in smashing babies against the rocks. imigortant to remember
the words of Ellen White: “God has not put Himgelfwords, in logic, in
rhetoric, on trial in the Bible®

The Divinity of the Bible

The divinity of the Bible is suggested by the umgag unity of the
teachings of the Bible. About 40 authors wrote &6raa period of 1600
years, yet they all share the same view of creatietdemption and final
restoration. Only divine inspiration could ensune underlying thematic
unity of the Bible over the centuries of its comitios.

Another indication of the divine characof the Bible is its impact
upon human lives and societies. The Bible conquehed skepticism,
prejudism, and persecution of the Roman worldhas transformed the
social values and practices of societies that leaveraced its teachings. It
has given new value to life, a sense of worth &itldividual, a new status
to women and slaves, it has broke down social aadlrdiscriminations, it
has given a reason for living, loving, and sendagountless millions of
people.

The divine character of the Bible iscaindicated by its marvellous
conception of God, creation, redemption, humanneatnd destiny. Such
lofty conceptions are foreign to the sacred bodkpaman religions. For
example, in the Near Eastern creation myths, thaairest is generally
achieved either by eliminating disturbing gods picheating mankind®
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In the creation Sabbath, however, tivend rest is secured not by
subordinating or destroying competitors, nor by leiting the labor of
mankind, but rather by thmompletion of a perfect creatio@od rested on
the seventh day because His work was “finisheddone” (Gen. 2 :2-3).
He stoppeddoing to express His desire fdreing with His creation, for
giving to His creatures not onkpings, but Himself. Such a marvellous
concept of God who entered into human time at imeand into human
flesh at the incarnation in order to become “EmnedwtGod with us,” is
absent in pagan religions, where the gods typicpliytake of human
failings.

The remarkable nature of the Bible Isoaindicated by its
miraculous preservation through history, in spiferelentless efforts to
destroy it. Earlier we mentioned the past attertpisuppress the Bible by
Roman Emperors, Christian Kings, and communistnmegi In spite of
these deliberate attempts to destroy the Biblégkshas come down to us
substantially unchanged. Some of the oldest mapisdirings us close to
the composition of the originals. They reveal theaaing accuracy of the
text that has come down to us. We can be confittettour Bibles are
reliable versions of the original messages.

Ultimately the validity of the Bible souched for by conceptual
and existential considerations. Conceptually, th@leB provides a
reasonable explanation of our human situation drideodivine solution to
our problems. Existentially, the teachings of thkl8give meaning to our
existence and offer us reasons for living, loviagd serving. Through
them we can experience the rich blessings of satvat

CONCLUSION

We have briefly traced the controversy betweenetrancy and
inerrancy of the Bible. We have noted that theldiis being attacked
today by friends and foes. The pendulum is swingingoth extremes. On
the one hand, the liberal critics reduce the Bibla strictly human, error-
ridden book, devoid of supernatural revelationsd amiraculous

47



manifestations. On the other hand, some conseevatrangelicals elevate
the Bible to such a divine level that they overldb& human dimension of
Scripture. They affirm that the Bible is absolut&lithout error in all its
references to history, geography, chronology, cdsgyp science, and so
forth.

Ultimately both the errancy and inemarpositions are extreme,
unbiblical views that undermine the authority o€ tBible by making it
either too-human or too-divine. The solution tosthextreme positions is
to be found in the key worbalance—a balance that recognizes both the
divine and human character of the Bible.

In her own way the Catholic Church bhaslermined the authority
of the Bible by making her traditional teachinge ttiving transmissioh
of the Word of God. This has made it possible fier €atholic Church over
the centuries to promulgate a host of unbiblicatkengs, which have been
largely responsible for leading countless Christigmio apostasy.

The Seventh-day Adventist Church hadohically maintained a
balanced view of the Bible by acknowledging bothdivine and human
character. Much of the credit is due to the prophgtiidance of Ellen
White who unequivocally stated: “The Bible is weitt by inspired men,
but it is not God’s mode of thought and express®od, as a writer, is not
represented. Men will often say such an expressiamt like God. But
God has not put Himself in words, in logic, in mtic, on trial in the
Bible. The writers of the Bible were God’s penmeat, His pen.*

Simply stated, Seventh-day Adventigkelve that the Bible is the
product of a mysterious blending of divine and harparticipation. The
source is divine, the writers are human, and thiéings contain divine
thoughts in human language. This unique combinatiffers us a
trustworthy and infallible revelation of God’s Wind plan for our present
life and future destiny. As stated in the first Sath-day Adventist
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Fundamental Belief: “The Holy Scriptures are thfaliible revelation of
His will. They are the standard of character, tbst tof experience, the
authoritative revealer of doctrines, and the trostiay record of God's acts
in history.”
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Throughout human history, people have refused temdhe

finality that death brings to life. They have trieddeny the reality of death
by teaching various forms of life after death. Ayksomponent of this
teaching has been the belief in the survival ofdiel apart from the body
at the moment of death.

In spite of all the scientific breakthigh, the popularity of the
belief in the immortality of the soul has not sdegl. On the contrary, it is
spreading today like wildfire. According to a rateGallup Poll, 71
percent of Americans believe in some form of camssilife after death.
The popularity of this belief can be attributedt only to the traditional
teachings of Catholic and Protestant churchesalsat to such factors as
the polished image of mediums and psychics, thaisbgated “scientific”
research into near-death experiences, and the gnodelv Age channeling
with the alleged spirits of the past.
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The result is that few beliefs are maidely held today than that
of the “immortal soul.” Virtually everyone is fariar with this belief. If
asked, the average religious person would defiadbtief something like
this: A human being is composed of both body and.sThe body is the
temporary physical flesh-and-blood “shell” that besi the soul. The soul is
the nonmaterial, immortal component that leaveshibdy at death and
lives on consciously forever in heaven or hell mrgatory for the
Catholics).

Is this popular belief taught in thebB? Does the Bible teach that
we have an immortal soul that leaves the body athdand heads on for
heaven or hell, or purgatory? The answer of theaaeereligious person is
“YES"! They simply assume that the belief in themortality of the soul is
taught in the Bible. Is this true? Absolutely NOIHis chapter shows that
the notion of an immortal soul co-existing with amal body, is foreign to
the Bible. It derives mostly from Greek pagan pbilphies that gradually
entered into the Christian church.

We shall see that the biblical viewhafman nature is wholistic, not
dualistic, that is to say, body and soul are nat tistinct components, but
an indissoluble unity. The soul is simply the artimg principle of the
body. So prepare yourself for what could be ong¢hef big surprises of
your lifel

Objectives of this Chapter

This chapter pursues three major objectives. Riwstpriefly trace
the history of the belief in the immortality of tiseul, by focusing first on
the impact of the Greek philosophers Socrates g9B0B. C.) , (Plato
(427-347 B. C.) and Aristotles (384-322 B. C.) be tlevelopment of the
Christian understanding of human nature. Secondyienention briefly
the key role played by Tertullian (155-240), Origéfta. 185-254),
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Augustine (354-430) and Thomas Aquinas (1225-12R4)eading the
church to adopt the Platonic dualistic view of hamature.

The second objective is to define thidal view of the soul. Our
study of the “soul texts” found both in the Old axew Testaments, shows
that contrary to popular beliefs, the soul is noiramaterial, immortal part
of human nature that survives the body at death th®i animating, life
principle of the body. It is often used as a symorigr the whole person.

The third objective is to compare andtcast the biblical wholistic
view of human nature with the Platonic dualistiewithat has been
embraced by Catholics and most Protestants. Wé sbalthat the two
views have far-reaching doctrinal and practicallioggions, which largely
determines what Christians believe about theirgrelfe and their future
destiny. These two views impact directly or indibgecon a host of
Christian beliefs and practices. The ultimate gufathis study is to lead
truth-seekers to understand and accept the bihlieal of our nature and
destiny.

The material contained in this chajgdargely excerpted from my
book Immortality or Resurrectionnterested readers can find a fuller
treatment of the subject in the book. Importantasdike the biblical view
of the human “spirit,” have been left out in thisapter, simply for the sake
of brevity.

PART |
A HISTORICAL GLIMPSE OF THE BELIEF

IN THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL
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The serpent’s lie, “You will not die” (Gen 3:4) hdised on
throughout human history to our time. The belieéime form of life after
death has been held in practically every socielye fieed for reassurance
and certainty in the light of the challenge thaatleposes to human life,
has led people in every culture to formulate bslief some forms of
afterlife. Such beliefs, as we shall see, reflagh&n attempts to achieve
immortal life through human speculations, rathantdivine revelation.

Egyptians’ Belief in the Immortality of the Soul

It is difficult to pinpoint historicallthe origin of the belief in the
immortality of the soul, since all the ancient trations held to some
forms of conscious life after death. The Greekdniah Herodotus, who
lived in the fifth century before Christ, tells s his History that the
ancient Egyptians were the first to teach thatsb@ of man is immortal
and separable from the body. At death the soulgsaisrough various
animals before being reborn in human form. Theeyds suppose to take
three thousand yeafs.

Nowhere in the ancient world was thaason for the afterlife so
deeply felt as in Egypt. The countless tombs uhedrtoy archaeologists
along the Nile offer an eloquent testimony to thgym@ian belief in
conscious life after death. They spent an outragesoount of time and
money preparing for life after death. They pradietaborate ceremonies
to prepare the pharaohs for their next life. Thenstructed massive
pyramids and other elaborate tombs filled with hies the deceased were
supposed to need in the hereafter. The fandosk of The Deads a
collection of ancient Egyptian funerary and rittetts, which describes in
great details how to meet the challenges of therldé.

Greek Philosophers Promoted Immortality of the Soul
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The Egyptian belief in the immortalif the soul existed centuries
before Judaism, Hellenism, Hinduism, Buddhism, &fanity, and Islam.
According to Herodotus, eventually the Greeks aglbfitom the Egyptians
the belief in the immortality of the soul. He wrot&he Egyptians also
were the first who asserted the doctrine that thu af man is immortal. . .
. This opinion, some among the Greeks have atrdifteperiods of time
adopted as their owr.”

The Greek philosopher Socrates (47089@.) traveled to Egypt
to consult the Egyptians on their teachings onitttraortality of the soul.
Upon his return to Greece, he imparted this teackonhis most famous
pupil, Plato (428-348 B. C.).

In his book,The Phaedp Plato recounts Socrates’ final
conversation with his friends on the last day ofltie. He was condemned
to die by drinking hemlock for corrupting the yosithf Athens by teaching
them “atheism,” that is, the rejection of the godée setting was an
Athenian prison and the time the summer of 399 BS@rrates spent his
last day discussing the origin, nature, and destinhe human soul with
his closest friends.

In the dialogue Socrates repeatedlylades death to be “the
separation of the soul from the body” in whichsiteancased. His language
is strikingly similar to that of many Christian alches today. “The soul
whose inseparable attribute is life, will never @dof life’s opposite,
death. Thus the soul is shown to be immortal, amtesimmortal,
indestructible. . . . Do we believe there is suthileg as death? To be sure.
And is this anything but the separation of the ssmdl body? And being
dead is the attainment of this separation, whersdii exists in herself and
separate from the body, and the body is parted frensoul. That is death.
.. . Death is merely the separation of soul andyt4 In Phaedo,Plato
explains that there is a judgement after deatlalfasouls, according to the
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deeds done in the body. The righteous souls gedwdn and the wicked to
hell?

This teaching found its way first irtéellenistic Judaism especially
through the influence of Philo Judaeus (ca. 20.B.M. 47) and later into
Christianity especially through the influence ofriidian (ca. 155-230),
Origen (ca. 185-254), Augustine (354-430), and Tasrmquinas (1225-
1274). These writers attempted to blend the Platoriew of the
immortality of the soul with the biblical teachinga the resurrection of the
body.

Two Groups of Jewish Writers During the Inter-Testament Period

During the inter-Testament period, that is, therfoenturies that
separate the end of the Old Testament from thenbey of the New
Testament, two groups of Jewish Aprocryphal writggpeared. The earlier
writers maintained the Old Testament wholistic vieflAhuman nature and
the belief in Conditional immortality, that is, inamality not as an innate
human possession, but as the gift of eternal ifergat the resurrection.
This line culminated in the Conditionalist withedghe Dead Sea Scrofl.

A later group of Jewish writers weréuanced by the Greek belief
in the immortality of the soul, prayer for the deaohd denial of the
resurrection. These teachings are found in what larewn as the
Apocrypha of the Old Testament—books that are deduin the Catholic
Bible, but omitted in the Protestant Bible and ime tHebrew Old
Testament. These books include 1 and 2 Esdra, B, 4, Maccabees,
Baruch, additions to Daniel, Judith, The PrayeMahasseh, Sirach, Tobit,
and the Wisdom of Solomon.

The most influential Hellenistic Jewishiter is Philo Judaeus (ca.
20 B.C. A. D. 47). He made a systematic attempiréve the existence of
an inner harmony between Plato and Moses, thabasyeen Jewish
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religious thought and Greek philosophy. He taudtdt tman has an
irrational soul in common with all living creaturesd a rational soul in
common with the unbodied souls in the heavenshatdeath of the body,
the rational souls of the righteous return to tealm of the unbodied
heavenly beings, which are soul. By contrast thdssof the wicked will
suffer endless punishmehtGradually this teaching infiltrated into the
Christian Church, which was already influenced bynadified form of
Platonism, called Neo-platonism.

Early Christian Church: Immortality is a Gift Received at the
Resurrection

Christ and the apostles confirmed and clarified @ihé Testament
wholistic view of human nature, by teaching thaimamtality is not an
innate human possession, but a gift reserved Hier righteous and
bestowed at the resurrection. Unrepentant sinnels b& ultimately
destroyed.

This view continued intact throughdug twritings of the so-called
Apostolic Fathers (Clement of Rome, Ignatius of iéech, the Didache,
Barnabas of Alexandria, Hermas of Rome, Polycar@mfrna) and in a
conspicuous line of later writers such as Justrendeus, Novatian,
Arnobius, Lactantius, et cetera.

Le Roy Froom concludes his 100 pagegesuof the writings of
the Apostolic Fathers (writers who lived closestth® Apostles) by
qguoting from a similar exhaustive survey done bynigjeConstable, an
Anglican Irish Priest, who wrote: “From beginning €énd of them [the
Apostolic Fathers] there is not a word said of tinahortality of the soul
which is so prominent in the writings of later fath. Immortality is by
them asserted to be peculiar to the redeemed\ot one stray expression
of theirs can be interpreted as giving any coumeeao the theory of
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restoration after purgatorial sufferiny. The same conclusion applies to
several later writers mentioned earlier.

Innate Immortality Infiltrates the Church

Modified forms of the Platonic view of the immoitglof the soul
were adopted by Christian writers beginning froma thtter part of the
second century. The most influential promoters vileggullian (155-240),
Origen (ca. 185-254), Augustine (354-430) and Ttomguinas (1225-
1274). We shall say a few words about each of them.

Tertullian: Eternal Torment

Tertullian is rightly regarded as tloairider of Latin theology. He
was born is a heathen home in Cathage, North Aféod received legal
training in Rome. He returned to Carthage at tige af forty and
embraced the Christian faith after witnessing tbaerage of martyrs and
the life of holiness of Christians. His numerouslagetic, theological, and
ascetic works in Latin, have been very influentialLatin Christianity.

Tertullian was the first to formulate the teachingk endless
torment for the wicked, by applying the notion bétimmortality of the
soul to the saved and unsaved. He expressly tahghtthe torments of
the lost, will be co-eternal with the happinesshef saved”

Tertullian rejected Plato’s teachinglu# pre-existence of the souls,
but he embraced his teachings that “every soumimartal.” He wrote:
“For some things are known even by nature: the inlity of the soul,
for instance, is held by many . . . | may use tfegegthe opinion of Plato,
when he declaresEvery soul is immortat® Note that the opinion of Plato
is cited to support the belief in the immortalitiytbe soul. No attempt is
made to validate such doctrine by the authoritySofipture, obviously
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because, as we shall see, in the Bible the sod dokexist apart from the
body.

Origen: Universal Restoration

The influence of Platonic dualism is evident espici in the
writings of Origen (ca. 185-254), a man who camédacknowledged as
the most accomplished scholar of his generationrdjkrted Tertullian’s
teaching of eternal torment, promoting insteaduhiversal restoration of
even the most incorrigible sinners, including themdns and Satan
himself. After a period of corrective punishmenl, @ them will be
brought again into ultimate subjection to Christ.

Origen’s teaching derives largely fréato’s notion that the soul
is an immaterial and immortal substance. In D& Principiis (On the
Principle), Origen repeatedly refers to the “soa$’ a “substance” which
partakes of the “eternal nature” and “lasts forréveEvery substance
which partakes of that eternal nature should last dver, and be
incorruptible and eternaf™

Since the soul partakes of the divirture and cannot be
destroyed, Origen reasoned that the only way mewvdlcan ultimately
eliminated, is for God to restore even the incdaohgwicked after His
“consuming fire . . .throroughly cleanses awayetib”*?

Both Tertullian’s eternal torment andigén’s cleansing fire, are
unbiblical teachings which are fatal to true Cluwist faith, though in
opposite ways. One threatened an eternal punighthat God never
decreed and the other promised a universal salvatat God never
authorized. In Scripture evil is a reality of thwesent time, not an
inevitable part of eternity. By allowing their mirid be guided by pagan
philosophy rather than Scriptural teachings, lailti men like Tertullian
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and Origen developed heresies that have undern@hedtian beliefs and
practices.

Augustine Sets the Immortal Soul Teaching for the Midle Ages

Augustine (354-430), Bishop of Hippo, North Africs, rightly
regarded as the most influential Latin Father. idftuence on theology
was immense, particularly up to the thirteenth wgntwhen Thomas
Aquinas appeared.

The influence of Augustine was so pdulethat he secured the
dominance for centuries of the doctrine of the ratimmortality of the
soul and the eternal torment of the wicked. Oncagied: “What simple
and illiterate man or obscured woman that doedaleve the immortality
of the soul and a future life®?” It is evident that by that time this belief had
become widely accepted. But the validity of a hitag is determined not
by its popularity, but by its conformity to biblicaitness.

For Augustine death meant the deswoctif the body, which
enables the immortal soul to continue to live ithei the beatitude of
Paradise or in the eternal torment of Hell. The City of Goche wrote that
the soul “is therefore called immortal, becausa sense, it does not cease
to live and to feel; while the body is called mértecause it can be
forsaken of all life, and cannot by itself liveadt”**

Augustine modified the Platonic congapiof the soul by teaching
that a human being is a rational soul the¢sa mortal, material body, but
the soul is noimprisonedin the body. Furthermore, he taught that the soul
does not pre-exist eternally, as maintained byoPldbut comes into
existence when incarnated in a body.

Augustine’s madified form of Platonisdominated much of
medieval Christian thought in the West until theo@grance of Thomas
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Aquinas. During this time the teachings of So@atad Plato became so
widely accepted that they were frequently regardeddivinely inspired
pre-Christian saints.

Thomas Aquinas Defines the Traditional Catholic Imnortal Soul
Teaching

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) is considely most Roman
Catholics as their greatest theologian. His definibf Catholic teachings
has been largely unsurpassed. With regard to therenaf man, he
developed a less radical dualism, by emphasizimg uhity that exists
between the body and the soul.

Contrary to the Platonic-Agustinianwien which the soul dwells
in the body for a time without forming one subsi@nbeing, Thomas
Aquinas considers the soul #se form of the body.His thinking was
influenced by Aristotles who viewed the soul priityaas a life principle.
But Aquinas departed from Aristotles by claimingl@pendent existence
for the soul.

According to Aquinas, a substantialtymxists between the soul
and the body, or more exactly, the spiritual ppteiand the material
principle, which are united as “form” and “mattari’ order to form one
complete being. “It is clear that the soul is edito the body by nature:
because by its essence it is the form of the boldgrefore it is contrary to
the nature of the soul to be deprived of the bddy.”

Aquinas defended the immortality of ol by arguing that it is a
“substantial form” that exists independently of thady, but desires to be
joined together again to its own body at the Restion. He strongly
opposed those who held to the biblical view that$bul is the animating
principle of the body, which is mortal until Godrders upon it the gift of
immortality at the Resurrection.
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Aquinas’ definition of the immortal doas theform of the body,
has become the traditional teaching of the CathGliwirch that is still
current today. In fact, Aquinas’ language is retiéel in the nevCatechism
of the Catholic Churchyhich states: “The unity of the soul and bodyds s
profound that one has to consider the soul to eéefthnt’ of the body. . . .
The Church teaches that every spiritual soul istesk immediately by
God-it is not ‘produced’ by the parents—and alsa this immortal: it does
not perish when it separates from the body at deauith it will be reunited
with the body at the final Resurrectiof?.”

This definition of th€atechism of the Catholic Churchghtly
represents what “the Church teaches,” but not wheatBible teaches.
Shortly we shall see that the teaching of the imataoul that separates
from the body at death, is foreign to the teachinfghe Bible. It is
derived, as our survey has shown, from Greek dimkpeculations that
have perverted the teachings of the Word of God.

The belief in the survival of the soohtributed to the development
of the doctrine of Purgatory, a place where thelssafi the dead are
purified by suffering the temporal punishment ofeith sins before
ascending to Paradise. This widely believed doetbordened the living
with emotional and financial stress. As Ray Andarputs it, “Not only
did one have to earn enough to live, but also tp @& the ‘spiritual
mortgage’ for the dead as welf’”

Reformers’ Rejection of Purgatory

The Protestant Reformation started largely as e@imraagainst the
medieval superstitious beliefs about the afterlife Purgatory. The
Reformers rejected as unbiblical and unreasondigleptactice of buying
and selling indulgences to reduce the stay of tlssof departed relatives
in Purgatory. However, they continued to believe the conscious
existence of souls either in Paradise or Hell.
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Calvin expressed this belief far moggrassively than Luthéf. In

his treatisePsychopannychi® which he wrote against the Anabaptists
who taught that souls simply sleep between deathresurrection, Calvin
argues that during the intermediate state the sifutse believers enjoy the
bliss of heaven; those of the unbelievers sufferttiiments of hell. At the
resurrection, the body is reunited with the sobljst intensifying the
pleasure of paradise or the pain of hell. Sincetih@e, this doctrine of the
intermediate state has been accepted by most Ruotehurches and is
reflected in various Confessioffs.

For example, the Westminster Confes§i@46), regarded as the
definitive statement of Presbyterian beliefs in Brglish-speaking world,
states: “The body of men after death return to,darsd see corruption; but
their souls (which neither die nor sleep) havingiramortal subsistence,
immediately return to God who gave them. The saiilshe righteous,
being then made perfect in holiness, are receival thhe highest heavens,
where they behold the face of God in light and glevaiting for the full
redemption of their bodies: and the souls of theked are cast into hell,
where they remain in torment and utter darknesgrved to the judgment
of the great day® The confession continues declaring as unbiblical th
belief in purgatory.

Revival of the Belief in the Immortality of the Sou

Public interest in the life of the sadier death has been revived in
our times, not only by the teachings of Catholid &votestant churches,
but also through various attempts to communicaté tie spirits of the
dead through mediums, psychics, “scientific” resbamto near-death
experiences, and New Age channeling with the spifithe past.

In the late 1960s, the late Episcopstidpp James A. Pike gave new
and widespread attention to the idea of commumigatiith the spirits of
the dead by communicating on a regular basis withdeceased son.
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Today our society is flooded with mediums and p&sghwho advertise
their services nationwide through TV, magazinedioreand newspapers.

In their boolAt the Hour of DeathiK. Osis and E. Haraldson write:
“Spontaneous experiences of contact with the dead sarprisingly

widespread. In a national opinion poll . . . 27 pent of the American
population said they had encounters with deadivekt. . . widows and
widowers . . . reported encounters with their dspouses twice as often—

51 per cent?® Communication with the spirits of the dead is just an
American phenomenon. Surveys conducted in othentoes reveal a
similar high percentage of people who engage thécss of mediums to
communicate with the spirit of their deceased loveds?®

Conclusion

The preceding survey has shown that Satan’s liai“sfwll not die”
(Gen 3:4) has lived on in different forms throughdwman history,
especially through the belief in the immortality @ie soul and its
separation from the body at death. The populafityis belief, stems from
the fact that attempts to disarm death by givingpbe the false assurance
that they possess a divine element that lives tar diie death of their
body. Ultimately such a belief does away with tleech of Christ’'s Return
to bestow the gift of immortality to believers hetfinal Resurrection.

Our only protection against the decaptiteaching of the
immortality of the soul, is through a clear undansting of what the Bible
teaches about the make-up of human nature, edpetiial relationship
between the body and the soul. It is to this sulijeat we now turn our
attention.
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PART I
THE OLD TESTAMENT VIEW

OF HUMAN NATURE

The logical starting point for the study of the Bibl view of
human nature is the account of the creation of idém.use here the term
“man” as used in Scripture, namely, includinghbaian and woman.

Genesis 2:7: “A Living Soul”

The most important Biblical statement for underdtag human
nature is found in Genesis 2:7. It is not surpgsihat this text forms the
basis of much of the discussion regarding humauareasince it provides
the only Biblical account of how God created mahe Text reads: “Then
God formed man of dust from the ground, and brehiti® his nostrils the
breath of life; and man became a living soul.”

Historically, this text has been rehtbtigh the lenses of classical
dualism. It has been assumed that the breath efGibd breathed into
man’s nostrils was simply an immaterial, immortalilsimplanted into the
material body. And just as earthly life began wtitle implantation of an
immortal soul into a physical body, so it ends wites soul departs from
the body. Thus Genesis 2:7 has been historicaiéypreted on the basis of
the traditional body-soul dualism.
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People who read the Old Testamenteafars tmmepheskiwhich in
the King James version are translated 472 timésaasg”) with a dualistic
mind-set, will have great difficulty in understandithe Biblical view of
the body and the soul as being the same person fseen different
perspectives. They will experience problems witkhepting the Biblical
meaning of the “soul” as the animating principle bwth human and
animal life. Furthermore, they will be at a losseixplain those passages
that speak of @ead persoras adead soutnepheshLev 19:28; 21:1, 11;
22:4; Num 5:2; 6:6,11; 9:6, 7, 10; 19:11, 13; HadL3). For them it is
inconceivable that an immortal soul could die with body.

The Meaning of “Living Soul”

The prevailing assumption that the human soul imantal has led
many to interpret the phrase “mbacamea living soul” (Gen 2:7 KJV) to
mean that “manobtained a living soul.” This interpretation has been
challenged by numerous scholars who are awareedflifference between
the Greek-dualistic and the Biblical-wholistic ception of human nature.

For example, in his classic stuéythropology of the Old
Testament,Hans Walter Wolff comments on Genesis 2:7 sayil¢hat
does nephesh [soul] mean here? Certainly not soul [in the itradal
dualistic sense].NephesHsoul] was designed to be seen together with the
whole form of man, and especially with his breattoreover man does not
have nephesfsoul], heis nepheslisoul], he lives asmephestsoul].”**

The fact that the soul in the Bible stands forwimle living person
is recognized even by Catholic scholar Dom Wulstéork. In his book
The Biblical Meaning of Man published with the official Catholic
imprimaturapproval, Mork writes: “It i;yepheshsoul] that gives life to
the bashar [body], but not as a distinct substancé&dam doesn’t have
nephesh[soul]; he isnephesh[soul], just as he idashar[body]. The
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body, far from being divided from its animating raiiple, is the visible
nephesh[soul].”*

From a Biblical perspective, the bodyd ahe soul are not two
different substances (one mortal and the other irahcabiding together
within one human being, but two characteristicstlitd same person.
Johannes Pedersen admirably sums up this point digtement that has
become proverbial: “The body is the soul in itsveard form.”® The same
view is expressed by H. Wheeler Robinson in an lggfaamous statement:
“The Hebrew idea of personality is that of an ariedabody, not (like the
Greek) that of an incarnate sodf.”

Summing up, we can say that the expressan became a living
soul-nephesh hayydhdoes not mean that at creation his body was
endowed with an immortal soul, a separate entigtjntt from the body.
Rather, it means that as a result of the divineciathing of the “breath of
life” into the lifeless body, man became a livitigeathing being, no more,
no less. The heart began to beat, the blood tolaie; the brain to think,
and all the vital signs of life were activated. Blynstated, “a living soul”
means “a living being.”

The practical implications of this defion are brought out in a
suggestive way by Catholic Scholar Dom Wulstan M&kkan asnephesh
[soul] means that it is hisepheshsoul] that goes to dinner, that tackles a
steak and eats it. When | see another person, vdest is not merely his
body, but his visiblenephesHsoul], because, in the terms of Genesis 2:7,
that is what man is—a livingephesh.The eyes have been called ‘the
window of the soul.’ This is actually dichotomy. &leyes, as long as they
belong to the living person, airethemselvethe revelation of the souf®

Animals as “Living Souls
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The meaning of “living soul” as simply “living beaifi is supported
by the use of the same phrase “living soelphesh hayydtor animals.
In our KJV Bible, this phrase appears for the fiste in Genesis 2:7 when
the creation of Adam is describe®ut in the Hebrew Bible we find the
same phrase already in Genesis 1:20, 21, 24, andn3@ll four of these
verses “living soulrephesh hayydtrefers to animals, but translators of
most English versions have chosen to translatéving creature” rather
than “living soul.” Why? Simply because they amnditioned by the
belief that animals do not have a soul-only humainds have an
immaterial, immortal soul.

Norman Snaith finds this “most repredible” and says . .. “itis a
grave reflection on the Revisers [translators ef Aluthorized version] that
they retained this misleading difference in tratisia . . . The Hebrew
phrase should be translated exactly the same wéyotin cases. To do
otherwise is to mislead all those who do not reabrdw. There is no
excuse and no proper defense. The tendency to'ireasbrtal soul’ into
Hebrewnepheshand to translate accordingly is very ancient, ead be
seen in the Septuagint . %.”

Basil Atkinson, a former Librarian at Cambridge \hisity, offers
the same explanation. “Our translators [of the Autted Version] have
concealed this fact from us, presumably because weze so bound by
current theological notions of the meaning of therdv'soul,’ that they
dared not translate by it a Hebrew word that refito animals, although
they have used it in the margin [of the Authori2éetsion] at verses 20
and 30. In these verses we find ‘the moving creataven living soul’
(Heb.) (ver. 20); ‘every living soul (Helmepheshthat moveth’ (ver. 21);
‘Let the earth bring forth the living soul (Hedepheshatfter his kind’ (ver.
24); ‘and to every beast of the earth, and to evewy of the air, and to
every thing that creepeth upon the earth, wheharetis living soul’ (Heb.
nephesh(ver. 30).*
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The use afiephesh-soul in these verses to refer to all sorts of
animals clearly shows thaephestis not an immortal soul given to man,
but the animating principle of life or “the lifedth” which is present in
both man and animals. What distinguishes the husaah from that of
animals is the fact that humans were created ingGothge, that is, with
godlike possibilities unavailable to animals.

The important point to note at thiagture is that both man and
animalare souls, because they both share the same aninlié¢ipginciple
or “life-breath.”

Summing up, in he context of creation the wongpheshsoul” is
used to designate the animating principle of lifieicl is present in both
human beings and animals. At this point, we wisktplore the broader
use ofnepheshin the Old Testament. Sineceepheshoccurs in the Old
Testament 754 times and is rendered in 45 differeys>* our focus is on
three main usages of the word that relate diretctlthe object of our
investigation.

Soul as a Needy Person

In his state-of-the-art booRnthropology of the Old Testament,
which is virtually undisputed among scholars of i@as religious
persuasions, Hans Walter Wolff entitles the chapiar the soul as
“NepheshNeedy Man.?> The reason for this characterizationnephesh
as “needy man” becomes evident when one readmémy texts which
picturenepheshsoulin dangerous situations of life and death propogio

Since it is God who made man “a livsaul” and who sustains the
human soul, the Hebrews when in danger appeal&btbto deliver their
soul, that is, their life. David prayed: “Delivaty soul hepheshfrom the
wicked” (Ps 17:13, KJV); “For thy righteousnes&esaO Lord, bring my
soul jnepheshout of trouble” (Ps. 143:11, KJV). The Lord dess to be
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praised, “for he has delivered the sautpheshof the poor from the hand
of the evildoers” (Jer 20:13).

People greatly feared for their souiepghesh (Jos 9:24) when
others were seeking their souteephesh(Ex 4:19; 1 Sam 23:15). They
had to flee for their soulmgphesh (2 Kings 7:7) or defend their souls
[nephesh (Esther 8:11); if they did not, their soulsepheshwould be
utterly destroyed (Jos 10:28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 3%he soul that sinneth, it
shall die” (Ez 18:4, 20). Rahab asked the two lgmspies to save her
family, saying: “Deliver our soulsnpepheshfrom death” (Jos 2:13). In
these instances, it is evident that the soul trest v danger and needed to
be delivered was the life of the individual.

The soul experienced danger not ordynfenemies but also from
lack of food. In lamenting the state of Jerusaldaremiah says: “All her
people sigh, they seek bread; they have given pihedisant things for meat
to relieve the soulnephesli (Lam 1:11). The Israelites grumbled in the
wilderness because they no longer had meat ashheyn Egypt. “But
now our soul fiepheshis dried away: there is nothing at all, besidas t
manna, before our eyes” (Num 11:6).

The theme of danger and deliveranceces®d with the soul
[nepheshallows us to see that the soul in the Old Testameas viewed,
not as an immortal component of human nature, Butha uncertain,
insecure condition of life which sometimes was &iteeed unto death.
Those situations which involved intense danger @gltverance reminded
the Israelites that they were needy soulsphesh living persons whose
life depended constantly upon God for protectioth deliverance.

Soul as Seat of Emotions

Being the animating principle of human life, theulséunctioned
also as the center of emotional activities. In pgpof the Shunammite, 2
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Kings 4:27 says: “Her souhgpheshis vexed within her” (KJV). David
cried to the Lord, seeking deliverance from hisngies, saying: “My soul
[nephesh is also sore vexed. . . . Return, O Lord, delivey soul
[nephesli (Ps 6:3-4).

While the people were waiting for God&iverance, their soul was
losing vitality. Tory Hoff notes that “because tRsalmist often wrote
from within this experience [of danger], the Psalntdude phrases such as
‘their soul fainted in them’ (Ps 107:5), ‘my soulelts for sorrow’ (Ps
119:28), ‘my soul languishes for salvation’ (Ps B19, ‘my soul longs,
yea, faints for thy courts’ (Ps 84:2), and ‘thedukmelted away in their
evil plight’ (Ps 107:26). Job asked, ‘How long wyibu torment my soul’
(Job 19:2). It was also the soul that would waitdeliverance. ‘For God
does my soul wait in silence’ (Ps 62:1). ‘Il want the Lord, my soul waits
and in his word | hope’ (Ps 130:5).

“Since the Hebrew knew all deliverameene from God, his soul
would ‘take refuge’ in God (Ps 57:1) and ‘thirst fam’ (Ps 42:2; 63:1).
Once the danger had passed and the intense, precarature of the
situation was over, the soul would praise God feliverance received.
‘My soul makes its boast in the Lord, let the atfid hear and be glad’ (Ps
34:2). ‘Then my soul shall rejoice in the Lordu#ing in his deliverance’
(Ps 35:9).7%

Wolff rightly observes that the emotircontent of the soul is
equated with the self or the person and is noindependent entity. He
cites, as an example, Psalms 42:5, 11, and 43ahich the same song of
lament and of self-exhortation is found: “Why ameuycast down, O my
soul, and why are you disquieted within me? Hop@&aul, for | shall again
praise him.” “Here,” Wolff writes, iephestsoul] is the self of the needy
life, thirsting with desire® There is nothing in these passages to suggest
that the soul is an immaterial part of human natheg is equipped with
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personality and consciousness and is able to sud@ath. We shall note
that the soul dies when the body dies.

The Soul as the Seat of Personality

The soul hepheshis seen in the Old Testament not only as the seat
of emotions but also as the seat of personalitg Jdul is the person as a
responsible individual. In Micah 6:7 we read: “SHagjive my first-born
for my transgression, and the fruit of my body tbhe sin of my soul
[nephes}?” The contrast here is not between body and solul.
commenting on this text, Catholic scholar Dom WansMork writes:
“The meaning is not that the soul is the human eaidisin, with the body
as the soul’s instrument. Rather, tiepheshthe whole living person, is
the cause of sin. Therefore, in this verse, redpitg for sin is attributed
to thenephestas the persor’™

We find the same idea in several téxds discuss sin and guilt. “If
a soul hepheshshall sin through ignorance . . .”(Lev 4:2, KJVAnd if a
soul jhepheshsins . . . he shall bear his iniquity” (Lev 5K.JV); “But the
soul |hepheshthat doeth ought presumptuously . . . that spngphesh
shall be cut off from among his people” (Num 15:80V). “Behold all
souls pepheshare mine; . . . the souhg¢pheshthat sinneth, it shall die”
(Ez 18:4). It is evident that in texts such assé&hethe soul is the
responsible person who thinks, wills, and sins, @tsequently subjects to
the death punishment.

Any physical or psychical activity waerformed by the soul
because such activity presumed a living, thinkiagg acting person. In
the Old Testament there is no division of actiligtween the soul and the
body because are two manifestations of the sansmperhe soul includes
and presumes the body. “In fact,” writes Mork, “gnecient Hebrews could
not conceive of one without the other. There isaneek dichotomy of soul
and body, of two opposing substances, but a unign, who isbashar
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[body] from one aspect antephesHsoul] from anotherBashar,then, is
the concrete realityof human existencenepheshis the personality of
human existence™®

The Soul and Death

The survival of the soul in the Old Testament itkéid to the
survival of the body, since the body is an outwaranifestation of the
soul. This explains why the death of a person terofiescribed as the
death of the soul. “When death occurs,” writes dolea Pedersen, “then it
is the soul that is deprived of life. Death canstrike the body or any
other parts of the soul without striking the erttiref the soul. Therefore it
is also said to ‘kill a soul’ or ‘smite a soul’ (Nu31:19; 35:15,30; Jos 20:3,
9); it may also be called to ‘smite one as reg#ndssoul,’ i. e. to smite one
so that the soul is killed (Gen 37:21; Deut 198, Jer 40:14, 15). There
can be no doubt that it is the soul which dies, @ahtheories attempting to
deny this fact are false. It is deliberately saithbthat the soul dies (Judg
16:30; Num 23:10 et al.), that it is destroyedconsumed (Ez 22:25, 27),
and that it is extinguished (Job 11:28).”

Readers of the English Bible may question the iglicbf
Pedersen’s statement that the soul dies, becaeaseadtd “soul” does not
occur in the texts which he cites. For example akipg of the cities of
refuge, Numbers 35:15 says: “Anyone who kills argrspn pephesh
without intent may flee there.” Since the word Usmephesh does not
occur in most English translations, some may artha the text is
speaking of the killing of the body and not of ®ul. The truth of the
matter is thanepheshs found in the Hebrew text, but translators usual
chose to render it with “person,” presumably beeaafgheir belief that the
soul is immortal and cannot be killed. Their unimél assumption is
discredited by those texts which even in the Ehglisrsion clearly speak
of the death of the soul. For example, Ezekiel A8egads: “The soul that
sins shall die” (See also Ex 18:4).
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The fate of the soul is linked to tlaef of the body. As Joshua
conquered the various cities beyond the Jordarare/¢old repeatedly “he
utterly destroyed every souig¢phes}i (Jos 10:28, 30, 31, 34, 36, 38). The
destruction of the body is seen as the destructidine soul. “In the Bible,”
writes Edmund JacobnéphesHsoul] refers only to the corpse prior to its
final dissolution and while it has distinguishatitures.® When the
body is destroyed and consumed so that its feataresno longer
recognizable, then the soul no longer exits, bexéine body is the soul in
its outward form.?® On the other hand, when the body is laid to irettie
grave with the fathers, the soul is also at rest ligs undisturbed (Gen
15:15; 25:8; Jud 8:32; 1 Chron 29:28).

Conclusion

The various usages ohépheshsoul” in the Old Testament never
convey the idea of an immaterial, immortal entitypable of existing apart
from the body. On the contrary, we have found thatsoulrephestis the
animating principle of life, the life-breath, whick present in both human
beings and animals. At death, the soul ceasasnidn as the animating
life-principle of the body, because fate of thelsswwonnected inextricably
with the fate of the body because the body is thtevard manifestation of
the soul.

PART Il
THE NEW TESTAMENT VIEW

OF HUMAN NATURE

The New Testament shows a definite continuity witle Old
Testament wholistic view of human nature. The motid the immortality
of the soul, though popularly believed at that tirnseecompletely absent
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from the writings of the New Testament becauswitters were faithful to
the teachings of the Old Testament.

The New Testament reveals not only icoity with the Old
Testament in the understanding of human naturedastiny, but also an
expanded understanding in the light of the incawnaand teachings of
Christ. After all, Christ is the real head of thentan race, since Adam
“was a type of the one who was to come” (Rom 5:Mile in the Old
Testament human nature is related primarily torAdby virtue of creation
and the Fall, in the New Testament human naturelaéed to Christ by
virtue of His incarnation and redemption. Christ the fullness of
revelation about human nature, meaning, and destiny

The Greek wordpsychesoul is used in the New Testament in
accordance with the basic meanings of the Hebrepheshsoul that we
found in the Old Testament. We briefly review thasic meaning of
pychesoul, giving special attention to the expanded rimgpof the word
in the light of Christ’s teachings and redemptiviaistry.

“Soul” as Person

The word “soulpsyche” in the New Testament denotes the whole
person in the same sensenapheshn the Old Testament. For example, in
his defense before the Sanhedrin, Stephen mentiais“seventy-five
souls—psych§’ of Jacob’s family went down to Egypt, a figuaad usage
found in the Old Testament (Gen 46:26-27; Ex Déut 10:22). On the
day of Pentecost, “three thousand sousyEhd’ (Acts 2:41) were
baptized and “fear came upon every squdych&’ (Acts 2:43). Speaking
of Noah’s family, Peter says that “eight soufsyché were saved by
water” (1 Pet 3:20). It is evident that in textlsuas these the “soul-
psychéis used as a synonym for person.
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Within this context, we mention Chdstamous promise of rest to
the “souls—psych§’ of those who accept His yoke (Matt 11:28). The
expression “rest for your soulpdychd comes from Jeremiah 6:16,
where rest for the soul is promised to people whtkwaccording to God’s
commandments. The rest which Christ gives to the is not achieved, as
in Platonic dualism, when the soul is liberatedrfrthe body, but when a
believer accepts His gracious provision of salvaiftCome tome”) and
live in accordance to the principles of life He ghtiand exemplified
(“learn of me”).

“Soul” as Life

The most frequent meaning of the word spslrehein the New
Testament is “life.” According to one reckoningé 4imes psycheis
translated “life.*® In these instances, “life” provides a fittingristation of
the Greekpsychebecause it is used in reference to physical Iife.
facilitate the identification of the word sopisychefound in the Greek
text, psychewill be translated literally as “soul” in placeshere the RSV
renders it as “life.”

At the height of the storm, Paul reasdithe members of the ship
that “there will be no loss of soulpdych¢ among you, but only of the
ship” (Acts 27:22; cf. 27:10). In this context, tBeeekpsycheis correctly
translated “life” because Paul is talking about libes of lives. An angel
told Joseph: “Rise, take the child and his motla@d go to the land of
Israel, for those who sought the child’s sop)ché¢ are dead” (Matt
2:20). This is one of the many references to thekisg, killing, and
saving of the soupsyche,all of which suggest that the soul is not an
immortal part of human nature, but the physica itéelf which can be in
danger. In accordance with the Old Testament, the-ssycheis put to
death when the body dies.
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Jesus associated the soul with fooddaimk. He said: “Do not be
anxious about your soup$yché what you shall eat or what you shall
drink, nor about your body, what you shall put mnnot the soulgsych¢
more than food and the body more than clothing?at{Né:25). Here the
soulpsycheis associated with food and drink and the bodg (isible
exterior) with clothing.

By associating the soul with food amohld Jesus shows that the
soul is the physical aspect of life, though He ek that there is more to
life than food and drink. Believers can raise thigsires and thoughts to
heavenly things and live for Christ and eternitiiu$, Christ expanded the
meaning of the “soul” by including the higher liée eternal life He came
to offer mankind. The fact remains, however, thhatssociating the soul
with food and drink, Christ shows that the southis physical aspect of
our existence and not an immaterial componentuohature.

Saving the Soul by Losing It

In the Old Testament, we found that the soapheshis used
frequently to denote the uncertainty of life, camsly facing the possibility
of harm or even destruction. Consequently, the eamclsraelites were
concerned about saving their soul, delivering theirl, restoring their soul
to safety, and sustaining their soul through piows, especially food. In
this context, it must have been perplexing for fesvs to hear Christ
saying: “Whoever would save his sopkjché will lose it; and whoever
loses his souldsych¢ for my sake and the gospel’'s will save it” (Mark
8:35; cf. Matt 16:25; 10:39; Luke 9:24; 17:33; Jdiih25).

The impact of Christ's statement upba §ews must have been
dramatic, because He had the audacity to procla@mtheir souls could be
saved only by losing them for His sake. The notidnsaving the soul
through losing it was unknown to the Jews becausgeriot found in the
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Old Testament. Christ demonstrated His teachingdting in a way that
culminated in His own crucifixion.

He came “to give his soudslyché as a ransom for many” (Matt
20:28). As the Good Shepherd, He “laid down higl $psyché for the
sheep” (John 10:11). By teaching that in ordesdwe one’s soul, it is
necessary for one to lose it, to give it up, andayp it down, Christ
expanded the Old Testament meaningn@bhesksoul as physical life by
making it inclusive of the eternal life received thypse willing to sacrifice
their present life (soul) for His sake.

The Apostolic Church grasped this eximal meaning of the soul
as denoting a life of total commitment to the Savidudas and Silas
became men who “risked their sopkjché for the sake of our Lord Jesus
Christ” (Acts 15:26). Epaphroditus risked “his sppsych§’ for the work
of Christ (Phil 2:30). The Apostle Paul himseHtiBed: “I do not account
my soul psyché of any value nor as precious to myself, if onlynay
accomplish my course and the ministry which | reeéifrom the Lord
Jesus, to testify to the gospel of the grace of’Gadts 20: 24).

If Paul believed that the soul is imbagr it is unlikely that he
would have viewed it of no value and worth loosfog the sake of the
gospel. These texts show that the Apostolic Chiingtd out the new
expanded meaning of the soul by living a life otatp sacrificial
commitment to Christ. Believers understood thairtsoul as physical life
could be saved only by consecrating it to the seref Christ.

The most foolish mistake anyone canemiak‘to gain the whole
world and forfeit his soulgsych&’ (Mark 8:36). It is this soulpsychethe
life that transcends death, that is the primaryeabpf redemption (Heb
10:39; 13:17; James 1:21; 1 Pet 1:9, 22). Whiletémen “soul” is used
considerably less frequently in the New Testamdw@ntin the Old
Testament, these key passages indicate a signifiegmansion of its
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meaning. The term came to include the gift of etklife received by those
who are willing to sacrifice their present life fGhrist’s sake.

The Death of the Soul Is Eternal Death

This expanded meaning of the term sgslche helps us
understand a well-known, but much misunderstogthgeof Christ: “Do
not fear those who kill the body but cannot kileteoul psych& rather
fear him who can destroy both the sopbyché and the body in hell”
(Matt 10:28; cf. Luke 12:4). Dualists find in thiext support for the
concept that the soul is an immaterial substane¢ it kept safe and
survives the death of the body.

This interpretation reflects the Gredikalistic understanding of
human nature and not the Biblical wholistic vielhe reference to God’s
power to destroy the soybgyché and the body in hell, negates the notion
of an immaterial, immortal soul. How can the soal immortal if God
destroys it with the body in the case of impenitasimners? Oscar
Cullmann rightly notes that “we hear in Jesus’ sgyin Matthew 10:28
that the soul can be killed. The soul is not imtaict*

In the preceding discussion, we hawngbat Christ expanded the
meaning of the soupsycheto denote not only physical life but also eternal
life received by those who are willing to make argicial commitment to
Him. If this text is read in the light of the expded meaning given by
Christ to the soul, the meaning of the saying Bo ‘hot fear those who can
bring your earthly existence (bodyema to an end, but cannot annihilate
your eternal life in God; but fear God who is atiedestroy your whole
being eternally.”Christ's warning hardly teaches the immortality tbé
soul. Rather it teaches that God can destroy tbhkasowell as the body.

Paul and the Soul
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In comparison with the Old Testament, or even thegels, the use
of the term soulpsychen Paul’s writings is rare. He uses the term d8y
times”? (including quotations from the Old Testament) eter to physical
life (Rom 11:3; Phil 2:30; 1 Thes 2:8), a personrfR2:9; 13:1), and the
seat of emotional life (Phil 1:27; Col 3:23; Epl®)p:It is noteworthy that
Paul never usepsychesoul to denote the life that survives death. The
reason could be Paul’s fear that the t@sychesoul might be understood
by his Gentile converts according to the Greek vaéwnate immortality.

To ensure that the new life in Chrigiuld be viewed wholly as a
divine gift and not as an innate possession, Pses the ternpneuma—
spirit, instead ofpsychesoul. The Apostle certainly acknowledges a
continuity between the present life and the restioe life, but since he
sees it as God's gift and not something found imdmu nature, he uses
pneumaspirit instead?

In his famous passage on the resuome@ti 1 Corinthians 15, Paul
shows that he uses sopsychein accordance with the Old Testament
meaning of physical life. He explains the diffeserbetween the present
body and the resurrection body, saying: “It is s@yphysical psychikomh
body, it is raised a spiritualpfeumatikoh body” (1 Cor 15:44). The
present body ipsychikonliterally “soulish” frompsychesoul denoting a
physical organism subject to the law of sin andtldedhe future,
resurrected body ipneumatikonljiterally “spiritual” from pneumaspirit,
meaning an organism controlled by God'’s Spirit.

The resurrected body is called “spaifu not because it is
nonphysical but because it is ruled by the Holyri§pinstead of carnal
impulses. This becomes evident when we note that &pplies the same
distinction between the naturgkychikosand the spiritualsychikodo the
present life in 1 Corinthians 2:14-15. Here Pastidguishes between the
natural manpsychikoswho is not guided by God’s Spirit, and the spaitu
man psychiko} who is guided by God’s Spirit.
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No Natural Immortality

It is evident that for Paul the continuity betweka present and the
future body is to be found not in the expanded rimgpaf the soul that we
have found in the Gospels, but in the role of tp&itSof God that renews
us in newness of life both now and at the resumecBy focusing on the
role of the Spirit, Paul negates the immortalitytteé soul. For him it is
very important to clarify that the new life of theliever both in the present
and the future is wholly a gift of God’s Spirit. gite is nothing inherently
immortal in human nature.

The expression “immortality of the Souloes not occur in
Scripture. The Greek word commonly translated niontality “ in our
English versions of the Bible mhanasia.This term occurs only twice in
the New Testament, the first time in connectiorhvi@od “who alone has
immortality [athanasid and dwells in unapproachable light, whom no man
has ever seen or can see” (1Tim 6:16). Obviousiyartality here means
more than endless existence. It means that Gdeeisdurce of life (John
5:26) and all other beings receive eternal liferfidim.

The second time, the word “immortal#ykanasia” occurs in 1
Corinthians 15:53-54 in relation to mortal naturehich puts on
immortality at the resurrection: “For this perisleabature must put on the
imperishable, and this mortal must put on immastdlithanasid When
the perishable puts on the imperishable, and theéahqauts on immortality
[athanasid, then shall come to pass the saying that is ewittDeath is
swallowed up in victory.™

The Christian Hope is based not onittraortality of the soul but
on the resurrection of the body. If we want to tieeword “immortality”
with reference to human nature, let us speak ntie@immortality of the
soul, but rather of the immortality of the body @l person) by means of
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the Resurrection. It is the resurrection thatdestthe gift of immortality
on the body, that is, on the whole person of tHieber.

Conclusion

Our survey of the New Testament use of the ternul“gsyché
indicates that there is no support for the notibthe soul as an immaterial
and immortal entity that survives the death oftibdy. There is nothing in
the wordpsychesoul that even remotely implies a conscious eumtitie to
survive the death of the body. Not only does tlewN estament fail to
endorse the notion of the immortality of the sdult it also clearly shows
that the soulpsychedenotes the physical, emotional, and spiritual Ilithe
soul is the person as a living being, with its pasdity, appetites,
emotions, and thinking abilities. The soul desiltiee whole person as
alive and thus inseparable from the body.

Christ expanded the meaning of spsjeheto include the gift of
eternal life received by those who are willing axigfice their earthly life
for Him, but He never suggested that the soul isnanaterial, immortal
entity. On the contrary, Jesus taught that Goddesstroy the soul as well
as the body (Matt 10:28) of impenitent sinners.

Paul never uses the term “spslcheto denote the life that
survives death. On the contrary, he identifies gbel with our physical
organism psychikoi which is subject to the law of sin and death @r C
15:44). To ensure that his Gentile converts undedsthat there is nothing
inherently immortal in human nature, Paul usesténm “spiritfpneuma
to describe the new life in Christ which the betieveceives wholly as a
gift of God’s Spirit both now and at the resurreunti

Summing up our survey of the Old andvNBestament view of
human nature, we can say that the Bible is comgiste teaching that
human nature is an indissoluble unity, where thdybcoul, and spirit
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represent different aspects of the same persometndifferent substances
or entities functioning independently. This holistiew of human nature
removes the basis for the belief in the survivatte soul at the death of
the body.

PART IV

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE DUALISTIC
VERSUS THE WHOLISTIC VIEW OF
HUMAN NATURE

Someone may ask: What difference does it makehehet person
holds to a dualistic or wholistic view of human uraf? Is not this a pure
academic question? These are questions we wisheftybaddress in the
last part of this chapter. We shall see that whats@ians believe about the
make-up of their human nature largely determineatiiliey believe about
their present life and ultimate destiny.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE DUALISTIC VIEW OF HUMAN
NATURE

We noted earlier that historically ptgsuChristian thought has
been deeply influenced by the dualistic teachingSacrates and Plato,
which were promoted in modified forms by Tertulligdrigen, Augustine,
and Thomas Aquinas. The far-reaching implicatiohthe dualistic view
of human nature for Christian beliefs and practicesestimable. Only a
brief mention can be made in this chapter.

Doctrinal Implications of the Dualistic View of Human Nature
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Doctrinally, a host of beliefs derive from or arepgndent upon the
dualistic view of human nature. For example, thkelb in the transition of
the soul at the moment of death to paradise, belbhurgatory rests on the
belief that the soul is immortal by nature and s the body at death.
This means that, if the inherent immortality of theul is an unbiblical
concept, then popular beliefs about paradise, pomngaand hell have to be
radically modified or even rejected.

The belief that at death the souls lté saints ascend to the
beatitude of Paradise has fostered the CatholicCatlibdox belief in the
intercessory role of Mary and of the saints. If soels of the saints are in
heaven, it is feasible to assume that they camcietie on behalf of needy
sinners on this earth. Thus, devout Christians twaylary and the saints to
intercede on their behalf. Such a practice rumsirary to the Biblical
teaching that “there is one mediator between Gatdnaen, the man Christ
Jesus” (1Tim 2:5).

If the conclusion of our study is catréhat the soul does not
survive and cannot function apart from the bodgntthe whole teaching
of the intercessory role of Mary and the saints tnhes rejected as an
ecclesiastical fabrication. Truly, the acceptanicéhe Biblical holistic view
of human nature can have frightening consequenaedohg-cherished
Christian beliefs.

Similarly, the belief that at death theuls of those who are
pardonable transit to purgatory, has led to thehieg that the church on
earth has the power to apply the merits of Chnst @f the saints to souls
suffering in purgatory. Historically, this has beaccomplished by
granting indulgences, that is, the remission oftémeporal punishment due
to forgiven sin. Such a belief led to the scandsleale of indulgences
which sparked the Protestant Reformation.
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The Reformers eliminated the doctrifigargatory as unbiblical,
but they retained the doctrine of the immediatenditaafter death of
individual souls to a state of perfect blessedifeeaven or to a state of
continuous punishmenthéll). We have found the latter teaching to be
clearly negated by Scripture. Consequently, itipérative to continue to
the work of the Reformers, by rejecting as ecctigial fabrications the
popular beliefs about purgatory, indulgences, &edttansit of the souls to
heaven or to hell.

Immortality of the Soul Weakens Second Advent

Traditional dualism also has contributed to weahkgrthe Advent
Hope. The belief in the ascension of souls to heasbscures and eclipses
the expectation of the Second Advent. If at dehéhsoul of the believer
goes up immediately to the beatitude of Paradise to be WighLord, there
can hardly be any real sense of expectation foisCtw come down to
resurrect the sleeping saints. The primary conoéthese Christians is to
reach paradise immediately, albeit as a disembosioedl This concern
leaves barely any interest in the coming of thedLamd the resurrection of
the body.

To believe in the immortality of theusaneans to regards oneself
at least partly immortal in the sense of being jradde of passing out of
existence. Such a belief encourages confidencenesealdf and in the
possibility of one’s soul going up to the Lord. @me other hand, to
believe in the resurrection of the body means tewes in Christ who will
return to raise the dead and transform the liviligis means believing in
the coming dowrof the Lord to this earth to meet embodied beligvand
not in thegoing upof disembodied souls to heaven to meet the Lord.

In the New Testament the Parousia guees a final
consummation realized by a movement of Christtsning downto
mankind rather than individual soueing upto Him. The Advent Hope
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is not “a pie in the sky when you die” but a reaating upon this earth
between embodied believers and Christ on the glerday of His return.

Out of that real meeting will come a transformatsfecting humanity and
nature. This great expectation is obscured andedrdy the belief in
individual immortality and heavenly bliss immedigtafter death.

Another significant implication of thiadividualistic hope for
immediate immortality is that it overrides the Bdall corporate hope for
an ultimate restoration of this creation and itsatures (Rom 8:19-23; 1
Cor 15:24-28). When the only future that reallyits is the individual
soul's survival after death, the anguish of mankoah have only a
peripheral interest and the value of God’s redeomptdr this whole world
is largely ignored. The ultimate result of thisibklis, as noted by Abraham
Kuyper, that “by far the majority of Christians dot think much beyond
their own death*

Misconceptions About the World to Come

The belief in the immortal and spiritual soul Hastered also
wrong ideas about the world to come. The populacept of paradise as a
spiritual retreat center somewhere up in spaceyevgwrified souls will
spend eternity in everlasting contemplation and itagdn, has been
inspired more by Platonic dualism than by Bibliogdlism. For Plato, the
material components of this world were evil andysamguently, not worthy
of survival. The aim was to reach the spiritualme where souls liberated
from the prison-house of a material body enjoyretebliss.

Our study shows that both the Old amivN estaments reject the
dualism between the material world below and thdtspl realm above.
The final salvation inaugurated by the comingha# tord is regarded in
Scripture not arescape frombut atransformation ofthis earth. The
Biblical view of the world to come is not gpiritual heavenly retreat

88



inhabited by glorified souls, but thjghysical earthly planepopulated by
resurrected saints (Is 66:22; Rev 21:1).

Practical Implications of the Dualistic View of Human Nature

At a more practical level, the dualistic view ofnman nature has
fostered the cultivation of the soul in detachmigai the body and the
suppression of physical appetites and healthy akitmpulses. Contrary to
the Biblical view of the goodness of God’s creatimretluding the physical
pleasures of the body, medieval spirituality proedothe mortification of
the flesh as a way to achieve the divine goal Gihkss.

The saints were ascetic persons whotddwthemselves primarily
to vita contemplativagdetaching themselves from thiga activa. Since the
salvation of the soul was seen as more importat the preservation of
the body, the physical needs of the body oftemtidaally were neglected
or even suppressed.

The dichotomy between body and soug fihysical and the
spiritual, is still present in the thinking of ma@hristians today. Many
still associate redemption with the human soulaiathan the human body.
We describe the missionary work of the church as ¢ “saving souls.”
The implication seems to be that the souls are nmp®rtant than the
bodies.

Conrad Bergendoff rightly notes th&hé Gospels give no basis
for a theory of redemption which saves souls afrarh the bodies to
which they belong. What God has joined togethdropophers and
theologians should not put apart. But they havenbguilty of divorcing
the bodies and souls of men which God made oneeaticn, and their
guilt is not diminished by their plea that thus vsdion would be
facilitated. Until we have a theory of redemptiwhich meets the whole
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need of man we have failed to understand the parpbslim who became
incarnate that He might be able to save humafity.”

Dualism in Liturgy

The influence of dualism can be seen even moren aftemany
Christian hymns, prayers, and poems. The openintesee of the burial
prayer found inThe Book of Common Prayef the Church of England is
starkly dualistic: “Forasmuch as it hath pleaséatighty God of His great
mercy to take unto Himself the soul of our deartheo here departed, we
therefore commit his body to the grourfd.A phrase in another prayer in
the same Office betrays a clear dualistic conteimpphysical existence:
“With whom the souls of the faithful, after theyeadelivered from the
burden of the flesh, are in joy and felicity.”

The Platonic notion of the release of the soul ftbenprison-house
of the body is clearly set forth in the lines ok tRhristian poet, John
Donne: “When bodies to their grave, souls from gnaves remove’®
Many of our hymns are thinly disguised dualistieps. They speak of
this earth as “a desert drear” and invite beliewersook “up above the
sky.” “l want to live above the world . . . on heans tableland.”

Christians who believe the words of bsucymns may be
disappointed one day to discover that their eteloate is not “above the
world . . . on heaven’s tableland,” but down henetlis earth. This is the
planet that God has created, redeemed, and ultymaii restore for our
eternal habitation.

The far-reaching doctrinal and pmaadtiimplications of the
dualistic view of human nature that we have juststdered should serve to
impress the reader with the importance of the stihjeder consideration.
This is not a mere academic question but a fundwh@&iblical teaching
that impacts directly or indirectly a host of Chias beliefs and practices.
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IMPLICATIONS OF THE BIBLICAL HOLISTIC VIEW OF
HUMAN NATURE

The Biblical holistic view of human oag, according to which our
body and soul are an indissoluble unit, created raaktemed by God,
challenges us to view positively both the physeadl spiritual aspects of
life. We honor God not only with our mind but alsath our body,
because our body is “a temple of the Holy Spirdt'Qor 6:19).

Scripture admonishes us to presentlmdies as a living sacrifice”
(Rom 12:1). This means that the way we treat audids reflects the
spiritual condition of our souls. If we pollute obodies with tobacco,
drugs, or unhealthy food, we cause not onlyghgsical pollutionof our
bodies, but also thepiritual pollutionof our souls.

Henlee H. Barnette notes that “whatgbealo to, for, and with
others and their environment depends largely uplaat they think of God,
nature, themselves, and their destii’fy.\’Nhen Christians view themselves
and the present world holistically as the objecGofd’s good creation and
redemption, they will be both convinced and congeklfo act as God's
stewards of their bodies as well as of the creatddr.

Concern for the Whole Person

Biblical holism challenges us to be concerned alibat whole
person. In its preaching and teaching, the churabtmmeet not only the
spiritual needs of the soul but also the physiadds of the body. This
means teaching people how to maintain emotionalpnydical health. It
means that church programs should not neglect éselsnof the body.
Proper diet, exercise, and outdoor activities ghdé encouraged as an
important part of Christian living.
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Accepting the Biblical holistic view dtiman nature means to opt
for aholistic approach in our evangelistic and missionary enaisavThis
approach consists not only in saving the “souls’pebple but also in
improving their living conditions by working in eh areas as health, diet,
education. The aim should be to serve the worttirast to avoid it. The
issues of social justice, war, racism, poverty, aednomic imbalance
should be of concern to those who believe that {Sasorking to restore
the whole person and the whole world.

Christian education should promote dbgelopment of the whole
person. This means that the school's program shaiid at the
development of the mental, physical, and spiriagpects of life. A good
physical-education program should be consideredngsortant as its
academic and religious programs. Parents and tesachleould be
concerned about teaching good eating habits, thigeprcare of the body,
and a regular program of physical exercise.

The Biblical concept of the whole persdso has implications for
medicine. Medical science recently has developédtws known as
holistic medicine. Holistic health practitioners “emphasize the ®siy
for looking at the whole person, including physicalndition, nutrition,
emotional make up, spiritual state, life-style espand environment?®
At the 1975 graduating exercise of Johns Hopkins/éfeity School of
Medicine, Dr. Jerome D. Frank told the graduatégiy'treatment of an
illness that does not also minister to the humairitsps grossly
deficient.*® Healing and the maintenance of physical healtstralways
involve the total person.

Cosmic Redemption

The Biblical holistic view of human nature presupg® also a
cosmic view of redemption that encompasses the lbody the soul, the
material and the spiritual world. The separatiotwieen body and soul or
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spirit has often paralleled the division betweea thalm of creation and
the realm of redemption. The latter has been &socto a large extent in
both Catholicism and Protestantism with the satwatif individual souls at

the expense of thphysicaland cosmicdimensions of redemption. The
saints often are portrayed as pilgrims who liveeanth but detached from
the world and whose souls at death immediatelyde¢hgir material bodies

to ascend to an abstract place called “heaven.”

Dualism has produced an attitude otempt toward the body and
the natural world. Such an attitude of disdain t@lvaur planet is absent
from the Psalms, where the central theme is thesgraf God for His
magnificent works. In Psalm 139:14, David sayawitl praise thee; for |
am fearfully and wonderfully made: marvellous drg works; and that my
soul knoweth very well.” Here the Psalmist prai&exl for his wonderful
body, a fact well known to his soul (mind). Thisasgood example of
wholistic thinking, where body and soul are part@bd’s marvellous
creation.

In Psalm 92, the Psalmist urges one to praise Gtd musical
instruments, because, he says, “Thou, O Lord, inaste me glad by thy
work; at the work of thy hands | sing for joy. Hagreat are thy works, O
Lord!" (Ps 92:4-5). The Psalmist’s rejoicing oves wonderful body and
marvelous creation is based upon his holistic epnon of the created
world as an integral part of the whole drama oatiom and redemption.

Biblical Realism

The Biblical holistic view of human nature also mgps on our
view of the world to come. The Bible does not eiovighe world to come
as an ethereal paradise where glorified souls sp#ind eternity wearing
white robes, singing, plucking harps, praying, amaslouds, and drinking
milk of ambrosia. Instead, the Bible speaks of theurrected saints
inhabiting this planet earth, which will be pueifi transformed, and
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perfected at and through the coming of the Lor&¢23:11-13; Rom 8:19-
25; Rev 21:1). The “new heavens and a new ealth6%:17) are not a
remote and inconsequential spiritual retreat soneegvbff in space; rather,
they are the present heaven and earth renewedittiginal perfection.

Believers enter the new earth not aerdbodied souls but as
resurrected bodily persons (Rev 20:4; John 5:2812Thess 4:14-17).
Though nothing unclean shall enter the New Jerosalee are told that
“the kings of the earth shall bring their gloryanit, . . . they shall bring
into it the glory and the honor of the nations” yR&1:24, 26). These
verses suggest that everything of real value inadldeheaven and earth,
including the achievements of man’s inventive, stidj and intellectual
prowess, will find a place in the eternal ordeheWery image of “the city”
conveys the idea of activity, vitality, creativiignd real relationships.

It is regrettable that this fundamegtaoncrete, earthly view of
God’s new world portrayed in the Scripture has éfrgbeen lost and
replaced in popular piety with an ethereal, spilined concept of heaven.
The latter has been influenced by Platonic dualiather than by Biblical
realism.

CONCLUSION

The serpent’s lie, “You will not die” (Gen 3:4) hdised on
throughout human history to our time. Our brietdigal survey traced the
origin of this belief in life after death to theaent EgyptiansThey spent
an outrageous amount of time and money prepariniféaafter death.

The Greek philosophers Socrates antb Ritiopted the Egyptian
belief in life after death, but redefined it in i of an immaterial,
immortal soul that leaves the prison house of tletath body at death.
They viewed death as the separation of the sonl fhe body.
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This dualistic teaching found its wayoi the Christian church
toward the end of the second century. It was prechditst by Tertullian,
and later on by Origen, Augustine, and Thomas AaglinFor them death
meant the destruction of the body, which enablesithmortal soul to
continue to live in either the beatitude of Paradis in the eternal torment
of Hell.

The belief in the survival of the sgohtributed to the development
of the doctrine of Purgatory, a place where thelssafi the dead are
purified by suffering the temporal punishment ofeithsins before
ascending to Paradise.

The Reformers rejected as unbiblical anreasonable the practice
of buying and selling indulgences to reduce they sif the souls of
departed relatives in Purgatory. However, theytioard to believe in the
conscious existence of souls either in Paradis¢éetr

Today the belief in conscious existeatter death is spreading like
wildfire, due to such factors as the polished imagemediums and
psychics, the sophisticated “scientific’ researchtoi near-death
experiences, and the popular New Age channeling thi¢ alleged spirits
of the past. The result is that most people belteatan’s lie that no matter
what they do, they “shall not die” (Gen 3:4) buttse like gods by living
for ever.

To test the validity of this populardibE we examined the Old and
New Testaments view of the “soul.” We found that Bible is consistent
in teaching that human nature is an indissolubligyumhere the body,
soul, and spirit represent different aspects of shme person, and not
different substances or entities functioning indejsantly. This holistic
view of human nature removes the basis for theebglithe survival of the
soul at the death of the body.
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Christ expanded the meaning of sps§eheto include the gift of
eternal life received by those who are willing txifice their earthly life
for Him, but He never suggested that the soul ismanaterial, immortal
entity. On the contrary, Jesus taught that Goddesstroy the soul as well
as the body (Matt 10:28) of impenitent sinners.

We noted that the dualistic view of lmmmature consisting of a
mortal body and immortal soul, has far-reachingtdioal and practical
implications. It impacts directly or indirectly an host of popular beliefs
and practices that run contrary to the Bible. Soofiethese popular
unbiblical beliefs are examined in subsequent @rapt

The work that the Reformers began yiehting purgatory, must
now be completed by rejecting popular beliefs tha¢ contrary to
Scripture. It is unlikely that such a monumentaktaan be undertaken by
Protestant or Catholic churches today, becauseatteynpt to modify or
reject traditional doctrines is interpreted as #&rdyal of their traditional
faith and can cause division and fragmentations T$a too high price that
most churches are not willing to pay. Yet it is @c@ that the faithful
remnant must pay in order to fulfill her mission ¢all upon sincere
believers every where: “Come out of her my peoptethat you will not
share in her sins” (Rev 18:8).
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Belief in life after death seems to have come baoknfthe

grave. News weekly covers it. Talk-show hosts disci. Popular books
such as Moody and Kibler-Rodsife After Lifeand Maurice Rawlings’
Beyond Death’s Dooexamine case histories of out-of-body experiences.
Even some pastors have begun preaching it again.

Once regarded by the secular commumidy a relic of a
superstitious past and by believers as something ddficult to
comprehend, belief in life after death is regainpogularity. According to
a poll conducted by the General Social Survey, ‘i&ater fraction of
American adults believe in life after death in #890s than in the 19708.”

While the percentage of Protestants lceve in life after death
has remained stable at 85 percent, there has beeticeable increase
among the Catholics and Jews. “The percentage thfolies believing in
an afterlife rose from 67 percent to 85 percennfit®00 to 1970. Among
Jews, this percentage increased from 17 percer@Of1® 74 percent
(1970)?
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A similar recent survey (2003) conducted by thgutable Barna
Research Group of Ventura, California, confirmd ttiae vast majority of
Americans continues to believe that there is literadeath, that everyone
has a soul, and that Heaven and Hell exisBelief in life after death . . .
is widely embraced: 8 out of 10 Americans (81%)dse in an afterlife of
some sort. Another 9% said life after death magtexiut they were not
certain. Just one out of every ten adults (10%jermhthat there is no form
of life after one dies on earth. Moreover, a langgjority of Americans
(79%) agreed with the statement “every person hasuh that will live
forever, either in God’s presence or absefice.”

The conscious or subconscious belidifénafter death is reflected
in the elaborate funeral arrangements which amnddd to preserve the
corporeal remains of the deceased. In the angvend, the dead were
provided for the next life with food, liquids, eagi utensils, and clothes.
Sometimes even servants and animals were buridd tvé corpse to
provide the necessary conveniences in the next life

Today, the mortuary rituals are diffégrebut they still reveal a
conscious or subconscious belief in life after deathe corpse is
embalmed and hermetically sealed in a galvanizelncasket to retard
decay. It is dressed in the finest clothes andgalam plush satin lining and
soft pillows. It is sent on its way accompaniednwitems cherished in life,
such as rings and family pictures. It is sacredig ailently interred in a
cemetery, which is expertly manicured, surroundgdidwers, gates, and
guards. The dead are surrendered to the “perpedwel of the Lord in a
professionally maintained and landscaped cemetagrevno children play
and no visitors disturb them.

The concern of people to send theiredsed loved ones to the
world of the dead with dignity and elegance reveatkesire to ensure their
comfort in the afterlife. But, is there life afteteath? Are the dead
conscious or unconscious? If conscious, are thig 80 communicate
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with the living? Are they enjoying the bliss of pdise or the torments of
hell? This chapter seeks to answer these queshipriavestigating the
biblical view of death and of the state of the dead

Objectives of This Chapter

This chapter continues our investigation of thelitdb view of
human nature, by focusing on two major questiorisst,FWhat is the
biblical view of death? And, second, What is tladition of the dead
during the period between death and the resurrettibhis period is
commonly known as “the intermediate state.”

This chapter is divided in four paifhe first part provides a brief
description mainly of the Catholic and Protestaatvg of the afterlife. We
shall see that both hold in common the belief i tansition of the saved
souls to Paradise and of the unsaved souls to Fedtestants reject the
Catholic belief in Purgatory.

The second part examines the Biblicadanstanding of the nature
of death. Does the Bible teach that death is ¢paration of the immortal
soul from the mortal body? Or, does the Bible hetltat death is the
termination of life for the whole person, body awiil? In other words, is
death according to the Bible the cessation offliflethe whole person or
the transition to a new form of life for the immartcomponent of our
being?

The third and fourth parts examine @id and New Testaments
teachings regarding the state of the dead duriagoériod between death
and resurrection. The fundamental question we pursthe last two parts
is: Do the dead sleep in an unconscious state tmél resurrection
morning? Or, Is the soul of the saved experientimgediately after death
the bliss of paradise, while that of the unsaveiihvag in the torment of
hell?
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PART 1

BELIEFS ABOUT THE AFTERLIFE

The belief in some forms of life after death is coom to most
Christian and non-Christian religions. The reasmnoted in the previous
chapter, is the common belief in the immortality thie soul, which
presupposes the continuation of the consciousolifthe soul after the
death of the body. We found this belief to be camtito the Bible which
clearly defines death as the cessation of lifeétierwhole person, body and
soul.

For the purpose of this chapter, weflyrimention how three major
wings of Christianity view life after death: Rom@atholics, Conservative
Protestants, and Liberal Christians.

Roman Catholic View of Heaven, Hell, and Purgatory

The Catholic Church teaches that whepeeson dies, the soul
leaves the body and is immediately evaluatedRaricular Judgmenthat
determines three possible destinations for thentbiselied soul: Heaven, or
Hell, or Purgatory.

Heaven. The newCatechism of the Catholic Chur@xplains that
the souls of a few believers “who die in God’s grand friendship and are
perfectly purified, live for ever with Christ " They are taken immediately
to their eternal rewards in Heaven, where theyyetije communion with
the Trinity, the Virgin Mary, the saints, and thegals. “In the glory of
heaven the blessed continue joyfully to fulfill Codill.” ®
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Hell. Hell is the place where those who have died “withve and
unrepentant sins” which have not been wiped clgachiirch rituals, will
be severely punished without any hope of relief, éternity. As stated in
Catechism of the Catholic Churcimmediately after death the souls of
those who die in a state of mortal sin, desceral lveil, where they suffer
the punishment of hell ‘eternal fire>”

The torment of Hell will last forevewjthout any prospect of relief
or mercy, but level of torture depends on the ssrniess of the individual's
sin. Like the Catholics, Eastern Orthodox churdiegeve in Hell, but they
teach that the precise form of punishment is notknto us.

The teaching that sinners burn eteyrialHell, makes God appear
like an inhumane father who in desperation locksayawis rebellious
children in a horrible hovel, and then throws avi@yever the key. More
will be said about more implications of this populzlief in the next
chapter.

Purgatory. The Catholic Church teaches that “all those whoinlie
God’s grace and friendship, but still imperfectlyrified, . . . after death
they undergo purification, so as to achieve thénkek necessary to enter
the joy of heaven®The souls in Purgatory are systematically torturét
fire until they have paid the residual temporal ipiment for their sins.
The more purging is necessary, the longer a sost suffer in Purgatory.
This is a type of time-limited Hell during which en become fully
cleansed and acceptable for admission to heaven.

As stated in th€atechism of the Catholic Churcithe Church
commends almsgiving, indulgences, and works of pemaindertaken on
behalf of the dead:* This means that friends and family members can
shorten the stay of their loved ones in Purgatbyypaying for Masses,
prayers, buying indulgences, and making pilgrimagdwly shrines.
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The beliefs of the Eastern Orthodox I€has very closely parallel
those of the Roman Catholic Church about HeavenHeld However,
they have no formal belief about the existenceunatory.

Conservative Protestants’ View of Heaven and Hell

We noted in chapter 2 that the Protestant Refoomastarted
largely as a reaction against the medieval sufietsti beliefs about the
afterlife in Purgatory. The Reformers rejected asbiblical and
unreasonable the practice of buying and sellingllgehces to reduce the
stay of the souls of departed relatives in PurgatoHowever, they
continued to believe that the souls of the beligvenjoy the bliss of
heaven, while those of the unbelievers suffer dmménts of hell. At the
resurrection, the body is reunited with the soblist intensifying the
pleasure of paradise or the pain of hell. Since tinge, belief in heaven
and hell has been accepted by most Protestanthdsiend is reflected in
various Confessions.

For example, the Westminster Confes§i&46), regarded as the
definitive statement of (Calvinistic) Presbyteribrliefs in the English-
speaking world, states: “The body of men aftertldeaturn to dust, and
see corruption; but their souls (which neither da sleep) having an
immortal subsistence, immediately return to God vgawe them. The
souls of the righteous, being then made perfedialiness, are received
unto the highest heavens, where they behold the da&od in light and
glory, waiting for the full redemption of their bied: and the souls of the
wicked are cast into hell, where they remain imi@nt and utter darkness,
reserved to the judgment of the great ddyThe confession continues
declaring as unbiblical the belief in purgatory.

Most conservative Protestant believat tthere areonly two
possible destinations for the soul after death. Gaither passes
immediately into the glories of Heaven and the @nes of God, or else
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one is sent straight to the flames of Hell for e&&mpunishment, with no
possibility of reprieve. Any other destination fire soul, such as the
Catholic Purgatory, is merely an “invented” doatrin

Heaven. Heaven is reserved for those who have been justifie
faith in Christ’'s saving work. The soul of beliegseascend immediately
after death to heaven, to live in the presencelofs€ while awaiting the
resurrection of their bodies. At the final resuti@rt, the disembodied soul
will receive new incorruptible bodies, and will éin the presence of Jesus
Christ in the new earth where there is an absehpain, disease, sexual
activity, and depression.

Hell.Conservative Evangelicals believe that the southa@ge who
have rejected Christ, at death will be sent to ,Helplace of torment and
eternal separation from God. Views vary on whatiguments Hell may
hold beyond isolation from God.

Liberal Protestants’ View of Heaven and Hell

In general, liberal Protestant believe that at higa¢ople go to
either Heaven, to live in the presence of God,ocoHell, to experience
separation from God. But liberal Protestants hol@ wide range of non-
traditional views. For example, some define heaagthe triumph of self-
giving, not as a new heaven and a new earth. “He#/eordial, honest,
loving relationships,” says Gordon’s KallaHd.

Conversely, to most liberal theologiahtell is alienation from
God. “Hell is estrangement, isolation, despaiays Dean Lloyd Kalland
of Gordon Divinity School in Wenham, Ma5s.In his Principles of
Christian TheologyDr. John Macquarrie of Union Theological Seminary
describes hell as “not some external or arbitrampighment that gets
assigned for sin, but simply the working out of ggelf, as it destroys the
distinctively personal being of the sinnéf.”
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Afterlife in Islam, Buddhism, and Hinduism

Space does not permit to mention the views of ldg&eheld by
Islam, Buddhism, and Hinduism. It suffices to dagttall of them share the
belief in the survival of the soul at the deathths body. In Hinduism, for
example, the ultimate goal is Moksha, that is, #edf-realization and
release of the soul from the cycle of death andttrebWhen Moksha is
achieved, the soul becomes one with God.

The preceding brief description of thajor Catholic and Protestant
views of life after death, has served to show thase popular views stem
from two assumptions: 1) Death is the separatiah@immortal soul from
the mortal body, 2) The soul is an independent, atenial, and immortal
component that survives the death of the body.

Are these assumptions biblically corPe®oes the Bible teach that
death is the separation of the immortal soul frbm mortal body? Does
the soul survives the death of the body and coesina exist in the bliss of
Paradise or torment of Hell? To these questionsmwst now turn our
attention by examining the biblical view of death.

PART 2

THE BIBLICAL VIEW OF DEATH

To understand the Biblical view of deatie need to go back to the
account of creation where death is presented, ach aatural process
willed by God, but as something unnatural oppose@®dd. The Genesis
narrative teaches us that death came into the vesrld result of sin. God
commanded Adam not to eat of the tree of knowledfgmod and evil and
added the warning: “In the day that you eat obit ghall die” (Gen 2:17).
The fact that Adam and Eve did not die on the datheir transgression
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has led some to conclude that human beings dactatlly die because
they have a conscious soul that survives the dddtie body.

Sin and Death

This figurative interpretation can Hgrte supported by the text,
which, literally translated, reads: “dying you didie.” What God simply
meant is that on the day they disobeyed, the dyiogess would begin.
From a state in which it was possible for them twtdie (conditional
immortality), they passed into a state in whickvés impossible for them
not to die (unconditional mortality).

Prior to the Fall the assurance of imalily was vouchsafed by the
tree of life. After the Fall, Adam and Eve no londgrad access to the tree
of life (Gen 3:22-23) and, consequently, began a&peing the reality of
the dying process. In the prophetic vision of trewNEarth, the tree of life
is found on both sides of the river as a symbothef gift of eternal life
bestowed upon the redeemed (Rev 21:2).

The divine pronouncement found in Gen@sl7 places a clear
connection between human death and the transgnessio God's
commandment. Thus, life and death in the Bibleehaligious and ethical
significance because they are dependent upon huotedience or
disobedience to God. This is a fundamental tegcbirthe Bible, namely,
that death came into this world as a result of humi@obedience (Rom
5:12; 1 Cor 15:21). This does not diminish the oesibility of the
individual for his participation in sin (Ez 18:402 The Bible, however,
makes a distinction between the first death, whaglery human being
experiences as a result of Adam’s sin (Rom 5:120f 15:21), and the
second death experienced after the resurrection ZB®) as the wages for
sins personally commited (Rom 6:23).

Death as the Separation of the Soul from the Body
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A major question we need to address at this pgirthé Biblical
view of the nature of death. To be specific: Istdehe separation of the
immortal soul from the mortal body, so that whea Hody dies the soul
lives on? Or, is death the cessation of existefickeowhole person, body
and soul?

Historically, Christians have been faudpat death is the separation
of the immortal soul from the mortal body, so tha soul survives the
body in a disembodied state. For example, the @Gatechism of the
Catholic Churchstates: “By death the soul is separated from oy bbut
in the resurrection God will give incorruptibledifo our body, transformed
by reunion with our soul®™ Augustus Strong defines death in similar
terms in his well-knownSystematic Theology'Physical death is the
separation of the soul from the body. We distinguigrom spiritual death,
or the separation of the soul from Gd#.”

Massive Attack by Modern Scholars

The above historical view of the natofeleath as the separation of
the soul from the body has come under a massigekalty many modern
scholars. A few examples suffice to illustrate thpsint. Lutheran
theologian Paul Althaus writes: “Death is more thasheparture of the soul
from the body. The person, body and soul, is wedlin death. . . . The
Christian faith knows nothing about an immortalifythe personality. . . .
It knows only an awakening from real death throtigéy power of God.
There is existence after death only by an awakeoirtge resurrection of
the whole person®

Althaus argues that the doctrine of the immortadityhe soul does
not do justice to the seriousness of death, siheesbul passes through
death unscathed. Moreover, the notion that a person can be totaiypy
and blessed without the body denies the signifieaot the body and
empties the resurrection of its meanfhdt believers are already blessed in

110



heaven and the wicked are already tormented in hdlly is the final
judgment still necessary’?Althaus concludes that the doctrine of the
immortality of the soul rips apart what belongsethgr: the body and the
soul, the destiny of the individual and that of warld 23

Roman Catholic Theologian Peter Riga&Cafifornia’s St. Mary’s
College acknowledges that the old idea of a saildeparts from the body
at death “makes no sense at all.” He goes on sayifgere is just man,
man in God’s image and likeness. Man in his totalias created and will
be saved®

This challenge of modern scholarshiptite traditional view of
death as the separation of the soul from the bagybeen long overdue. It
is hard to believe that for most of its history,riShanity by and large has
held to a view of human death and destiny which hasen largely
influenced by Greek thought, rather than by tlaetégs of Scripture.

What is even more surprising is that amount of Biblical
scholarship will change the traditional belief hblgmost churches on the
intermediate state. The reason is simple. Whilévidual scholars can and
will change their doctrinal views without sufferinglevastating
consequences, the same is not true for well-esteai churches. A
church that introduces radical changes in its histb doctrinal beliefs
undermines the faith of its members and thus tlebilgy of the
institution.

Death as Cessation of Life

When we search the Bible for a description of theure of death,
we find many clear statements that need little @imerpretation. In the
first place, Scripture describes death as a ratuthe elements from which
man originally was made. In pronouncing sentencenufsidam after his
disobedience, God said: “In the sweat of youefgou shall eat bread till
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you return to the ground, for . . . you are dust eamdust you shall return”

(Gen 3:19). This graphic statement tells us tleathd is not the separation
of the soul from the body, but the termination ag® life, which results

in the decay and decomposition of the body. “Sinwn is created of

perishable matter, his natural condition is maydlGen 3:19).%

A study of the words “to die,” “deatrghd “dead” in Hebrew and
Greek reveals that death is perceived in the Bisethe deprivation or
cessation of life. The ordinary Hebrew word meanita die” is muth,
which occurs in the Old Testament over 800 timegshé vast majority of
casesmuthis used in the simple sense of the death of menaandals.
There is no hint in its usage of any distinctiotwsen the two. A clear
example is found in Ecclesiastes 3:19, which sdy=or the fate of the
sons of men and the fate of beasts is the sam@naglies, so dies the
other.”

Old Testament Descriptions of Death

Hebrew noummavethwhich is used in the Old Testament about
150 times and is generally translated “death,”emsffus three important
insights about the nature of death.

First, there is no remembrance of tbedlLin death: “For in death
[maveth there is no remembrance of thee; in Sheol who gisa thee
praise” (Ps 6:5). The reason for no remembranceleath is simply
because the thinking process stops when the bathyitwibrain dies. “His
breath goeth forth, he returneth to his earth;that day his thoughts
perish” (Ps 146:4). Since at death the “thougletssh,” it is evident there
is no conscious soul that survives the death ofbibady. If the thinking
process, which is generally associated with the, somvived the death of
the body, then the thoughts of the saints wouldpeoish. They would be
able to remember God. But the fact is that “th@ag§ know that they will
die, but the dead know nothing” (Eccl 9:5).
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Second, no praise of God is possiblaléath or in the grave.
“What profit is there in my deathraveth, if | go down to the Pit? Will
the dust praise thee? Will it tell of thy faithfeks?” (Ps 30:9). By
comparing death with dust, the Psalmist clearlynshthat there is no
consciousness in death because dust cannot tAihk. same thought is
expressed in Psalm 115:17: “The dead do not pthi&sd.ord, nor do any
that go down into silence.” Here the Psalmist dbes death as a state of
“silence.” What a contrast with the “noisy” populdasion of the afterlife
where the saints praise God in Heaven and the dickein agony in Hell!

Third, death is described as a “slegcbnsider and answer me, O
Lord my God; lighten my eyes, lest | sleep theeglef death” (Ps 13:3).
This characterization of death as “sleep” occuesjdently in the Old and
New Testaments because it fittingly representsthie of unconsciousness
in death. Shortly we examine the significance @f tfieep” metaphor for
understanding the nature of death.

In several placesaveth[death] is used with reference to the
second death. “As | live, says the Lord God, | haweleasure in the death
of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from hisywand live” (Ez 33:11;
cf. 18:23, 32). Here “the death of the wicked&igdently not the natural
death that every person experiences, but the deflitied by God at the
End on impenitent sinners. None of the literal dpsons or figurative
references to death in the Old Testament sugdestsonscious survival of
the soul or spirit apart from the body. Death is tessation of life for the
total person.

New Testament References to Death

The New Testament references to “death,” a terrdaed by the
Greekthanatos,are not as informative regarding the nature of et
those found in the Old Testament. The reasonrifypiue to the fact that
in the Old Testament many of the references tohdaat found in the
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poetic or wisdom books like Psalms, Job, and E@déss. This kind of
literature is absent in the New Testament. Moreairtgmt is the fact that
death is seen in the New Testament from the petispexf Christ’s victory

over death. This is a dominant theme in the Newtdraent which
conditions the Christian view of death.

Through His victory over death, Chhsis neutralized the sting of
death (1 Cor 15:55); He has abolished death (2 TidD); He has
overcome the devil who had power over death (H&4)2:He has in His
hand the keys of the kingdom of death (Rev 1:1&);iddthe head of a new
humanity as the first-born from the dead (Col 1;18) causes believers to
be born anew to a living hope through His restioacfrom the dead (1
Pet 1:3).

Christ’'s victory over death affects theliever's understanding of
physical, spiritual, and eternal death. The beli@an face physical death
with the confidence that Christ has swallowed uatllén victory and will
awaken the sleeping saints at His coming (1 Cd1t56).

Believers who were spiritually “deadahgh trespasses and sins”
(Eph 2:1; cf. 4:17-19; Matt 8:22) have been regateel into a new life in
Christ (Eph 4:24). Unbelievers who remain spaity dead throughout
their lives and do not accept Christ's provisian fheir salvation (John
8:21, 24), on the Day of Judgment will experieroe second death (Rev
20:6; 21:8). This is the final, eternal death framhmich there is no
return.

The figurative meanings of the wotidanatos-death depend
entirely on the literal meaning as cessation doéd.lifo argue for the
conscious existence of the soul on the basis afdiiye meaning of death
is to attribute to the word a meaning which is igmeto it. This runs
contrary to literary and grammatical rules and rmbgst the connections
among physical, spiritual, and eternal death.
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Death as Sleep in the Old Testament

In both the Old and New Testaments, death is afescribed as
“sleep.” Before attempting to explain the reasontlie Biblical use of the
metaphor of “sleep” for death, let us look at a fexamples. In the Old
Testament, three Hebrew words meaning “sleep” aed uo describe
death.

The most common wordghachav,is used in the frequently
occuring expression so-and-so “slept with his fethéGen 28:11; Deut
31:16; 2 Sam 7:12; 1 Kings 2:10). Beginning withiititial application to
Moses (“Behold, you are about to sleep with youihdes” — Deut 31:16),
and then to David (“Thou shall sleep with thy fatie- 2 Sam 7:12, KJV),
and Job (“Now I shall sleep in the dust” — Job 7:R1V), we find this
beautiful euphemism for death running like an ukbrothread all through
the Old and New Testaments, ending with Peter'sestant that “the
fathers fell asleep” (2 Pet 3:4). It is evidentttifidhe souls of the “fathers”
were alive in Paradise, Bible writers could not énaegularly spoken of
them as being “asleep.”

Another Hebrew word for “sleep™jashenThis word occurs both
as a verb, “to sleep” (Jer 51:39, 57; Ps 13:3) ana noun, “sleep.” The
latter is found in the well-known verse of Danié:2: “And many of
those who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awaéime to everlasting
life, and some to shame and everlasting contempotice that in this
passage both the godly and ungodly are sleepinteirdust of the earth
and both will be resurrected at the End.

A third Hebrew word used for the sladpdeath isshenah. Job
asks this rhetorical question: “But man dies ankig low; man breathes
his last, and where is he?” (Job 14:10). His @&nsa& “As waters fail
from a lake, and a river wastes away and driessapnan lies down and
rises not again; till the heavens are no more fienat awake, or be roused
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out of his sleepghenali’ (Job 14:11-12; cf. Ps 76:5; 90:5). Here is a
graphic description of death. When a person takesatst breath, “where is
he?” that is, “what is left of him?” Nothing. H®eks not exist any more.
He becomes like a lake or river whose water haddsp. He sleeps in the
grave and “will not awake” till the end of the wabrl

One wonders, would Job have given @& sunegative description
of death if he believed that his soul would survideath? If death
introduced Job’s soul into the immediate preserid@anl in heaven, why
does he speak of waiting “till the heavens are moefn(John 14:11) and
“till my release should come” (Job 14:14)? It isdent that neither Job
nor any other Old Testament believer knew of a cions existence after
death.

Death as Sleep in the New Testament

Death is described as sleep in the New Testamerg fnequently
than in the Old. The reason may be that the hopleeofesurrection, which
is clarified and strengthened by Christ's resuroectgives new meaning to
the sleep of death from which believers will awak¢iChrist's coming. As
Christ slept in the tomb prior to His resurrectisn, believers sleep in the
grave while awaiting their resurrection.

There are two Greek words meaning fsleehich are used in the
New Testament. The first Ioimaowhich is used fourteen times for the
sleep of death. A derivative of this Greek nourkagmeeteerion from
which comes our wordemetery.Incidentally, the root of this word is also
the root of the word “homeikos” So the home and the cemetery are
connected because both are a sleeping-place. Toadd&reek word is
katheudein,which is generally used for ordinary sleep. In tNew
Testament it is used four times for the sleep dtlddMatt 9:24; Mark
5:39; Luke 8:52; Eph 5:14; 1 Thess 4:14).
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At the time of Christ’s crucifixion, “amy bodies of the saints who
had fallen asleepkgkoimemendnwere raised” (Matt 27:52). In the
original, the text reads: “Many bodies of the slagpsaints were raised.”
It is evident that what was resurrected was thelevperson and not just
the bodies. There is no reference to their soalsgoreunited with their
bodies, obviously because this concept is foreighé Bible.

Speaking figuratively of Lazarus’ deaflesus said: “Our friend
Lazarus has fallen asleggekoimetdi but | go to awake him out of sleep”
(John 11:11). When Jesus perceived that He wasnohesstood, He “told
them plainly, ‘Lazarus is dead” (John 11:14). Th#ssus hastened to
reassure Martha: “Your brother will rise again”t{adl1:23).

This episode is significant, first ofl, abecause Jesus plainly
describes death as “sleep” from which the deadamithken at the sound of
His voice. Lazarus’ condition in death was similara sleep from which
one awakens. Christ said: “ | go to awake himajwleep” (John 11:11).
The Lord carried out His promise by going to thealboto awaken Lazarus
by calling: “Lazarus, come out.” And the dead meame out™ (John
11:43-44).

Theawakeningof Lazarus out of the sleep of death by the saifnd
Christ’s voice parallels the awakening of the slegsaints on the day of
His glorious coming. They, too, shall hear the eoaf Christ and come
forth to life again. “The hour is coming when alh@vare in the tombwill
hear his voiceand come forth” (John 5:28; cf. John 5:25). “Hoe Lord
himself will descend from heaven with slhout with the voice of the
archangel, . . . And the dead in Christ will rigetf (1 Thess 4:16).

There is harmony and symmetry in theressions “sleeping” and

“awakening” as used in the Bible for going into amming out of a death
state. The two expressions corroborate the notlwst teath is an
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unconscious state like sleeping, from which belisweill awake on the
day of Christ's coming.

Lazarus Had No Afterlife Experience

Lazarus’ experience is also significant becausspeat four days
in the grave. This was not a near-death experiehog,a real death
experience. If, as popularly believed, the soudesth leaves the body and
goes to heaven, then Lazarus would have had anirmgnazperience to
share about the four days he would have spentaradgse. The religious
leaders and the people would have done all in th&iver to elicit from
Lazarus as much information as possible about tieeen world.Such
information would have provided valuable answershe question of life
after death which was so hotly debated among tdd&®es and Pharisees
(Matt 22:23, 28; Mark 12:18, 23; Luke 20:27, 33).

But Lazarus had nothing to share ablifeitafter death, because
during the four days he spent in the tomb he dhleptunconscious sleep of
death. What is true of Lazarus is also true ofather persons who were
raised from the dead: The widow's son (1 Kings I724); the
Shunammite’s son (2 Kings 4:18-37); the widow’s abiNain (Luke 7:11-
15); the daughter of Jairus (Luke 8:41, 42, 49-3@)itha (Acts 9:36-41);
and Eutychus (Acts 20:9-12). Each of these persame out of death as if
it were out of a profound sleep, with the sameirfigeind individuality, but
with no afterlife experience to share.

There are no indications that the sdulazarus, or of the other six
persons raised from the dead, had gone to heavame WNf them had a
“heavenly experience” to share. The reason bdiagnone of them had
ascended to heaven. This is confirmed by Petef&ence to David in his
speech on the day of Pentecost: “Brethren, | mgytegou confidently of
the patriarch David that he both died and was Hua@d his tomb is still
with us to this day” (Acts 2:29). Some could arghat what was in the
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grave was David’s body, not his soul which had gimbeaven. But this
interpretation is negated by Peter's explicit wortisor David did not
ascend into the heaveéngActs 2:34). The Knox translation renders it,
“David never went up to heavénrhe Cambridge Bible has the following
note: ‘For David is not ascendedBetterascended notHe went down to
the grave and ‘slept with his fathers.” What gleén the grave, according
to the Bible, is not merely the body but the whpérson who awaits the
resurrection awakening.

Paul and the Sleeping Saints

In the two great chapters on the resurrection Théssalonians 4
and 1 Corinthians 15, Paul repeatedly speaks dafetiwho have fallen
“asleep” in Christ (1 Thess 4:13, 14, 15; 1 Cor613:8, 20). A look at
some of Paul’'s statements sheds light on whatReaht by characterizing
death as sleep.

In writing to the Thessalonians, whaevgrieving over their loved
ones who had fallen asleep before experiencingdhng@ng of Christ, Paul
reassures them that as God raised Jesus from dlde st@ He will through
Christ “bring with him those who have fallen asledfp Thess 4:14).
Some maintain that Paul is here speaking of diseiedosouls, which
allegedly ascended to heaven at death and whidhretilrn with Christ
when He descends to this earth at His return.

This interpretation ignores three mdfongs. First, our study has
shown that the Bible nowhere teaches that the abdeath ascends to
heaven. Second, in the context, Paul is not spgaki immortal souls but
of “those who are asleep” (1 Thess 4:13; cf. v. 44yl of “the dead in
Christ” (1 Thess 4:16). “The dead in Christ wilke first” from their
graves (1 Thess 4:16) and will not descend fronvéreaThere is no hint
that the bodiesise from the graves and the soudlescendrom heaven to
be reunited with the bodies. Such a dualistic moigdforeign to the Bible.
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Third, if Paul really believed that &hdead in Christ” were not
really dead in the grave but alive in heaven asndixdied souls, he would
have capitalized on their blissful condition in hea to explain to the
Thessalonians that their grieving was senselesy.shbuld they grieve for
their loved ones if they were already enjoying thiss of heaven? The
reason Paul did not give such an encouragemerivisusly because he
knew that sleeping saints were not in heaven btltam graves.

This conclusion is supported by theuesmsce Paul gave to his
readers that living Christians would not meet GhaisHis coming before
those who had fallen asleep. “We who are alivep ahe left until the
coming of the Lord, shall not precede those whoehfallen asleep” (1
Thess 4:15). The reason is that “the dead in Chuilttrise first; then we
who are alive, who are left, shall be caught upetogr with them in the
clouds to meet the Lord in the air” (1 Thess 4:7§-1

The fact that the living saints will etevith Christ at the same time
as the sleeping saints indicates that the lattee hat yet been united with
Christ in heaven. If the souls of the sleepingntsawere already enjoying
fellowship with Christ in heaven and were to descasith Christ to earth
at His second Advent, then obviously they wouldéhawn unmistakable
priority over the living saints. But the truth tsat both sleeping and living
believers are awaiting their longed-for union witie Savior; a union
which both will experience at the same time ondhg of Christ’s coming.

Paul's discussion of the sleeping saiimt 1 Corinthians 15
confirms much of what we have already found in #&dalonians 4. After
affirming the fundamental importance of Christ'ssugection for the
Christian faith and hope, Paul explains that “ifi€hhad not been raised . .
. Then those also who have fallen asleep in Chast perished” (1 Cor
15:18-19). Paul could hardly have said that teemhg saints would have
perished without the guarantee of Christ's restimecif he believed that
their souls were immortal and were already enjoyhegbliss of Paradise.
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If Paul believed the latter, he probably would haaid that without
Christ’'s resurrection the soul of the sleeping tsaiwould remain
disembodied for all eternity. But Paul makes ntusabn to such a
possibility, because he believed that the wholesger body and soul,
would have “perished” without the guarantee of €ttgiresurrection.

It is significant that in the whole gter which is devoted to the
importance and dynamics of the resurrection, Reayer hints at the
alleged reunification of the body with the soultla resurrection. If Paul
had held such a belief, he hardly could have awbideking some
allusions to the reattachment of the body to thel, sespecially in his
discussions of the transformation of the believieosn a mortal to an
immortal state at Christ's coming. But the onlyystery” that Paul reveals
is that “we shall not all sleep, but we shall @l dhanged” (1 Cor 15:51).
This change from a perishable to an imperishabteresoccurs for all,
living and dead, at the same time, namely, at thending of “the last
trumpet” (1 Cor 15:52). The change has nothingdonith disembodied
souls regaining possession of their resurrectedebodRather, it is a
change from mortal to immortal life for both theitig and the dead in
Christ: “The mortal puts on immortality” (1 Cor B&).

The Significance of the “Sleep” Metaphor

The popular use of the “sleep” metaphor to desdtibestate of the
dead in Christ raises the question of its implaagifor the nature of death.
Specifically, why is this metaphor used and whasights can we
legitimately derive from it about the nature of t&aThere are three major
reasons for the use of the “sleep” metaphor irBibée.

First, there is a similarity betweese tisleep” of the dead and the

“sleep” of the living. Both are characterized by andition of
unconsciousness and inactivity which is interrupbgd an awakening.
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Thus, the “sleep” metaphor fittingly represents tiheonscious state of the
dead and their awakening on the day of Christisrnet

A second reason for the use of theefslenetaphor is suggested by
the fact that it is a hope-inspiring figure of sgledo represent death. It
implies the assurance of a later awakening. Asraopegoes to sleep at
night in the hope of awakening in the morning, Is® lbeliever falls asleep
in the Lord in the assurance of being awakened tuys€Con resurrection
morning.

When we hear or say that a person asldee automatically think
that there is no more hope of bringing him/her backfe. But when we
say that a person is sleeping in the Lord, we esgptiee hope for his or her
restoration to life on the day of the resurrectibne “sleep” metaphor does
not describe the sleeping condition of the deadh®i possibility of being
awaken to live again on Resurrection morning.

The Sleep of Death as Unconsciousness

A third reason for the use of the “sleep” metapisosuggested by
the fact that there is no consciousness of theselaptime in sleep. Thus,
the metaphor provides a fitting representationhef inconscious state of
the deceased between death and resurrection. Bweyrto awareness of
the passing of time. In his early writings, Lutlespressed this thought in a
most graphic way: “Just as one who falls asleep athes morning
unexpected when he awakes, without knowing whathlappened to him,
so shall we suddenly rise on the last day withowwing how we have
come into death and through death.’Again Luther wrote: “We shall
sleep until He comes and knocks on the little grame says, Doctor
Martin, get up! Then | shall rise in a moment dvel happy with Him
forever.”®
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For the sake of accuracy, it must bmtpd out that later in life
Luther largely rejected the notion of the uncongsicleep of the dead,
apparently because of Calvin's strong attack agdhis doctrine. In his
Commentary on Genesiwhich he wrote in 1537, Luther remarks: “The
departed soul does not sleep in this manner [regldsep]; it is, more
properly speaking, awake and has vision and coatierswith the angels
and God.* The change in Luther’s position from the unconssito the
conscious state of the dead only serves to show d@hen influential
reformers were not exempted from the theologicesgures of their time.

Our study of the “sleep” metaphor ie tdld and New Testaments
has shown that the Bible uses the “sleep” metafrieguently because it
enshrines a vital truth, namely, the dead who psl@e Christ are
unconscious of any lapse of time until their resction. The believer who
dies in Christ falls asleep and rests unconscians] he awakes when
Christ calls him back to life at His coming.

The Meaning and Ground of Immaortality

Immortality in the Bible is not an innate humarsgession but a
divine attribute. The term “immortality” comes frotihe Greekathanasia
which means “deathlessness,” and hence unendirsgeage. This terms
occurs only twice; first in connection with God “whalone has
immortality” (1 Tim 6:16) and second in relationttaman mortality which
must put on immortality (1 Cor 15:53) at the tinfettee resurrection. The
latter reference negates the notion of a naturahdnality of the soul,
because it says that immortality is something thatresurrected saints will
“put on.” It is not something that they already p@ss.

Nowhere the Bible suggests that imniibytes a natural quality or
right of human beings. The presence of the “treéf@f in the garden of
Eden indicates indicates that immortality waditionalto the partaking
of the fruit of such tree. Scripture teaches thamortality is to besought

123



(Rom 2:7) and “put on” (1 Cor 15:53). It is, ascetal life,” thegift of God
(Rom 6:23) to benherited (Matt 19:29) byknowing God (John 17:3)
through Christ(John 14:19; 17:2; Rom 6:23). In Paul’s view immatity is
tied solely to the resurrection of Jesus (1 Corakblhe ground and pledge
of the believer's hope. Those who insist in figdihe philosophical idea
of the immortality of the soul in the Bible, ignof&od’s revelation and
insert dualistic Greek ideas into the Biblicallfait

Conclusion

Our study of the biblical view of the nature of tledhas shown that
both the Old and New Testaments clearly teachdbath is thextinction
of life for the whole person. There is no remembranceons@ousness in
death (Ps 8:5; 146:4; 30:9; 115:17; Ecc 9:5). Ther@o independent
existence of the spirit or soul apart from the bddgath is the loss of the
total beingand not merely the loss ofell-being. The whole person rests
in the grave in a state of unconsciousness chaizadein the Bible as
“sleep.” The “awakening” will take place at Chisstoming when He will
call back to life the sleeping saints. The “sleep&taphor is truly a
beautiful and tender expression which intimates tleath is not théinal
human destiny because there will be an awakenihgfdbe sleep of death
on resurrection morning.

PART 3
THE STATE OF THE DEAD

IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

A major challenge to the conclusiont theath in the Bible is the
cessation of life for the whole person, comes framwarranted
interpretations given to two words used in the 8iltb describe the
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dwelling place of the dead. The two words sineolin the Old Testament
and hadesin the New Testament. They often are interpretedepresent

the place where disembodied souls continue to efist the death and the
place of punishment of the ungodly (hell). Thassiimperative for us to

study the Biblical meaning and usage of these exmg .

Translations and Interpretations of Sheol

The Hebrew wordsheoloccurs 65 times in the Old Testament and
is translated variously as “grave,” “hell,” “pitgr “death.” These variant
translations make it difficult for the English remdo understand the basic
meaning ofsheol For exampleThe King James VersiofiKJV) renders
sheol“grave” 31 times, “hell” 31 times, and “pit” 3 tigs. This means that
readers of the KJV are often led to believe that@id Testament teaches
the existence of hell where the wicked are tormafdgetheir sins.

For example, in the KJV, Psalm 16:18dse “For thou wilt not
leave my soul in hell.” An uninformed reader walssume that the text
means, “For thou wilt not leave my soul to be tanted in hell.” Such a
reading is an obvious misinterpretation of the tekich simply says, as
rendered in the RSV, “For thou does not give maouheol,” that is, the
grave. The Psalmist here expresses confidence Gioat would not
abandon him in the grave. In fact, this is the Weeytext is applied in Acts
2:27 to Christ, who was not left in the grave bg father. The text has
nothing to say about hell.

To avoid such misleading interpretatiothe Revised Standard
Version and The New American Standard Bilbdémply transliterate the
Hebrew word into English letters abeol. The New International Version
usually translates it as “grave” (occasionally dedth”), with a footnote
“sheol” This translation accurately reflects the baseaning ofsheol as
the grave or, even better, the collective realithefdead.
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Different translations often reflect ethdifferent theological
convictions of the translators. For example, trengtators of the KJV
believed that at death the righteous go to Heawehtlae wicked to hell.
Consequently, they translatesheol “grave” when referring to the
righteous, whose bodies rested in the grave, apll’‘When referring to
the wicked whose souls are supposedly tormentetieih A similar
approach has been adopted by Old Testament sehiebeander Heidef®
who has been criticized for arbitrarily handling tiblical date’

These interpretations sifeolas the dwelling place of souls (rather
than the resting place of the body in the graveherplace of punishment
for the wicked, known as hell, do not stand up wnidhe light of the
Biblical usage ofkheol. This fact is recognized even by John W. Cooper
who has produced what is perhaps the most scha#fdynpt to salvage
the traditional dualistic view of human nature fréine massive attacks of
modern scholarship against it. In his bd&&sdy, Soul, and Life Everlasting,
Cooper states: “Perhaps most interesting for ticadil Christians to note
is the fact that itdheq] is the resting place of the dead irrespectivéheir
religion during life. Sheolis not the ‘hell to which the wicked are
condemned and from which the Lord’s faithful ararsgl in glory. . . .
There is no doubt that believers and unbelievéra/@de thought to go to
sheolwhen they die®

The liberalThe Interpreter’'s Dictionary of the Biblstates even
more emphatically that “Nowhere in the Old Testanigithe abode of the
dead fheo] regarded as a place of punishment or tormene ¢imcept of
an infernal ‘hell’ developed in Israel only duritite Hellenistic period®

In his classic study dsrael: Its Life and Culturg Johannes
Pedersen flatly statesSheolis the entirety into which all graves are
merged; . . . Where there is grave, therghisol,and where there isheol,
there is gravé® Pedersen explains at great length thlaeol is the
collective realm of the dead where all the deceagedvhether buried or
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unburied. This conclusion becomes self-evidentrwihve look at some
usages osheol.

Etymology and Location of Sheol

The etymology ofsheol is uncertain. The derivations most
frequently mentioned are from such root meanings“tasask,” “to
inquire,” and “to bury one’s self®* In his dissertation on “Sheol in the
Old Testament,” Ralph Doermann proposes a derivafiom the stem
shilah, which has the primary meaning “to be quiet,” ‘&dase.” He
concludes that “if a connection betwesheol and shilah is feasible, it
would appear that the name is not connected wéHdbation of the realm
of the dead, but rather with the character of it€upants, who are
primarily ‘at rest.”®* The difference between the two words is relative.
More important is the fact thaheoldenotes a place where the dead are at
rest.

Sheols located deep beneath the surface of the daettause it is
often mentioned in connection with heaven to demiogeuttermost limits
of the universe.Sheolis the deepest place in the universe, just as the
heaven is the highest. Amos describes the inabtapvrath of God in
these terms: “Though they dig into Sheol, fronr¢hghall my hand take
them; though they climb up to heaven, from thenglllbring them down”
(Amos 9:2-3). Similarly, the Psalmist exclaims: Hither shall | go from
thy Spirit? Or whither shall | flee from thy preme? If | ascend to
heaven, thou art there! If | make my bed in Shdwu are there!” (Ps
139:7-8; cf. Job 11:7-9).

Being situated beneath the earth, #eddeactsheol by “going
down,” a euphemism for being buried in the eafhus, when Jacob was
informed of the death of his son Joseph, he saishdll go down to Sheol
to my son mourning” (Gen 37:35). Perhaps the eltaexample of the
location of sheol beneath the earth is the account of the punishmént
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Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, who had revolted agaihet authority of

Moses. “The ground under them split asunder; amdetrth opened its
mouth and swallowed them up, with their househaold all the men that
belonged to Korah and all their goods. So they ahdhat belonged to
them went down alive to Sheol; and the earth cloyest them” (Num

16:31-33). This episode clearly shows that thelevipgrson, and not just
the soul, goes down &heol.to the realm of the dead.

Characteristics of Sheol

The characteristics aheolare essentially those of the realm of the
dead, or the grave. In numerous passajeglis found in parallelism with
the Hebrew wordor, which denotes “a pit” or any kind of subterranean
hole, such as a grave. For example, the Psalmitsw“For my soul is
full of troubles and my life draws near to Sheolkrh reckoned among
those who go down to the Pidi]” (Ps 88:3-4)°°> Here the parallelism
identifiessheolwith the pit, that is, the burial place of the dea

Several timeSheolappears together withbaddon,which means
“destruction,” or “ruin.®*® Abaddonappears in parallelism with the grave:
“Is thy covenant loyalty declared in the grave, thy faithfulness in
Abaddon” (Ps 88:12). The fact thalteolis associated withbaddon the
place of destruction, shows that the realm of #ddvas seen as the place
of destruction, and not as the place of eterndésnf) for the wicked.

Sheolis also characterized as “the land of darkness daep
darkness” (Job 10:21), where the dead never sée digain (Ps 49:20;
88:13). It is also “the land of silence” (Ps 94:&% 115:17) and the land
of no-return: “As the cloud fades and vanisheshsovho goes down to
Sheol does not come up; he returns no more to duise) nor does his
place know him any more” (Job 7:10).

Sheol as the Realm of the Dead
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All the above characteristics sheoldescribe accurately the realm
of the dead. The pit, the place of destructioa,ltimd of darkness, the land
of silence, the land of no-return are all desovgotf the realm of the dead.
Furthermore we have some instances wistreol occurs in parallelism
with death and the grave: “Let death come upomthet them go down to
Sheol alive; let them go away in terror to theang” (Ps 55:16). By virtue
of the parallelism, hergheolis identified with death and the grave.

The various figures used to descsiteolall serve to show that it
not the locality of departed spirits, biite realm of the deadAnthony
Hoekema, a Calvinistic scholar, reaches essentiadlysame conclusion in
his bookThe Bible and the Futurdde writes: “The various figures which
are applied tsheolcan all be understood as referring to the realrthef
dead:Sheolis said to have bars (Job 17:16), to be a darkgtoaimy place
(Job 17:13), to be a monster with insatiable appé@rov 27:20; 30:15-16;
Is 5:14; Hab 2:5). When we think sheolin this way, we must remember
that both the godly and the ungodly go down stieolat death, since both
enter the realm of the dead.”

Any attempt to turrsheolinto the place of torment of the wicked or
into the abode of spirits/souls clearly contradictee Biblical
characterization afheolas the underground depository of the dead.

The Condition of the Dead inSheol

Since death is the cessation of life and vitatityg state of the dead
in sheolis described in terms antithetical to the conedpife on earth.
Life means vitality and activity; death means wesdgrand inactivity.
This is true for all, the righteous and the wick&dne fate comes to all, to
the righteous and the wicked, to the good and tilete the clean and the
unclean” (Eccl 9:2). They all go to the same plabteol, the realm of the
dead.
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The wise man offers a graphic desaipwf the condition of the
dead insheol “There is no work or thought or knowledge or vwisdin
Sheol, to which you are going” (Eccl 9:10). It igident thatsheol, the
realm of the dead, is the place of unconscious enastence. “For the
living know that they will die, but the dead knowthing, and they have no
more reward; but the memory of them is lost. Thaie and their hate and
their envy have already perished, and they havaare for ever any share
in all that is done under the sun” (Eccl 9:5-6heTmain argument here is
that death puts an abrupt end to all activity “unttee sun,” and what
follows death issheol, the realm of the dead where there is a state of
inactivity, without knowledge or consciousness. IBux state is best
described as “sleep.”

The phrase “and he slept with his fdtljef. 1 Kings 1:21; 2:10;
11:43) reflects the idea that the dead join the@dpcessors isheolin a
somnolent, unconscious state. The idea of restle@psin sheol is
prominent in Job, who cries in the midst of hisfetifigs: “Why did | not
die at birth, come forth from the womb and expire? For then | should
have lain down and been quiet; | should have stapty | should have been
at rest. . . . There the wicked cease from trogbdind there the weary are
at rest” (Job 3:11,13, 17).

Rest isheolis not the rest of souls enjoying the bliss ofggigse or
the torments of hell, but the rest of dead bodlesping in their dusty,
worm-covered graves. “If | wait for the gravehpo] as my house, if |
make my bed in the darkness, if | say to corrupti¥ou are my father,’
and to the worm, ‘you are my mother and my sistehere then is my
hope? . . . Will they go down to the gates of Sh&hall we rest together
in the dust?” (Job 17:13-16, NKJV).

The dead sleep sheoluntil the End. “A man lies down and rises
not again; till the heavens are no more he will agtke, or be roused out
of his sleep” (Job 14:12). “Till the heavens amemore” is possibly an
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allusion to the coming of the Lord at the end pfdito resurrect the saints.
In all his trials, Job never gave up his hope @firsg the Lord even after
the decay of his body. “For | know that my Redeelhas, and He shall

stand at last on the earth; and after my skin s$trdged, this | know that in

my flesh | shall see God, whom | shall see for Hfyssd my eyes shall

behold, and not another. How my heart yearns withé!” (Job 19:25-27;

NKJV).

In summation, the condition of the déadheo| the realm of the
dead, is one of unconsciousness, inactivity, aareskeep that will continue
until the day of the resurrection. None of the d¢ewte have examined
suggests thagheolis the place of punishment for the ungodly (heh)a
place of conscious existence for the souls ortspifi the dead. No souls
are insheolsimply because in the Old Testament the soul doesurvive
the death of the body. As N. H. Snaith flatly etait: “A dead body,
whether of man, or bird, or beast is withagphesHsoul]. In sheo] the
abode of the dead, there ismephestjsoul].”*®

PART 4
THE STATE OF THE DEAD

IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

The New Testament says very little about the sthtéhe dead
during the intermediate period between their fglliasleep and their
awakening on the day of the resurrection. The psirsancern of the New
Testament is with the events that mark the trasifiom this age to the
Age to Come: the return of Christ and the resuiwaaif the dead.

Our major source of information for thew Testament view of the
state of the dead are the 11 referencedades (which is the Greek
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equivalent of the Hebrewsheo) and 5 passages commonly cited in support
of the belief in the conscious existence of thel sdter death. The 5
passages are: (1) Luke 16:19-31, where we findptrable of the Rich
Man and Lazarus; (2) Luke 23:42-43, which repotte tonversation
between Jesus and the thief on the cross; (3)pPlilis 1:23, where Paul
speaks of his “desire to depart and be with Chrigt) 2 Corinthians 5:1-
10, where Paul uses the imagery of the earthlydmghouses and of the
unclothed/clothed conditions to express his deirébe away from the
body and at home with the Lord” (2 Cor 5:8); anjl Revelation 6:9-11
which mentions the souls of the martyrs under ke a&rying to God to
avenge their blood. We proceed to examine eatheohbove in the order
given.

The Meaning and Nature ofHades

The Greek wordhadescame into Biblical use when the translators
of the Septuagint chose it to render the Helsbaol. The problem is that
hadeswas used in the Greek world in a vastly differesaly thansheol.
While sheolin the Old Testament is the realm of the dead,rajhas we
have seen, the deceased are in an unconscious lstakesin Greek
mythology is the underworld, where the consciousisof the dead are
divided in two major regions, one a place of torinand the other of
blessedness.

Edward Fudge offers this concise desiom of the Greek
conception ofhades “In Greek mythology Hades was the god of the
underworld, and then the name of the nether waslelfi Charon ferried
the souls of the dead across the rivers Styx orefmh into his abode,
where the watchdog Cerberus guarded the gate sadha might escape.
The pagan myth contained all the elements of thdiewal eschatology:
there was the pleasant Elysium, the gloomy and ratiée Tartarus, and
even the Plains of Asphodel, where ghosts coulddeawho were suited
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for neither of the above. Ruling beside the god hiasqueen Proserpine
(or Persephone), whom he had raped from the wodde™

This Greek conception lefidesinfluenced Hellenistic Jews, during
the intertestamental period, to adopt the beliethim immortality of the
soul and the idea of a spatial separation in th#gewmmorld between the
righteous and the godless. The souls of the rnglsteproceeded
immediately after death to heavenly felicity, theweawait the resurrection,
while the souls of the godless went to a placeoohént inhades™ The
popular acceptance of this scenario is reflectethénParable of the Rich
Man and Lazarus to be examined shortly.

This view ohadesas a place of torment for the wicked eventually
entered into the Christian Church and influencegheBible translators. It
is noteworthy that the wortdades,which occurs 11 times in the New
Testament, is translated in the KJV 10 times adl™He and 1 time as
“grave.” The RSV transliterates the word as “Hades.”

The translation diadesas “hell” is inaccurate and misleading,
because, with the exception of Luke 16:23, the texfars to the grave or
the realm of the dead, not to a place of punishméFhe latter is
designated agehennaa term which also occurs 11 times in the New
Testamerit and is rightly translated “hell,” since it refeis the lake of
fire, the place of doom for the losHades, on the other hand, is used in
the New Testament as the standing equivalerghebl,the realm of the
dead or the grave.

Jesus andHades

In the Gospels, Jesus refershadesthree times. The first use of
hades is found in Matthew 11:23, where Jesus upbraidgethaum,
saying: “And you, Capernaum, will you be exaltechemven? You will be
brought down to Hades” (cf. Luke 10:15). Hawaalesike sheolin the Old
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Testament (Amos 9:2-3; Job 11:7-9), denotes thepadteplace in the

universe, just as the heaven is the highest. Thansithat Capernaum will
be humiliated by being brought down to the realnthef dead, the deepest
place in the universe.

The second use béadesin the teaching of Jesus occurs in the
parable of the rich man and Lazarus (Luke 16:233.aNall return to this
shortly. The third use is found in Matthew 16:1&ene Jesus expresses
His confidence that “the gates of Hades shall netvaqil” against His
church. The meaning of the phrase “the gates okblaid illuminated by
the use of the same expression in the Old Testaamehtewish literature
(3 Macc 5:51; Wis. of Sol 16:13) as a synonym featth. For example,
Job asks rhetorically: “Have the gates of deatmhesealed to you, or
have you seen the gates of deep darkness?” (J&f3;38: Is 38:18). The
underworld was pictured as enclosed with cliffs,eventhe dead were
locked in. Thus, what Jesus meant by “the gateldamfes” is that death
shall not prevail against His church, obviously &aese He had gained the
victory over death.

Like all the dead, Jesus wenthames,that is, to the grave, but
unlike the rest He was victorious over death. “Bayu wilt not abandon
my soul to Hades, nor let thy Holy One see coraupti(Acts 2:27; cf.
2:31). Herehadesis the grave where Christ's body rested for ohieé
days and, consequently, did not “see corruptiom@ tlecay process
resulting from a prolonged interment. Because of ¥ctory over death,
hadesthe grave is a defeated enemy. Thus, Paul excldi@sdeath,
where is thy sting? O gravegde$ where is thy victory?” (1 Cor 15:55,
KJV). Herehadesis correctly translated “grave” in the KJV sin¢dsi in
parallel with death.

Christ now holds the keys to “death &tadies” (Rev 1:18), He has
power over death and the grave. This enables dimntock the graves
and call forth the saints to everlasting life ats Hioming. In all these

134



passageshadesis consistently associated with death, becausge ihe
resting place of the dead, the grave. The samauésih Revelation 6:8,
where the pale horse has a rider whose name “washDand Hades
followed him.” The reason “Hades” follows “Deatls’ obviously because
hades as the grave, receives the dead.

At the end of the millennium, “Deathdadades” will give up their
dead (Rev 20:13) and “then Death and Hades weoavthinto the lake of
fire. This is the second death, the lake of fi(Rev 20:14). These two
verses are significant. First, because they tethas eventuallyhadeswill
give up the dead, which indicates again tladesis the realm of the dead.
Second, they inform us that at the Ehddesitself will be thrown into the
lake of fire. By means of this colorful imageryetBible reassures us that
at the End, both death and the grave will be ekt@d. This will be the
death of death, or as Revelation puts it, “the séaeath.”

This brief survey of the usetwddesin the New Testament clearly
shows that its meaning and usage is consistentthathofsheolin the Old
Testament. Both terms denote the grave or the reélthe dead and not
the place of punishment of the ungodly.

The Rich Man and Lazarus

The wordhadesalso occurs in the parable of the rich man and
Lazarus, but with a different meaning. While ie tt0 references we have
just examinechadesrefers to the grave or the realm of the deadhé t
parable of the rich man and Lazarus it denotepldee of punishment for
the ungodly (Luke 16:23). The reason for this etiomal use will be
explained shortly. Obviously, dualists make gres¢ of this parable to
support the notion of the conscious existence sérdbodied souls during
the intermediate state (Luke 16:19-31). Becausheofimportance attached
to this parable, we need to examine it closely.
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First, let us look at the main poinfstiee story. Lazarus and the
rich man both die. Their situations in life are nogwersed after their
death. For when Lazarus died, he “was carried rigels to Abraham’s
bosom” (Luke 16:22), whereas the rich man was tdakdradeswhere he
was tormented by scorching flames (Luke 16:23)hédgh a great gulf
separated them, the rich man could see Lazarudiaham's bosom. So
he pleaded with Abraham to send Lazarus on twandstefirst, to “send
Lazarus to dip the end of his finger in water andldis tongue” (Luke
16:24) and second, to send Lazarus to warn hisifamémbers to repent
lest they experience the same punishment. Abrateried both requests
for two reasons. The first, because there waseatghasm that made it
impossible for Lazarus to cross over to help himkg 16:26); the second,
because if his family members did “not hear Mosed the prophets,
neither will they be convinced if some one shoukk rfrom the dead”
(Luke 16:31).

Before looking at the parable, we nertemember that contrary to
an allegory likePilgrim’s Progresswhere every details counts, the details
of a parable do not necessarily have any signiiean themselves, except
as “props” for the story. A parable is designetetich a fundamental truth,
and the details do not have a literal meaning,asnthe context indicates
otherwise. Out of this principle another grows,med/, only the
fundamental teaching of a parable, confirmed by dgeeeral tenor of
Scripture, may be legitimately used for definingime.

The Problems of a Literal Interpretation

Those who interpret the parable as a literal pr&ation of the
state of the saved and unsaved after death ard feitle insurmountable
problems. If the narrative is an actual descriptbthe intermediate state,
then it must be true in fact and consistent inideBat if the parable is
figurative, then only the moral truth to be conwy®eed concern us. A
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literal interpretation of the narrative breaks doumder the weight of its
own absurdities and contradictions, as becomesrapipander scrutiny.

Contenders for literalism suppose tih&t rich man and Lazarus
were disembodied spirits, destitute of bodies. tiietrich man is described
as having “eyes” that see and a “tongue” that speak well as seeking
relief from the “finger” of Lazarus—all real bodygs. They are portrayed
as existing physically, despite the fact that tich man’s body was duly
buried in the grave. Was his body carried away latdestogether with his
soul by mistake?

A gulf separates Lazarus in Heaven gham’s bosom) from the
rich man inhades. The gulf is too wide for anyone to cross and yetowa
enough to permit them to converse. Taken literéiflis means that Heaven
and Hell are within geographical speaking and spdistance from each
other so that saints and sinners eternally camaiséeommunicate with one
another. Ponder for a moment the case of pareritieaven seeing their
children agonizing imadesfor all eternity Would not such a sight destroy
the very joy and peace of Heaven? It is unthirkalat the saved will see
and converse with their unsaved loved ones foregdrnity across a
dividing gulf.

Conflict With Biblical Truths

A literal interpretation of the parable contradistsne fundamental
Biblical truths. If the narrative is literal, thdrmmzarus received his reward
and the rich man his punishment, immediately ateath and before the
judgment day. But the Bible clearly teaches tha¢ tewards and
punishments, as well as the separation betweesated and the unsaved
will take place on the day of Christ’s coming: “Whéhe Son of man
comes in his glory, . . . and before him will beéhgaied all the nations, and
he will separate them one from another” (Matt 2832). “Behold, | am
coming soon, bringing my recompense, to repay @veryfor what he has
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done” (Rev 22:12). Paul expected to receive “ttosvo of righteousness”
on the day of Christ's appearing (2 Tim 4:8).

A literal interpretation of the paraldbso contradicts the uniform
testimony of the Old and New Testaments that tlaa deoth righteous and
ungodly, lie silent and unconscious in death utité resurrection day
(Eccl 9:5-6; Job 14:12-15, 20, 21; Ps 6:5; 115:1K)literal interpretation
also contradicts the consistent uséadesin the New Testament to denote
the grave or the realm of the dead, not a placpuoishment. We have
found that in 10 of its 11 occurrencémdesis explicitly connected with
death and the grave. The exceptional udeadkesin this parable as a fiery
place of torment (Luke 16:24) derives not from Bitnie, but from current
Jewish beliefs influenced by Greek mythology.

Current Jewish Concepts

Fortunately for our investigation, we have Jewistitimgs that
illuminate the parable of the rich man and LazaRkspecially revealing is
the “Discourse to the Greeks Concerning Hades ttewriby Josephus, the
famous Jewish historian who lived during New Tesamtimes (died
about A. D. 100). His discourse parallels veryselg the narrative of the
rich man and Lazarus. In it Josephus explains thdades is a
subterraneous region where the light of this wddés not shine. . . . This
region is allowed as a place of custody for soidswhich angels are
appointed as guardians to them, who distribute ltemt temporary
punishmentsagreeable to every one’s behavior and manriers.”

Josephus points out, however, thatlesis divided into two
regions. One is “the region of light” where the Isoof the righteous dead
are brought by angels to the “place we Thlé Bosom of Abrahant® The
second region is in “perpetual darkness,” and thdssof the ungodly are
dragged by force “by the angels allotted for pumisht.”” These angels
drag the ungodly “into the neighborhood of hekits so that they can see
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and feel the heat of the flam&sBut they are not thrown into hell itself
until after the final judgment. “Ahaosdeep and large is fixed between
them; insomuch that a just man that hath compasgon them, cannot be
admitted, nor can one that is unjust, if he werkl lmmough to attempt it,
pass over it*

The striking similarities between Jdseg description ofhades
and the parable of the rich man and Lazarus affeegiglent. In both
accounts we have the two regions that separateighéeous from the
ungodly, the bosom of Abraham as the abode ofigjiteaous, a great gulf
that cannot be crossed, and the inhabitants ofegien who can see those
of the other region.

Josephus’ description lefdesis not unique. Similar descriptions
can be found in other Jewish literatdte.What this means is that Jesus
capitalized on the popular understanding of theditimm of the dead in
hades not to endorse such views, but to drive homeitmgortance of
heeding in this present life the teachings of Moaes the prophets
because this determines bliss or misery in thedmorcome.

Jesus’ Use of Current Beliefs

At this juncture, it may be proper to ask, “Why dldsus tell a
parable based on current beliefs that do not ataynaepresent truth as set
forth elsewhere in the Scripture and in His owrclhéags?” The answer is
that Jesus met people on their own ground, capitglion what was
familiar to them to teach them vital truths. MarfyHis hearers had come
to believe in a conscious state of existence betwdeath and the
resurrection, though such a belief is foreign toigere. This erroneous
belief was adopted during the intertestamentalbpeais part of the process
of Hellenization of Judaism and had become a gaitidaism by the time
of Jesus.
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In this parable, Jesus made use ofpalpobelief, not to endorse it,
but to impress upon the minds of His hearers goitant spiritual lesson.
It should be noted that even in the preceding parab the Dishonest
Steward (Luke 16:1-12), Jesus uses a story thas amé¢ accurately
represent Biblical truth. Nowhere, does the Biahelorse the practice of a
dishonest administrator who reduces to half thestantling debts of
creditors in order to get some personal benefamfsuch creditors. The
lesson of the parable is to “make friends for yeluss” (Luke 16:9), not to
teach dishonest business practices.

John Cooper, though he has producednynview the most
scholarly defence of the dualistic view of humarnurg, acknowledges
that the parable of the rich man and Lazarus “dwdsnecessarily tell us
what Jesus or Luke believed about the afterlife,do®s it provide a firm
basis for a doctrine of the intermediate statear iFis possible that Jesus
simply uses popular images in order to make higa&tipoint. He may not
have been endorsing those images. He may not halieved them
himself because he knew them to be fafde.”

Cooper then asks the question: “What does thisagastll us about
the intermediate state?” He flatly and honestplies: “The answer may
be, ‘Nothing.” The dualist case cannot lean ors ttext as a main
support.®® The reason he gives is that it is most diffictdt draw
conclusions from the imagery of the parable. Fangxe, Cooper asks:
“Will we be bodily beings [in the intermediate g} Will the blessed and
the damned be able to see each otf&r?”

Jesus and the Thief on the Cross
The brief conversation between Jesus and the perniteef on the

cross next to Him (Luke 23:42-43) is used by disles a major proof for
the conscious existence of the faithful dead inagae before the
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resurrection. Thus, it is important to take a eltmk to the words spoken
by Jesus to the penitent thief.

Unlike the other criminal and most bé tcrowd, the penitent thief
did believe that Jesus was the Messiah. He sdgsus, remember me
when you come into your kingdom” (Luke 23:42). ukesinswered him,
“Truly | say to you today you shall be with meparadise” (Luke 23:43).
A major problem in the interpretation of this téxtcaused by the location
of the comma, which in most translations, is plabetbre “today.” Thus,
most readers and commentators assume that JedugTgaday you shall
be with me in paradise” Such reading is intergrétemean that “on that
very day™ the thief went to paradise with Christ.

The original Greek text, however, has punctuation and,
translated literally, reads: “Truly to you | sayd&y with me you will be in
paradise.” The adverb “todagemeroi stands between the verb “I say-
legd’ and “you will be-ese” This means that grammatically the adverb
“today” can apply to either of the two verbs. Ifqualifies the first verb,
then Jesus said: “Truly | say to you today, youllsha with me in
paradise.”

Translators have placed the comma betfoe adverb “today,” not
for grammatical reasons, but for the theologicalvection that the dead
receive their reward at death. One would wish ttatslators would limit
themselves to translating the text and leave thle ¢hinterpretation to the
reader.

The question we are facing is: Did $esean to say, “Truly, | say
to you today. . .” or “Today you shall be with nmegaradise”? Those who
maintain that Jesus meant the latter appeal tofettethat the adverb
“today” does not occur elsewhere with the frequenied phrase “Truly, |
say to you.” This is a valid observation, bute theason for this
exceptional attachment of the adverb “today” toggthease “Truly, | say to
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you” could very well be the immediate context. Thef asked Jesus to
remember him in theuture when He would establish His messianic
kingdom. But Jesus responded by remembering thetepénthief
immediately, “today,”and by reassuring him that he would be with Him in
paradise. This interpretation is supported by me&jor considerations: (1)
the time when the saved will enter upon their reliar paradise, and (2)
the time when Jesus Himself returned to Paradise.

When Will the Redeem Enter Paradise?

Throughout His ministry, Jesus taudtdttthe redeemed would
enter into His Father's Kingdom at His coming: “Gan®© blessed of my
Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you frdre foundation of the
world” (Matt 25:34; 16:27). Paul taught the samht. At Christ's second
coming, the sleeping saints will be resurrected #mel living saints
translated, and all “shall be caught up togetherin the clouds to meet the
Lord in the air; and so we shall always be withltbed” (1 Thess 4:17). It
is at that time, following the resurrection of tighteous, that the thief will
be with Jesus in Paradise.

When Did Jesus Return to Paradise?

Those who interpret Christ's statement to the theemeaning that
on that very day the thief went to paradise to lith ®hrist, assume that
both Jesus and the thief ascended to heaven imtalyditer their death.
But such a conclusion can hardly be supported bptBee.

The Scriptures expressly teach thathenday of His crucifixion,
Christ went into the gravéades. At Pentecost, Peter proclaimed that in
accordance to David’s prophecy (Ps 16:10), Chu&is' not abandoned in
Hades, nor did his flesh see corruption,” but waised up by God (Acts
2:31-32). Hades, as we have seen, is associated consistently ilN¢ne
Testament with the grave or the realm of the de&tiat this means is that
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Christ could hardly have told the thief that oattkiery day he would be
with Him in paradise, when He knew that on that Hgywould be resting
in the grave.

Those who would argue that only Chsigtbdy went into the grave
while His soul ascended to heaven ignore whatsJeaigdl to Mary on the
day of His resurrection: “Do not hold me, for IMeanot yet ascended to
the Father” (John 20:17). It is evident that Jagas not in Heaven during
the three days of his burial. He was resting indheve, waiting for His
Father to call Him back to life. Thus, the thiefutd hardly have gone to
be with Jesus in Paradise immediately after hishde&en Jesus Himself
did not ascend to the Father until some time afiisr resurrection. To
appreciate more fully the meaning of being “withrihin paradise,” let
us look at Paul's use of the phrase “being withishir

“To Depart and Be With Christ”

In writing to the Philippians, Paul say'‘My desire is to depart and
be with Christ, for that is far better. But to r@m in the flesh is more
necessary on your account” (Phil 1:22-23). Dualistssider this text one
of the strongest proofs that at death the soutefsaved immediately goes
into the presence of Christ. For example, Robentdyigtates: “This is the
clearest passage in the New Testament which spédke believer going
to be with Christ in heaven after death. This egntdeals with Paul's
desire to depart this earthly life for a heaveifly Wwith Christ. There is no
mention or allusion to the resurrection in thisgzage.?

The fundamental problem with this interpretatiorthie failure to
recognize that Paul's statement, “My desire is dapart and be with
Christ” is a relational and not an anthropologistdtement. By this |
mean, it is a statement of the relation that exasts continues between the
believer and Christ through death, not a statemitite “state” of the body
and soul between death and the resurrection.
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The New Testament is not concerned tahdstate’ which exists
between death and resurrection, but about a reltiat exists between the
believer and Christ through death. This relatigmsi being with Christ is
not interrupted by death because the believer Wwdeps in Christ has no
awareness of the passing of time.

For Paul those who “die in Christ” dséeeping in Christ” (1 Cor

15:18; 1 Thess 4:14). Their relation with Christdne of immediacy,
because they have no awareness of the passiimgeobétween their death
and resurrection. They experience what may becdéditernal time.” But

for those who go on living on earth-bound tempdrale there is an

interval between death and resurrection. The prodk that we cannot
synchronize the clock of eternal time with thatoof temporal time. It is
the attempt to do this that has led to unfortunspeculations and
controversies over the so-called intermediate state

By expressing his desire “to depart Badwith Christ,” Paul was
not giving a doctrinal exposition of what happensieath. He is simply
expressing his longing to see an end to his traublistence and to be
with Christ. Throughout the centuries, earnest sflams have expressed
the same longing, without necessarily expectinggaishered into Christ's
presence at the moment of their death. Paul'sersgt must be
interpreted on the basis of his clear teachingsrokgg the time when
believers will be united with Christ.

With Christ at His Coming

Paul addresses this question in his letter to ties3alonians where
he explains that both the sleeping and living lvelie will be united with
Christ, not at death, but at His coming. “The dea@hrist will rise first;
then we who are alive, who are left, shall be cawghtogether with them
in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air; &odve shall always be with the
Lord” (1 Thess 4:173° The “so” houto3 refers to the manner or way in
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which believers will be with Christ, namelgpt by dying,but by being
resurrected or translated at His coming. The wedd in Greekhoutos
“means ‘in this way.’ Its place here at the begngnbf the sentence is
meant to explain the way believers will be with 8hmamely, through the
resurrection.

It should be noted that in describihg tinion with Christ which
believers will experience at His coming, Paul nespgaks of disembodied
souls being reunited with resurrected bodies. &athe speaks of “the
dead in Christ” being risen (1 Thess 4:16). Obvus/hat is risen at
Christ’s coming is not just dead bodies but deayplee It is the whole person
who will be resurrected and reunited with ChristtéNthat the living saints
will meet Christ at the same time “together withetresurrected saints (1
Thess 4:17). Sleeping and living saints meet Ctiogether” at His coming,
not at death.

The total absence of any Pauline alluso an alleged reunion of
the body with the soul at the time of the resuroectonstitutes, in my
view, the most formidable challenge to the notibthe conscious survival
of the soul. If Paul knew anything about thisweauld surely have alluded
to it, especially in his detailed discussion ofawkvill happen to sleeping
and living believers at Christ's coming (1 Thesk3418; 1 Cor 15:42-58).
The fact that Paul never alluded to the conscgrsival of the soul and
its reattachment to the body at the resurrectieartl shows that such a
notion was totally foreign to him and to Scriptaea whole.

“At Home With the Lord”

In 2 Corinthians 5:1-10, Paul expresagain the hope of being
with Christ by using several striking metaphorshisTpassage is rightly
regarded as the “crux interpretum,” that is “the@ssr of interpreters,”
primarily because the figurative language is cyjpiind open to different
interpretations. Unfortunately, dualistic intergmest are eager to derive
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from this passage, as from Philippians 1:22-23¢ipeedefinitions of life
survival of the soul after the death of the bodyctsconcerns, however,
are far removed from Paul, who is using the pokethiguage of faith to
express his hopes and fears regarding the preseritiaure life, rather than
the logical language of science to explain therlfe All of this should
put the interpreter on guard against reading ih® passage what Paul
never intended to express.

The passage opens with the preposifm-gar,” thus indicating
that Paul picks up from chapter 4:16-18, where dmrasts the temporal,
mortal nature of the present life which is “wastawgay” (2 Cor 4:16) with
the eternal, glorious nature of the future life,osf “eternal weight of
glory [is] beyond all comparison” (2 Cor 4:17). Paantinues in chapter 5
developing the contrast between temporality andniéyeby using the
imagery of two dwelling places representative elstihcharacteristics.

“For we know that if the earthly tenewive in is destroyed, we
have a building from God, a house not made withdbaeternal in the
heavens. Here indeed we groan, and long to pouoheavenly dwelling,
so that by putting it on we may not be found nakedr while we are still
in this tent, we sigh with anxiety; not that we Wwbbe unclothed, but that
we would be further clothed, so that what is montaly be swallowed up
by life. He who has prepared for us this very thm@sod, who has given
us the Spirit as a guarantee” (2 Cor 5:1-5).

In this first section of the passagaulRises two sets of contrasting
metaphors. First, he contrasts “the earthly temittiich is subject to
destruction, with the “building from God, a housat made with hands,”
which is “eternal in the heavens.” Then Paul higftts this contrast by
differentiating between the state of being clotheidh the heavenly
dwelling and that of being found naked.
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The second section, verses 6 to d0nare straightforward and
contrasts being in the body and therefore away fiteenLord, with being
away from the body and at home with the Lord. Thg &atement occurs
in verse 8 where Paul says: “We are of good couragg we would rather
be away from the body and at home with the LordnhisTpassage has been
the object of enormous variety of interpretationkiclh are discuss at
length in my bookmmortality or Resurrectionpages 180186.

Heavenly and Earthly Modes of Existence

After rereading the passage countless times, lesémst Paul’'s
primary concern is not to define the state of tlelyobefore and after
death, but rather to contrast two modes of exigte@me is the heavenly
mode of existence which is represented by the dmgl from God, a house
not made with hands, eternal in the heavens” (25Cbr. The other is the
earthly mode of existence which is typified by “tbarthly tent” which is
“destroyed” at death.

The meaning of the imagery of “puttong’ or “being clothed” with
“our heavenly dwelling” has more to do with accegtiChrist’s provision
of salvation than with “the spiritual body” givea believers at the Second
Coming. Support for this conclusion can be seethénfigurative use of
“heavenly dwelling” with reference to God and ofefbg clothed” with
reference to the believer's acceptance of Christ.

Paul’'s assurance that “we have a mgldiom God” (2 Cor 5:1)
reminds us of such verses as “God is our refugesttrdgth” (Ps 46:1), or
“Lord, Thou hast been owtwelling place” (Ps 90:1) Christ referred to
Himself as a temple in a way that is strikingly g&nto Paul's imagery of
the heavenly dwelling “not made with hands.” Heeported to have said:
“I will destroy this temple that is made with handsd in three days | will
build another, not made with hands” (Mark 14:58)Paul was thinking
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along these lines, thethe heavenly dwelling place Christ Himself and
the gift of eternal life He provides to believers.

How, then, does a believer put on ‘tikavenly dwelling”? A look
at Paul's use of the metaphor of clothing may pievan answer. “As
many as were baptized into Christ were clothed @ithist” (Gal 3:27). In
this text, the clothing is associated with the at@mece of Christ at
baptism. Paul also says: “This perishable beingtrbe clothed with the
imperishable, and what is mortal must be clotheti whmortality” (1 Cor
15:53, NEB). Here the clothing represents the rememf immortality at
Christ's coming. These two references suggest ttat“clothing” can
refer to the new life in Christ, which is acceptgdaptism, renewed every
day, and consummated at the Parousia, when thkdiothing will take
place by means of the change from mortality to imadty.

In the light of the above interpretatido “be found naked” or
“unclothed” (2 Cor 5:3-4) may stand in contrasthniteing clothed with
Christ and His Spirit. Most likely “naked” for Blastands not for the soul
stripped from the body, but for guilt and sin whigsults in death. When
Adam sinned, he discovered that he was “naked” (&40). Ezekiel
allegorically describes how God clothed Israel witlh garments but then
exposed her nakedness because of her disobediEnc#6(8-14). One
may also think of the man without “the wedding ganti at the marriage
feast (Matt 22:11). It is possible, then, that beinaked” for Paul meant to
be in a mortal, sinful condition, bereft of Christighteousness.

Paul clarifies what he meant by beinmclothed” or “naked”
versus being “clothed” when he says: “So that wikamortal may be
swallowed up by life” (2 Cor 5:4). The same concieprepeated in 1
Corinthians15:35 which speaks of the transformati@t human nature as
a whole will experience at Christ's coming: “Foristtperishable nature
must put on the imperishable, and this mortal matotust put on
immortality” (1 Cor 15:53).
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In both passages, 2 Corinthians 5:hébBaCorinthians 15:35, Paul
is not concerned with the state of the body ordbel as such before or
after death. Incidentally, he never speaks of thé sor of the “spiritual
body” in 1 Corinthians 5. Instead, Paul's concerto show the contrast
between the earthly mode of existence, represdae@darthly tent,” and
the heavenly mode of existence, represented byhisavenly dwelling.
The former is “mortal” and the latter is immor{gwallowed up by life;”
2 Cor 5:4). The former is experienced “at homehia body” and “away
from the Lord” (2 Cor 5:6). The latter is expeed “away from the
body” and “at home with the Lord” (2 Cor 5:8).

The failure to recognize that Paul peaking about two different
modes of existence and not about the state ofdadg br soul after death,
has led to unnecessary, misguided speculations #hewafterlife. A good
example is Robert Peterson’s statement: “PaulimosfJesus’ teaching
when he contrasts being ‘at home in the body’ aveay from the Lord’
with being ‘away from the body and at home with tloed’ (2 Cor 5:6, 8).
He presupposes that human nature is composed efiadand immaterial
aspects*®

This interpretation is gratuitous, hesm neither Jesus or Paul are
concerned with defining human nature ontologicatwat is, in terms of its
material or immaterial components. Instead, tlo@incern is to define
human nature ethically and relationally, in ternfsdisobedience and
obedience, sin and righteousness, mortality andoirtatity. This is Paul’s
concern in 2 Corinthians 5:1-9, where he speakghef earthly and
heavenly modes of existence in relationship to God, not of the material
or immaterial composition of human nature before after death.

The Souls Under the Altar

The last passage we examine is Revelation 6:9-hichweads:
“When he opened the fifth seal, | saw under thar dltte souls of those who
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had been slain for the word of God and the witrthey had borne; they
cried out with a loud voice, ‘O Sovereign Lord, haind true, how long
before thou wilt judge and avenge our blood onéheko dwell upon the
earth?” Then they each were given a white robetalttito rest a little
longer, until the number of their fellow servantglaheir brethren should
be complete, who were to be killed as they thenesehad been.”

This passage is often cited to supttetnotion that the “souls” of
the saints exist after death in heaven as diseratipdonscious spirits. For
example, Robert Morey emphatically states: “Theulsoare the
disembodied spirits of the martyrs who cry out tod@or vengeance on
their enemies. . . . This passage has always pravgreat difficulty to
those who deny that believers ascend to heavereahd But John's
language is clear that these souls were conscimiactive in heaverr?

This interpretation ignores that apgptt pictures are not meant
to be photographs of actual realities, but symb@lgresentations of almost
unimaginable spiritual realities. John was notgia view of what heaven
is actually like. It is evident that there are white, red, black, and pale
horses in heaven with warlike riders. In heavenisEiioes not look like a
lamb with a bleeding knife wound (Rev 5:6). Likewjsthere are no
“souls” of martyrs in heaven squeezed at the base @ltar. The whole
scene is simply a symbolic representation desigmeeassure those facing
martyrdom and death that ultimately they would lredicated by God.
Such a reassurance would be particularly hearteftinghose who, like
John, were facing terrible persecution for refusingparticipate in the
emperor’s cult.

The use of the word “soupsychasin this passage is unique for
the New Testament, because it is never used to tefeumans in the
intermediate state. The reason for its use hesaggested by the unnatural
death of the martyrs whose blood was shed for dluses of Christ. In the
Old Testament sacrificial system, the blood of aigmwas poured out at
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the base of the altar of burnt offerings (Lev 4t8, 25, 30). The blood
contained the soul (Lev 17:11) of the innocentiricdhat was offered as
an atoning sacrifice to God on behalf of penitenbers. Thus, the souls
of the martyrs are seen under the altar to sighi&y their blood had been
symbolically poured at its base.

The language of sacrificial death iedi®lsewhere in the New
Testament to denote martyrdom. Facing death, Raole: “For | am
already on the point of being sacrificed” (2 Tinb¥: The apostle also
says that he was glad “to be poured out as adivator Christ (Phil 2:17).
Thus, Christian martyrs were viewed as sacrificésred to God. Their
blood shed on earth was poured symbolically athtevenly altar. Thus
their souls are seen under the altar becauseshatére symbolically the
blood of the martyrs flowed.

No Representation of Intermediate State

The symbolic representation of the martyrs as Seesi offered at
the heavenly altar can hardly be used to argue tlieir conscious
disembodied existence in heaven. George Eldon ,Laddost respected
evangelical scholar, rightly states: “The fact thahn saw the souls of the
martyrsunder the altathas nothing to do with the state of the dead eir th
situation in the intermediate state; it is merelyivad way of picturing the
fact that they had been martyred in the name of Gbd

The souls of the martyrs are seeneasngbeneath the altar, not
because they are in a disembodied state, but betheyg are awaiting the
completion of redemption (“until the number of thésllow servants and
their brethren should be complete” Rev 6:11) argirtihesurrection at
Christ's coming. John describes this event later saying: “l saw the
souls of those who had been beheaded for theim@sy to Jesus and for
the word of God, and who had not worshipped thestberits image and
had not received its mark on their foreheads adr thends. They came to
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life, and reigned with Christ a thousand years. .. This is the first
resurrection” (Rev 20:4).

This description of the martyrs as “&athed for their testimony to
Jesus and for the word of God” is very much liket tbf Revelation 6:9.
The only difference is that in chapter 6 the deedavartyrs are told to
rest, while in chapter 20 they are brought to lifeis evident that if the
martyrs are brought to life at the beginning of thellennium in
conjunction with Christ’'s coming, they can hardly living in heaven in a
disembodied state while resting in the grave.

To sum up, the function of the visiohtbe martyrs under the
heavenly altar is not to inform us on the interragglistate of the dead, but
to reassure believers, especially the martyrs whaohn’s time and later
centuries gave their lives for the cause of Chifigtt God ultimately would
vindicate them.

Conclusion

Our study of all the relevant Bibligadssages has shown that the
notion of the intermediate state in which the saflshe saved enjoy the
bliss of Paradise, while those of the unsaved stffe torments of hell
derives not from Scripture, but from pagan Greeklidm.

It is most unfortunate that during muwghts history, Christianity
by and large has been influenced by the Greek sticalview of human
nature, according to which the body is mortal amal 4oul immortal. The
acceptance of this deadly heresy has conditionedinterpretation of
Scripture and given rise to a host of other hesesigch as Purgatory,
eternal torment in hell, prayer for the dead, ice#ssion of the saints,
indulgences, and etherial view of paradise. Sonthade popular heresies
are examined in later chapters.
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The challenge we face today is to rsitigere people recover the
Biblical wholistic view of human nature and destiand thus dispel the
spiritual darkness perpetrated by centuries of stifieus beliefs.

This is the challenge the Seventh-dagvehtist church is
endeavoring to fulfill by divine grace. It is thbatlenge of leading people
around the world to understand, accept, and live sbyne of the
fundamental biblical teachings which are largelyaiged or even rejected
today.

In this chapter we have examined a énmehtal teaching, namely,
the biblical view of death and of the state of ¢&ad. The conclusion of
our investigation is aptly expressed in #&h Fundamental beliefof the
Seventh-day Adventist Church: “The wages of sidaath. But God, who
alone is immortal, will grant eternal life to Hiedeemed. Until that day
death is an unconscious state for all people. Weianst, who is our life,
appears, the resurrected righteous and the livigigaous will be glorified
and caught up to meet the Lord. The second regiamet¢he resurrection
of the unrighteous, will take place a thousand yéster.
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f{f_ Chapter i?%-
l p
'j “HELL AS ETERNAL i
:r TORMENT” :;:
.

Few teachings have troubled the human conscience tnee

centuries more than the traditional and still papuliew of hell as the
place where the lost suffer conscious punishmeibooy and soul for all
eternity. The prospect that one day a vast nunabepeople will be
consigned to the everlasting torment of hell is imdisturbing and
distressing to sensitive Christians. After all, attheveryone has friends or
family members who have died without making a cotnmant to Christ.
The prospect of one day seeing them agonizing linfdreall eternity can
easily lead thinking Christians to question howytban enjoy the bliss of
Paradise, while some of their loved ones are dnofferconscious
punishment for all eternity.

It is not surprising that today we seldomrhesrmons on hellfire even
from fundamentalist preachers, who are still cottadito such a belief.
John Walvoord, himself a fundamentalist and staudefender of the
popular view of hellfire, suggests that the relacta to preach on this
subject is due primarily to the fear of proclaimiauy unpopular doctrine.
This may be partly true, but the problem may alsdHe awareness that the
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traditional and popular view of hellfire is morallytolerable and Biblically
guestionable.

Clark Pinnock, a respected evangelical schaollao has served as
President of thé&vangelical Theological Societikeenly observes: “Their
reticence [to preach on hellfire] is not so mucle ¢l a lack of integrity in
proclaiming the truth as to not having the stomfactpreaching a doctrine
that amounts to sadism raised to new levels okfiee Something inside
tells them, perhaps on an instinctual level, thaet God and the Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ is not the kind of deity vibidures people (even the
worst of sinners) in this way. | take the silemmfethe fundamentalist
preachers to be testimony to their longing for @sex doctrine of the
nature of hell® It is such a longing, | believe, that is encoimggsome
theologians today to revise the traditional, popwigw of hell and to
propose alternative interpretations designed toentel more tolerable.

Objectives of This Chapter

The issue addressed in this chapter is noffabeof hell as the final
punishment of the lost, but theature of hell. The fundamental question
addressed is: Does the Bible support the populbeflihat impenitent
sinners suffer the conscious punishment of hellfireody and soul for all
eternity? Or, Does the Bible teach that the wickesl annihilated by God
at the second death after suffering a temporaryisporent? To put it
differently: Does hellfire torment the lost etedgabr consume them
permanently?

This chapter is divided into two parts. Thiestf part examines the
traditional and popular view of hell as eternahtent. We trace this belief
historically and then consider some of the maindtbxts and arguments
used to support it.
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The second part of this chapter presentatinéilationview of hell as
a place of the ultimate dissolution and annihilatad the unsaved. Some
call this viewconditional immortality, because our study of the Biblical
wholistic view of human nature shows that immotyals not an innate
human possession; it is a divine gift granted tlielbers on condition of
their faith response. God will not resurrect thieked to immortal life in
order to inflict upon them a punishment of eteqeih. Rather, the wicked
will be resurrected mortal in order to receive thminishment which will
result in their ultimate annihilation.

PART 1

THE TRADITIONAL AND POPULAR

VIEW OF HELL

With few exceptions, the traditional view of helah dominated
Christian thinking from the time of Augustine tordime. Simply stated,
this popular belief affirms that immediately afeath the disembodied
souls of impenitent sinners descend into hell, whtrey suffer the
punishment of a literal eternal fire. At the resation, the body is reunited
with the soul, thus intensifying the pain of halt the lost and the pleasure
of heaven for the saved. This popular belief hanbw®eld historically not
only by the Catholic Church, but also by most Pstatet churches.

The Origin of Hell

The doctrine of the hellfire derives from and ipeedant upon the
belief in the immortality of the soul. The dualcstiiew of human nature
consisting of a mortal body and an immortal soat gurvives the death of
the body, presupposes a dual destiny for the sithler to Paradise or to
Hell.
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In chapter 2 we noted that the belief in ithenortality of the soul is
usually traced back to Egypt, which has been ngtulled the “Mother of
Superstitions.” The same holds true for the beheHell as a place of
eternal punishment. Greek and Roman philosopheedyfcredit Egypt for
the invention of the bliss and terrors of the ilis world?

The Egyptians, Greeks, and Romans shared the kevhell is located
deep down under the earth. It was known by varicames, a®rcus,
Erebus, Tartarus,and Infernus from which derives our expression
“infernal regions.” The gate of Hell was guardadtbhe three-headed dog
Cerberus, who prevented any exit from the inferegions. To ensure that
there would not be any escape from the horrid prefchell, a river of fire,
called Phlegethon, and a triple wall surrounded it.

In his bookAeneid,Virgil, a famous Roman Poet (70-19 B.C.), gives us
this brief description of hell's agonizing punishme

“And now wild shouts, and wailings dire,

And shrieking infants swell the dreadful atioi
Here sits in bloody robes the Fury fell,

By night and day to watch the gates of hell.
Here you begin terrific groans to hear,

And sounding lashes rise upon the ear.

On every side the damned their fetters grate,

And curse, ‘mid clanking chains, their wratdHate.*
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Virgil's images of hell were refined and immortad: by the famous
fourteenth-century Italian poet, Dante Alighiem. is Divina Commedia
(Divine Commedy Dante portrays hell as a place of absolute tewhere
the damned writhe and scream while the saints lasthe glory of
paradise. In Dante’s hell, some sinners wail lpudiboiling blood, while
others endure burning smoke that chars their tgsstill others run naked
from hordes of biting snakes.

Michelangelo used his talent to paint scesfe@ante’sInfernoon the
wall of the Sistine chapel, which is the pope’vate chapel. On the left of
Christ the risen saints receive their resurrectmdies as they ascend
towards heaven. On the right of Christ, devilshwittchforks drag, push,
and hurl impenitent sinners into cauldrons of bagnfires. Finally, at the
bottom the Greek mythical figure Charon with higspdogether with his
devils, makes the damned get out of his boat pgstiem before the
infernal judge Minos—another Greek mythical figurélateful fiends are
gnawing at the skulls of suffering sinners, whileatehing hellish
cannibalism going on. These graphic pictures of-héépicted between
1535 and 1541 in the most important papal chapdileetethe prevailing
popular belief of the horrors of Hell fire.

When did Hell Catch Fire in the Christian Church?

When did such a horrible belief in the etépamishment of the lost by
Hell fire, enter the Christian Church? A surveyttod writings of the early
Church Fathers, suggest that this belief was giddadopted beginning
from the latter part of the second century, thadisapproximately the same
time as the belief in the immortality of the soBhssing references to the
punishment of the wicked in “everlasting fire,” doaind in the writings of
Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Cyprian of tbage, Lactantius,
Jerome, Chrysostom, and Augustine, to name a few.
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But the writer who has exercised the greatdhktence in defining the
Catholic doctrine of hellfire, is Augustine (3548)3the Bishop of Hippo.
He is rightly regarded as one of the most infllean@atholic theologian.
He defined the doctrine of Hell in such a clear aedl-structured way that
it has become the standard teaching of the Catl@iiarch to this very
day.

Augustine’s Definition of Hell

Much of what Augustine wrote about Hell, was alse&elieved by
many Christians in his time. But he systematized aefended the
prevaling beliefs in an unprecedented way. Simpyesl, Augustine view
of Hell consists of five major componetits.

First, Hell is a real eternal destiny that awais majority of the human
race. “For as a matter of fact,” Augustine stateut all, nor even a
majority, are saved.™The eternal damnation of the wicked is a matter of
certainty.”®

Second, Hell is severe. “The torments ofdst’ will be “perpetual”
and “unintermited® “No torments that we know of, continued through as
many ages as the human imagination can conceivéd dc® compared
with it.”*°

Third, Hell is endless, because the lost'raoe permitted to die.” For
them ‘death itself dies not®The lost are flung into an eternal fire “where
they will be tortured for ever and evef.”

Fourth, Hell is the penalty of eternal danoratlt does not allow for

repentance because the time for repentance ha®dpads “eternal
chastisement, it is inflicted exclusively in retrtton for sins.*®
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Fifth, Hell is the just punishment for theck&dness of sins against
God. No one has the right to complain againstuk#ge of God. ‘Who but
a fool would think that God was unrighteous, eitlverinflicting penal
justice on those who had earned it, or in extendmegrcy to the
unworthy?**

God has the right to consign sinners to eledeath by denying them
eternal salvation. “Assuredly there was no injustic God’s not willing
that they should be saved, though they could haen lsaved had he so
willed it.”*> Augustine’s reasoning that salvation or damnatiepends
solely on the sovereign and inscrutable will of G¢al view adopted by
Calvin) ultimately makes the God of the Bible amtiional, capricious, and
unjust Being to be despised rather than to be vimsd.

Catholic Definition of Hell

Augustine’s articulation of the Doctrine of Hellheemained definitive
for the Catholic Church to the present day, inespitrecent attempts to put
the fire out of Hell. In 1999, Pope John Paul leil a figurative pail of
cold water on the popular image of hell as a ptdfagnending flame, when
he denied that hell is a place of fiery torment.déscribed it rather as “the
pain, frustration and emptiness of life without Gd% He further claimed
that the “lake of fire and sulfur” referred to imet Book of Revelation was
symbolic.™” These statements set off a brief but intense firest
particularly among fundamentalist Christians whimly believe that hell
is a place of eternal fiery torment.

The attempt of Pope John Paul Il to takefitteeout of Hell, has not
changed the traditional Catholic doctrine of Helhich is clearly stated in
the newCatechism of the Catholic ChurchThe teaching of the Church
affirms the existence of hell and its eternity. lediately after death the
souls of those who die in a state of mortal sircded into hell, where they
suffer the punishments of hell, ‘eternal fire.” Ttldef punishment of hell
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is eternal separation from God, in whom alone nanpossess the life and
happiness for which he was created and for whidotgs®®

This traditional Catholic view of Hellfire was rdiafned by Pope
Benedict XVI on March 28, 2007, during the cel¢iora of the Mass at
the Church of St. Felicity & Martyred Sons, in r@tn Rome. He said:
“Hell is a place where sinners really do burn ineaerlasting fire, and not
just a religious symbol designed to galvanise dithful. . . . Hell really
exists and is eternal, even if nobody talks abomitich any more?®

Protestant Views of Hell

Faced with imaginations that had run riotroRargatory and Hell, the
Reformers Luther and Calvin, not only rejected plopular beliefs about
Purgatory, but they also declined to speculateneriiteral torment of hell.
For example, Luther could talk about the wickedning in hell and
wishing for “a little drop of water® but he never pressed for a literal
interpretation of hell. He believed that “it is nary important whether or
not one pictures hell as it is commonly portrayed described*

John Calvin preferred to understand the referemoe®ternal fire”
metaphorically. “We may conclude from the many pgss of Scripture,
that eternal fire is a metaphorical expressifdn.The more cautious
approach of Luther and Calvin did not deter latesngnent Protestant
preachers and theologians from portraying hell sesaaof fire, in which the
wicked burn throughout eternity.

During the following centuries, Protestaneamhers were inspired
more by Dante and Michelangelo’s frightening depits of the torments
of hell, than by the language of Scripture. Theyrrdrized their
congregations with sermons that were themselvestgutinic events. Not
satisfied with the image of fire and smoke of thewNTestament, some
preachers with more creative minds pictured hsllaabizarre horror
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chamber, where punishment is based on a measuneefasure principle.
This means that whatever member of the body sinthedl member would
be punished in hell more than any other member.

“In Christian literature,” writes William Cokett, “we find
blasphemers hanging by their tongues. Adulterousnevo who plaited
their hair to entice men dangle over boiling miretheir neck or hair.
Slanderers chew their tongues, hot irons burn thgs. Other evildoers
suffer in equally picturesque ways. Murderersaast into pits filled with
venomous reptiles, and worms fill their bodies. Véomvho had abortions
sit neck deep in the excretions of the damned. dhaiso chatted idly
during church stand in a pool of burning sulphud gitch. Idolaters are
driven up cliffs by demons where they plunge to rieks below, only to
be driven up again. Those who turned their baclGod are turned and
baked slowly in the fires of helf*

Renowned eighteenth-century American theologianmathan
Edwards, famous for his sermon “Sinners in thedsaof an Angry God,”
pictured hell as a raging furnace of liquid firathills both the body and
the soul of the wicked: “The body will be full abrinent as full as it can
hold, and every part of it shall be full of tormerithey shall be in extreme
pain, every joint of them, every nerve shall bé dfilinexpressible torment.
They shall be tormented even to their fingers’ entlise whole body shall
be full of the wrath of God. Their hearts and btswand their heads, their
eyes and their tongues, their hands and theirvidetbe filled with the
fierceness of God’s wrath. This is taught us imyn&criptures. . . *
Newspapers reported people leaving his sermonscamuitting suicide

from the fear he instilled in them.

A similar description of the fate of the wezkwas given by the famous
nineteenth-century British preacher Charles Spurgén fire exactly like
that which we have on earth thy body will lie, astbe-like, forever
unconsumed, all thy veins roads for the feet ohRaitravel on, every
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nerve a string on which the Devil shall for eveayphis diabolical tune of
hell’s unutterable lament” It is hard to comprehend how the Devil can
torment evildoers, when he himself will be “throwmto the lake of burning
sulphur” (Rev 20:10).

Renewed Protestant Defence of Literal Hellfire

In recent years the traditional, popular doctrifiditeral hellfire, has
come under fire by respected conservative Evargjedicholars like F. F.
Bruce, Michael Green, Philip E. Hughes, Dale Mgad@iark H. Pinnock,
W. Graham Scroggie, John R. W. Stott, John W. Vaemland Oscar
Cullman. These men and others have embrageihilationism,a view
that the wicked will be resurrected to receive rthminishment that will
result in their ultimate annihilation. This is ouiew that will be discussed
in the last part of tis chapter.

Defenders of the traditional view of Hell didt remain silent. Some
came out with pistols flaring like John H. GerstnRepent or Perish
(1990). Other were less combative but equally opgde annihilationism:
J, J, Packer, Larry Dixon, Kendall Harmon, Robert Peterson, and
Donald Carson.

Today, defenders of a literal eternal hellfire avere circumspect in
their description of the suffering experienced by wicked. For example,
Robert A. Peterson concludes his baddkll on Trial: The Case for Eternal
Punishmentsaying: “The Judge and Ruler over hell is Goddailin He is
present in hell, not in blessing, but in wrath. lIHentails eternal
punishment, utter loss, rejection by God, terrildeiffering, and
unspeakable sorrow and pain. The duration of iseindless. Although
there are degrees of punishment, hell is terribteall the damned. Its
occupants are the Devil, evil angels, and unsauetgh beings?
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A comprehensive response to all the texts amgliments used to
defend the traditional view of the eternal punishtref the wicked, would
take us beyond the limited scope of this chapteerésted readers can find
such a comprehensive responseTime Fire that Consumegl982) by
Edward Fudge and in my bodkmortality or Resurrection®ur response
is limited to a few basic observations, some ofalvhwill be expanded in
the second part of this chapter.

THE WITNESS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT

The witness of the Old Testament for etepualishment largely rest on
the use okheoland two main passages, Isaiah 66:22-24 and DaRig}
2. Regardingsheo] John F. Walvoord says:Sheolwas a place of
punishment and retribution. In Isaiah [14:9-10] B&bylonians killed in
divine judgment are pictured as being greetedhieol by those who had
died earlier.®

Regardingheol,our study of the word in chapter 3 shows that nane
the texts supports the view thsheolis the place of punishment for the
ungodly. The word denotes the realm of the deadrevhbere is
unconsciousness, inactivity, and sleep. Similalbgiah’s taunting ode
against the King of Babylon is a parable, in whittte characters,
personified trees, and fallen monarchs are fictgioThey serve not to
reveal the punishment of the wicked sheol,but to forecast in graphic
pictorial language God’s judgment upon Israel's regpor and his final
ignominious destiny in a dusty grave, where heaten by worms. To
interpret this parable as a literal descriptionhefl means to ignore the
highly figurative, parabolic nature of the passageich is simply designed
to depict the doom of a self-exalted tyrant.

Isaiah 66:24: The Fate of the Wicked
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The description of the fate of the wicked foundlgaiah 66:24 is
regarded by some traditionalists as the cleareshes$ to eternal
punishment in the Old Testament. The setting eftdxt is the contrast
between God’s judgment upon the wicked and Hissilgs upon the
righteous. The latter will enjoy prosperity andape, and will worship
God regularly from Sabbath to Sabbath (Is 66:12283}, But the wicked
will be punished by “fire” (Is 66:15) and meet théend together” (Is
66:17). This is the setting of the crucial vePde which says: “And they
shall go forth and look on the dead bodies of thn rthat have rebelled
against me; for their worm shall not die, theiefsghall not be quenched,
and they shall be an abhorrence to all flesh.”

Peterson interprets the phrase “their worail stot die, their fire shall
not be quenched” as meaning that “the punishmedt sirame of the
wicked have no end; their fate is eternal. It iswander that they will be
loathsome to all mankind*

Isaiah’s description of the fate of the widk&as possibly inspired by
the Lord’s slaying of 185,000 men of the Assyriamyaduring the reign of
Hezekiah. We are told that “when men arose earthé morning, behold,
these were all dead bodies” (Is 37:36). This histbrevent may have
served to foreshadow the fate of the wicked. Nio# the righteous look
upon “dead bodies” (Hebrewpegerin), not living people. What they see is
destruction and not eternal torment.

The “worms” are mentioned in connection witle dead bodies,
because they hasten the decomposition and représengnominy of
corpses deprived of burial (Jer 25:33; Is 14:11h Jo5; 17:14; Acts
12:23). The figure of the fire that is not quergthe used frequently in
Scripture to signify a fire that consumes (Ezek4Z048) and reduces
everything to nothing (Am 5:5-6; Matt 3:12). Worraad fire represent a
total and final destruction.
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To understand the meaning of the phrase fite shall not be
guenched,” it is important to remember that keemnfire live, to burn
corpses required considerable effort in Palesti@erpses do not readily
burn and the firewood needed to consume them wasescin my travels
in the Middle East and Africa, | often have seercasses partially burned
because the fire died out before consuming theirentd a beast.

The image of an unquenchable fire is simmgighed to convey the
thought of being completely burned up or consuntiedas nothing to do
with the everlasting punishment of immortal soulse passage speaks
clearly of “dead bodies” which are consumed and afoimmortal souls
which are tormented eternally. It is unfortunatat thhaditionalists interpret
this passage, and similar statements of Jesushénlight of their
conception of the final punishment rather than lo& basis of what the
figure of speech really means.

Daniel 12:2: “Everlasting Contempt

The second major Old Testament text used by toawdilists to support
everlasting punishment is Daniel 12:2, which spes#khe resurrection of
both good and evil: “And many of those who slegphie dust of the earth
shall awake, some to everlasting life, and somshtmme and everlasting
contempt.” Peterson concludes his analysis oftéxs by saying: “Daniel
teaches that whereas the godly will be raised teemending life, the
wicked will be raised to never-ending disgrace (arp).”*

The Hebrew terrderaontranslated “contempt” also appears in Isaiah
66:24 in which it is translated “loathsome” andschbes the unburied
corpses. In his scholarly commentary ®he Book of DanielAndré
Lacocque notes that the meaningdefaonboth “here [Dan 12:2] and in
Isaiah 66:24 is the decomposition of the wick¥dThis means that the
“contempt” is caused by the disgust over the deamitipn of their bodies,
and not by the never-ending suffering of the wickels Emmanuel
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Petavel puts it: “The sentiment of the survivassdisgust, not pity™®

To sum up, the alleged Old &ewnt witness for the
everlasting punishment of the wicked is negligilfl@ot non-existent. On
the contrary, the evidence for utter destructiontlod wicked at the
eschatological Day of the Lord is resoundingly cledhe wicked will
“perish” like the chaff (Ps 1:4, 6), will be dashtedpieces like pottery (Ps
2:9, 12), will be slain by the Lord’s breath (Is:4)1 will be burnt in the fire
“like thorns cut down” (Is 33:12), and “will diekié gnats” (Is 51:6).

The clearest description of the total destoncof the wicked is found
on the last page of the Old Testament English Bibkor behold, the day
comes burning like an oven, when all the arrogadtall evildoers will be
stubble; the day that comes shall burn them ugs #ay Lord of hosts, so
that it will leave them neither root nor branch” §M4:1). Here the
imagery of the all-consuming fire which leaves ther root nor branch”
suggests utter consumption and destruction, ngigpaal torment.

THE WITNESS OF JESUS

Traditionalists believe that Jesus provides gtrongest proof for their
belief in the eternal punishment of the wicked. Keth Kantzer, a most
respected evangelical leader, who served as Eafit@hristianity Today,
states: “Those who acknowledge Jesus Christ as tantot escape the
clear, unambiguous language with which he warnghefawful truth of
eternal punishment®

Did Jesus teach that hglehennas the place where sinners will suffer
eternal torment or permanent destruction? To findaaswer to this

guestion, let us examine what Jesus actually seidtaell.

What Is Hell-Gehenna?
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Before looking at Christ’s references to +gdhennajt is helpful to
consider the derivation of the word itself. Thee€k wordgehennais a
transliteration of the Hebrew “Valley of (the soa§ Hinnon,” located
south of Jerusalem. In ancient times, it was kihketh the practice of
sacrificing children to the god Molech (2 Kings 3;621:6; 23:10). This
earned it the name “Topheth,” a place to be spibroaborred.This valley
apparently became a gigantic pyre for burning t8&,d00 corpses of
Assyrian soldiers whom God slew in the days of Hede (Is 30:31-33;
37:36).

Jeremiah predicted that the place would Heeddthe valley of
Slaughter” because it would be filled with the cmp of the Israelites
when God judged them for their sins. “Behold, tlgsdare coming, says
the Lord, when it will no more be called Tophethilee valley of Hinnom,
but the valley of Slaughter: for they will bury Tropheth, because there is
no room elsewhere. And the dead bodies of thiplpeaill be food for the
beasts of the air, and for the beasts of the eamthnone will frighten them
away” (Jer 7:32-33).

Josephus informs us that the same valley veaped with the dead
bodies of the Jews following the A. D. 70 siegelefusaleni We have
seen that Isaiah envisions the same scene follothimdiord’s slaughter of
sinners at the end of the world (Is 66:24). Durthg intertestamental
period, the valley became the place of final pumisht, and was called the
“accursed valley” (1 Enoch 27:2,3), the “stationvefigeance” and “future
torment” (2 Bar 59:10, 11), the “furnace of Geh&hand “pit of torment”
(4 Esd 7:36).

Jesus and Hell's Fire

With this background in mind, let us look at thevese references to
gehennahell fire that we find in the Gospels. In the Semon the Mount,
Jesus states that whoever says to his brother ‘fgolli shall be liable to
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the hell pehennd of fire” (Matt 5:22; KJV). Again, He said that is
better to pluck out the eye or cut off the hand dauses a person to sin
than for the “whole body go into hely¢henna(Matt 5:29, 30). The same
thought is expressed later on: it is better toofa foot or a hand or pluck
out an eye that causes a person to sin than tthtbe/n into eternal fire . .

. be thrown into the heligehennof fire” (Matt 18:8, 9). Here the fire of
hell is described as “eternal.”

The same saying is found in Mark, where Jésee times says that it
is better to cut off the offending organ than “tg hell gehenng to the
unquenchable fire . . . to be thrown into hgklienny where their worm
does not die, and the fire is not quenched” (Mar&49 46, 47-48).
Elsewhere, Jesus chides the Pharisees for tragegsmand land to make a
convert and then making him “twice as much a cbiichell [gehenn#
(Matt 23:15). Finally, he warns the Pharisees thay will not “escape
being sentenced to hetghennyf’ (Matt 23:33).

In reviewing Christ’s allusions to hejehennawe should first note
that none of them indicates that hgikthennais a place of unending
torment. What is eternal or unquenchable is notpimeishment, but the
fire. We noted earlier that in the Old Testamdns ffire is eternal or
unquenchable in the sense that it totally consudeesd bodies. This
conclusion is supported by Christ’'s warning thatsiieuld not fear human
beings who can harm the body, but the One “whodesstroy both soul and
body in hell gehenny (Matt 10:28). The implication is clear. hedl the
place of final punishment, which results in theatalestruction of the
whole being, soul and body.

“Eternal Fire”

Traditionalists challenge this conclusion becaulsevehere Christ
refers to “eternal fire” and “eternal punishmenEbr example, in Matthew
18:8-9 Jesus repeats what He had said earlier (Bt&29-30) about
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forfeiting a member of the body in order to escépe “eternal fire” of
hell-gehenna. An even clearer reference to “eternal fire” isirfid in the
parable of the Sheep and the Goats in which Cépishks of the separation
that takes place at His coming between the savedhenunsaved. He will
welcome the faithful into His kingdom , but wi#ject the wicked, saying:
“Depart from me, you cursed, intternal fire prepared for the devil and
his angels; . . . And they will go away in&ternal punishmentbut the
righteous into eternal life” (Matt 25:41, 48).

Traditionalists attribute fundamental impoda to the last passage
because it brings together the two concepts ofrfiatefire” and “eternal
punishment.” The combination of the two is intetpdeto mean that the
punishment is eternal because the hellfire thaseslit is also eternal.
Peterson goes so far as to say that “if Matthew2&nd 46 were the only
two verses to describe the fate of the wickedBilie would clearly teach
eternal condemnation, and we would be obligateukt®ve it and to teach
it on the authority of the Son of Got”

Peterson’s interpretation of these two aitiexts ignores four major
considerations. First, Christ’s concern in thisghée is not to define the
nature of either eternal life or of eternal dedtht simply to affirm that
there are two destinies. The nature of each ofléfstinies is not discussed
in this passage.

Second, as John Stott rightly points out, €Tire itself is termed
‘eternal’ and ‘unquenchable,” but it would be vexgd if what is thrown
into it proves indestructible. Our expectation Vdobe the opposite: it
would be consumed for ever, not tormented for e¥ence it is the smoke
(evidence that the fire has done its work) whidke's for ever and ever’
(Rev 14:11; cf. 19:3)*

Third, the fire is “eternakionios,” not because of its endless duration,
but because of its complete consumption and awatinl of the wicked.
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This is indicated clearly by the fact that thedadf fire, in which the
wicked are thrown, is called explicitly “the secoddath’ (Rev 20:14;
21:8), because, it causes the final, radical, areersible extinction of
life.

Eternal as Permanent Destruction

“Eternal” often refers to theermanence of the resutaither than the
continuation of a processFor example, Jude 7 says that Sodom and
Gomorrah underwent “a punishmentedérnal[aionioq fire.” It is evident
that the fire that destroyed the two cities is rérnot because of its
duration but because of iggermanent resultsin the same way, the fire of
the final punishment is “eternal” not because stdaforever, but because,
as in the case of Sodom and Gomorra, it causescongplete and
permanent destruction of the wicked, a conditioctviasts forever.

Fourth, Jesus was offering a choice betwssstructionandlife when
He said: “Enter through the narrow gate. For widihe gate and broad is
the road that leads westruction and many enter through it. But small is
the gate and narrow the road that leadsféo and only few find it” (Matt
7:13-14)* Here Jesus contrasts the comfortable sinfulifich leads to
destructionin hell with the narrow way of trials and perseon$ which
leads toeternal life in the kingdom of heaven. The contrast between
destruction and life suggests that the “eternal fire” causes the eterna
destruction of the lost, not their eternal torment.

“Eternal Punishment”

Christ's solemn declaration: “They will go away anteternal
punishmentbut the righteous into eternal life” (Matt 25:4& generally
regarded as the clearest proof of the conscioufersuf the lost will
endure for all eternity. Is this the only legititmanterpretation of the text?
John Stott rightly answers: “No, that is to reatbithe text what is not
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necessarily there. What Jesus said is that betlifethand the punishment
would be eternal, but he did not in that passadi@eel¢he nature of either.

Because he elsewhere spoke of eternal life as sciows enjoyment of

God (John 17:3), it does not follow that eternahiphment must be a
conscious experience of pain at the hand of Gauth@ contrary, although
declaring both to be eternal, Jesusdatrastingthe two destinies: the more
unlike they are, the bettef"”

Traditionalists readeternal punishmehtas “eternal punishing but
this is not the meaning of the phrase. As Basilifdin keenly observes,
“When the adjectivaionios meaning ‘everlasting’ is used in Greek with
nouns ofactionit has reference to thesultof the action, not the process.
Thus the phrase ‘everlasting punishment’ is conigardo ‘everlasting
redemption’ and ‘everlasting salvation,” both Stuial phrases. No one
supposes that we are being redeemed or being daxecer. We were
redeemed and saved once for all by Christ witateesults. In the same
way the lost will not be passing through a proagfsgunishment for ever
but will be punished once and for all with eternegults. On the other
hand the noun ‘life’ is not a noun of action, but@un expressing a state.
Thus the life itself is eternaf*

Punishment of Eternal Destruction

A fitting example to support this conclusisrfound in 2 Thessalonians
1.9, where Paul, speaking of those who reject thgpél, says: “They shall
suffer the punishment of eternal destructioand exclusion from the
presence of the Lord and from the glory of his righ It is evident that
the destruction of the wicked cannot be eternd@kiduration, because it is
difficult to imagine an eternal, inconclusive preseof destruction.
Destruction presupposes annihilation. The destocof the wicked is
eternal-aionios not because thprocessof destruction continues forever,
but because theesults are permanent. In the same way, the “eternal
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punishment” of Matthew 25:46 is eternal becausesisitsare permanent.
It is a punishment that results in their eternattiestion or annihilation.

The only way the punishment of the wickedlddae inflicted eternally
is if God resurrected them with immortal life soaththey would be
indestructible. But according to the Scripture,lyorGod possesses
immortality in Himself (1 Tim 1:17; 6:16). He gisammortality as the
gift of the Gospel (2 Tim 1:10). In the best knotert of the Bible, we are
told that those who do not “believe in him” willédsh pgpoleta],” instead
of receiving “eternal life” (John 3:16). The ultieafate of the lost is
destruction by eternal fire and not punishment t®rral torment. The
notion of the eternal torment of the wicked canyohk defended by
accepting the Greek view of the immortality andesiductibility of the
soul, a concept which we have found to be forexg8dripture.

THE WITNESS OF REVELATION

The theme of the final judgment is central to tlo@lof Revelation,
because it represents God’s way of overcoming gEosition of evil to
Himself and His people. Thus, it is not surpristhgt believers in eternal
hell fire find support for their view in the dran@atimageries of
Revelation’s final judgment. The visions cited topport the view of
everlasting punishment in hell are: (1) the visioh God’'s Wrath in
Revelation 14:9-11, and (2) the vision of the lakdire and of the second
death in Revelation 20:10, 14-15. We briefly exagrthem now.

The Vision of God’'s Wrath

In Revelation 14, John sees three angels annourGogjs final
judgment in language progressively stronger. Thied tangel cries out
with a loud voice: “If any one worships the beasid its image, and
receives a mark on his forehead or on his hand|dweshall drink the wine
of God’s wrath, poured unmixed into the cup of &iger, and he shall be
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tormented with fire and sulphur in the presencisfholy angels and in
the presence of the Lamb. And the smoke of themént goes up for ever
and ever; and they have no rest, day or night,etasrshippers of the
beast and its image, and whoever receives the ofiatk name” (Rev 14:9-
11).

Traditionalists view this passage togethethwiatthew 25:46 as the
two most important texts which support the traditéibdoctrine of hell.
Peterson concludes his analysis of this passagsaping: “I conclude,
therefore, that despite attempts to prove otherwievelation 14:9-11
unequivocally teaches that hell entails eternalscimus torment for the
lost. In fact, if we had only this passage, we lddue obligated to teach
the traditional doctrine of hell on the authorifytiee Word of God *

This dogmatic interpretation of Revelation®41 as proof of a literal,
eternal torment reveals a lack of sensitivity te thighly metaphorical
language of the passage. In his commentarRRevelationJ. P. M. Sweet,
a respected British New Testament scholar, offer®st timely caution in
his comment on this passage: “To ask, ‘what doeglRgon teach, eternal
torment or eternal destruction?’ is to use (or E3Lthe book as a source
of ‘doctrine,” or of information about the futurelohn uses pictures, as
Jesus used parables (cf. Matt 18:32-34; 25:41-#t6)ram home the
unimaginable disaster of rejecting God, and thenaginable blessedness
of union with God, while there is still time to domething about it* It is
unfortunate that this warning is ignored by thodeowhoose to interpret
literally highly figurative passages like the onmelar consideration.

“No Rest, Day or Night”

The phrase “they have no rest, day or night” (R&\11) is interpreted
by traditionalists as descriptive of the eternairient of hell. The phrase,
however, denotes thmontinuityand not thesternal durationof an action.
John uses the same phrase “day and night” to dhestire living creatures
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praising God (Rev 4:8), the martyrs serving Godv(Rel5), Satan
accusing the brethren (Rev 12:10), and the unhalityt being tormented
in the lake of fire (Rev 20:10).

In each case, the thought is the same: ti@namontinues while it lasts.
Harold Guillebaud correctly explains that the pbréathey have no rest,
day or night” (Rev 14:11) “certainly says that #hevill be no break or
intermission in the suffering of the followers dfiet Beast,while it
continues:but in itself it does not say that it will contimdorever.*®

Support for this conclusion is provided by the @safthe phrase “day
and night” in Isaiah 34:10, where Edom'’s fire i goenched “night and
day” and “its smoke shall go up for ever” (Is 34:1The imagery is
designed to convey that Edom’s fire would contiouél it had consumed
all that there was, and then it would go out. Thecome would be
permanent destruction, not everlasting burning.ofifrr generation to
generation it shall lie waste” (Is 34:10).

The Lake of Fire

The last description in the Bible of the final pghminent contains two
highly significant symbolic expressions: (1) th&daof fire, and (2) the
second death (Rev 19:20; 20:10, 15; 21:8). Traufiists attribute
fundamental importance to “lake of fire” because tleem, as stated by
John Walvoord, “the lake of fire is, and it senas a synonym for the
eternal place of torment?

To determine the meaning of “the lake of fire,” meed to examine its
four occurrences in Revelation, the only book im Bible where the phrase
is found. The first reference occurs in Revelati®r?0, where we are told
that the beast and the false prophet “were thrdive ato the lake of fire
that burns with sulphur.” The second referencdoisd in Revelation
20:10, where John describes the outcome of Salastsgreat assault
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against God: “The devil who had deceived them theswn into the lake
of fire and sulphur where the beast and the fatephet were, and they
will be tormented day and night for ever and evegdd’s throwing of the
devil into the lake of fire increases its inhabitafitom two to three.

The third and fourth references are founRéwvelation 20:15 and 21:8,
where all the wicked are also thrown into the lakédire. It is evident that
there is a crescendo as all evil powers, and pesatually experience
the final punishment of the lake of fire.

The fundamental question is whether the t#k&e represents an ever-
burning hell where the wicked are supposed to bednted for all eternity
or whether it symbolizes the permanent destructibrsin and sinners.
Three major considerations lead us to believe that lake of fire
represents the final and complete annihilationviifand evildoers.

First, the beast and the false prophet, whaast alive into the lake of
fire, are two symbolic personages who representactal people but
persecuting civil governments and corrupting faisiégion. Political and
religious systems cannot suffer conscious tormergvier. Thus, for them,
the lake of fire represents complete, irreversdinihilation.

Second, the fact that “Death and Hades wa@vn into the lake of
fire” (Rev 20:14) shows again that the meaning e take of fire is
symbolic, because Death and Hades (the grave)leteaat realities that
cannot be thrown into or consumed with fire. By itmagery of Death and
Hades being thrown into the lake of fire, John dyngifirms the final and
complete destruction of death and the grave. Byddath and resurrection,
Jesus conquered the power of death, but etereatdifinot be experienced
until death is symbolically destroyed in the lakdie and banished from
the universe.

“The Second Death.”
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The third and decisive consideration is the faat the lake of fire is
defined as “the second death:” “The lake of fgr¢hie second death” (Rev
20:14; cf. 21:8).

Since John clearly explains that the lake of firehie second death, it
is crucial for us to understand the meaning of “tkeond death” in New
Testament times. This phrase occurs four timeg mnRevelation. The
first reference is found in Revelation 2:11: “Heomtonquers shall not be
hurt by the second death.” Here “the second deatlifferentiated from
the physical death that every human being expezgerithe implication is
that the saved who receive eternal life, will ngperience eternal death.

The second reference to “the second deattxiredn Revelation 20:6,
in the context of the first resurrection of thenssiat the beginning of the
millennium: “Over such the second death has no pdwkgain, the
implication is that the resurrected saints will motperience the second
death, that is, the punishment of eternal deathipably because they will
be raised to immortal life.

The third and the fourth references are indRdion 20:14 and 21:8,
where the second death is identified with the lakdire into which the
devil, the beast, the false prophet, Death, Haded, all evildoers are
thrown. In these instances, the lake of fire isgdbeond death in the sense
that it accomplishes the eternal death and degiruof sin and sinners.

The Jewish Usage of the Phrase “Second Death”

The meaning of the phrase “second deathtaisfied by its usage in
the Targum, which is the Aramaic translation artdrjpretation of the Old
Testament. In the Targum, the phrase is used dduees to refer to the
final and irreversible death of the wicked. Acdogdto Strack and
Billerbeck, the Targum on Jeremiah 51:39, 57 costan oracle against
Babylon, which says: “They shall die the secondtldend not live in the
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world to come.*® Here the second death is clearly the death fregutom
the final judgment which prevents evildoers frowing in the world to
come.

In his studyThe New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the
Pentateuch,M. McNamara cites the Targums (Aramaic commentafy
Deuteronomy 33:6, Isaiah 22:14 and 65:6, 15 whieeephrase “second
death” is used to describe the ultimate, irrevégsiteath. The Targum on
Deuteronomy 33:6 reads: “Let Reuben live in thigldiand die not in the
second death in which death the wicked die in thedito come.® In the
Targum on Isaiah 22:14, the prophet says: “Thisskiall not be forgiven
till you die the second death, says the Lord ofttidsin both instances,
“the second death” is the ultimate destruction eepeed by the wicked at
the final judgment.

The Targum on Isaiah 65:6 is very close toeRdion 20:14 and 21:8.
It reads: “Their punishment shall be in Gehennare/tiee fire burns all the
day. Behold, it is written before me: ‘I will ngive them respite during
(their) life but will render them the punishment of their traresgions and
will deliver their bodies to the second death.Again, the Targum on
Isaiah 65:15 reads: “And you shall leave your ndorea curse to my
chosen and the Lord God will slay you with the setaeath but his
servants, the righteous, he shall call by a differeame.?” Here, the
second death is explicitly equated with the slayafighe wicked by the
Lord, a clear image of final destruction and noétafrnal torment.

In the light of its usage in Jewish literatuthe phrase “second death”
is used by John to define the nature of the purgsitrin the lake of fire,
namely, a punishment that ultimately results inregk irreversible death.
To interpret the phrase as eternal conscious tdrmemell fire, means to
negate its current usage and the Biblical meanirigeath” as cessation of
life.
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CONCLUSION

Three major observations emerge from the preceekagnination of
the traditional view of hell as the place of arkile everlasting punishment
of the wicked. First, the traditional view of héddirgely depends upon a
dualistic view of human nature, whicaquiresthe eternal survival of the
soul either in heavenly bliss or in hellish tormehVe have found such a
belief to be foreign to the wholistic Biblical vieaf human nature, where
death denotes the cessation of life for the whelsgn.

Second, the traditionalist view rests largatya literal interpretation of
symbolic images such aghennahthe lake of fire, and the second death.
These images do not lend themselves to a litetatgretation because, as
we have seen, they are metaphorical descriptionghef permanent
destruction of evil and evildoers. Incidentallykda are filled with water
and not with fire.

Third, the traditional view fails to providerational explanation for the
justice of God in inflicting endless divine retriilan upon unbelievers for
sins they committed during the space of a shat Trhe doctrine of eternal
conscious torment is incompatible with the Biblicalelation of divine
love and justice. This point is considered shontlyconjunction with the
moral implications of eternal torment.

In conclusion, the traditional view of hellasr more likely to be
accepted during the Middle Ages, when most peapde lunder autocratic
regimes of despotic rulers, who could and did tertand destroy human
beings with impunity. Under such social conditiotiseologians with a
good conscience could attribute to God an unappéasmdictiveness and
insatiable cruelty, which today would be regardedi@monic.

Today, theological ideas are subject to &icak and rational scrutiny
that forbids attributing to God the moral pervergiresupposed by the
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popular belief of the eternal punishment of theawesl. Our sense of
justice requires that the penalty inflicted mustdoenmensurate with the
evil done. This important truth is ignored by thepplar view of hell that
requires eternal punishment for the sins committeen during a short
lifetime.

PART 2

THE ANNIHILATION VIEW OF HELL

Until recent timesthe annihilation view of hell has been regarded by
most Christians as a sectarian belief associatestlynawith my own the
Seventh-day Adventist church. This fact has led ynavangelicals and
Catholics to reject annihilationism a priori, simflecause it was seen as a
“sectarian” Adventist belief and not a traditionphpular Protestant and
Catholic belief.

Tactics of Harassment

The strategy of rejecting a doctrine a priori beseaof its association
with “sectarian” Adventists, is reflected in thectias of harassment
adopted against those evangelical scholars whoeaent times have
rejected the traditional view of hell as eternahsmous torment, and
adopted instead the annihilation view of hell. Tlaetics consist in
defaming such scholars by associating them wittrdils or with sectarians
Adventists.

Respected Canadian theologian Clark Pinnadlesv “It seems that a
new criterion for truth has been discovered whiysghat if Adventists or
liberals hold any view, that view must be wrongpparently a truth claim
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can be decided by its association and does not taclee tested by public
criteria in open debate. Such an argument, thowggess in intelligent
discussion, can be effective with the ignorant ware fooled by such
rhetoric.”®®

Despite the tactics of harassment, the aiatibm view of hell is
gaining ground among evangelicals. The public eseloent of this view
by John R. W. Stott, a highly respected Britishotbgian and popular
preacher, is certainly encouraging this trend. @alndelicious piece of
irony,” writes Pinnock, “this is creating a measwtk accreditation by
association, countering the same tactics used stgainlt has become all
but impossible to claim that only heretics and Heaetics [like Seventh-
day Adventists] hold the position, though | am sgmme will dismiss
Stott’s orthodoxy precisely on this grourtd.”

John Stott expresses anxiety over the digisansequences of his new
views in the evangelical community, where he i®@owned leader. He
writes: “I am hesitant to have written these thingartly because | have
great respect for long-standing tradition whichimk to be a true
interpretation of Scripture, and do not lightly detaside, and partly
because the unity of the worldwide evangelical comity has always
meant much to me. But the issue is too importardetcsuppressed, and |
am grateful to you [David Edwards] for challenginge to declare my
present mind. . . . | do plead for frank dialogmeoag evangelicals on the
basis of Scripture®

An Appeal to Take a Fresh Look at Hell

Emotional and Biblical reasons have causduh Riott to abandon the
traditional view of hell and adopt the annihilatistew. Stott writes:
“Emotionally, | find the concept [of eternal tornigmtolerable and do not
understand how people can live with it without eitlcauterizing their
feelings or cracking under the strain. But our goms are a fluctuating,
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unreliable guide to truth and must not be exaltethe place of supreme
authority in determining it. As a committed Evalicg, my question must
be—and is—not what my heart tells me, but what déed’s Word say?
And in order to answer this question, we need tovesuthe Biblical
material afresh and to open our minds (not justhaarts) to the possibility
that Scripture points in the direction of annilidaism, and that ‘eternal
conscious torment’ is a tradition which has to ¢igb the supreme
authority of Scripture

In response to Stott’s plea to take a fresik lat the Biblical teaching
on the final punishment, we briefly examine thenegs of the Old and the
New Testament by considering the following poin{s) death as the
punishment of sin, (2) the language of destructi¢) the moral
implications of eternal torment, (4) the judiciahplications of eternal
torment, and (5) the cosmological implications tefreal torment.

DEATH AS THE PUNISHMENT OF SIN

“The Wages of Sin Is Death”

A logical starting point for our investigatiois the fundamental
principle laid down in both Testaments: “The sddttsins shall die” (Ezek
18:4, 20); “The wages of sin is death” (Rom 6:23)e punishment of sin,
of course, comprises not only the first death whadhexperience as a
result of Adam’s sin, but also what the Bible cdlie second death (Rev
20:14; 21:8), which, as we have seen, is the fiitagversible death
experienced by impenitent sinners. This basic piedells us at the outset
that the ultimate wages of sin is not eternal tartnleut permanent death.

Death in the Bible, as noted in chapter 3héscessation of life not the
separation of the soul from the body. Thus, theigiument of sin is the
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cessation of life. Death, as we know it, would iedlée the cessation of
our existence were it not for the fact of the resction (1 Cor 15:18). lItis

the resurrection that turns death into a sleepy tveing the final end of life

into being a temporary sleep. But there is no restion from the second
death. It is the final cessation of life.

This fundamental truth was taught in the @kstament, especially
through the sacrificial system. The penalty for ¢lnavest sin was always
and only the death of the substitute victim andenevprolonged torture or
imprisonment of the victim. James Dunn perceptiv@bgerves that “The
manner in which the sin offering dealt with sin wag its death. The
sacrificial animal, identified with the offerer mis sin, had to be destroyed
in order to destroy the sin which it embodi€dTo put it differently, the
consummation of the sin offering typified in a detra way the ultimate
destruction of sin and sinners.

The separation that occurred on the Day of Atonement between
genuine and false Israelites typifies the sepanati@at will occur at the
Second Advent. Jesus compared this separatioretorté that takes place
at harvest time between the wheat and the tarese $ine tares were sown
among the good wheat, which represents “the somiseokingdom” (Matt
13:38), it is evident that Jesus had His churcimind. Wheat and tares,
genuine and false believers, will coexist in tharch until His coming. At
that time, the drastic separation typified by thayDof Atonement will
occur. Evildoers will be thrown “into the furnacd &re,” and the
“righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdorh their Father” (Matt
13:42-43).

Jesus’ parables and the ritual of the Dagjtohement teach the same
important truth: False and genuine Christians gakxist until His coming.
But at the Advent judgment a permanent separatamurs when sin and
sinners will be eradicated forever and a new wailtlbe established.
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THE LANGUAGE OF DESTRUCTION IN THE BIBLE

The most compelling reason for believingha annihilation of the lost
at the final judgment is the rich vocabulary anddmry of “destruction”
often used in the Old and New Testaments to desdtie fate of the
wicked.

The Language of Destruction in the Old Testament

The writers of the Old Testament seem to lemusted the resources
of the Hebrew language at their command to affidne tcomplete
destruction of impenitent sinners. According to iBAtkinson 28 Hebrew
nouns and 23 verbs are generally translated“dd&inicor “to destroy” in
our English Bible. Approximately half of these werare used to describe
the final destruction of the wickédl. A detailed listing of all the
occurrences would take us beyond the limited soblkis chapter, beside
proving to be repetitious to most readers. Intedkseaders can find an
extensive analysis of such texts in the studiesBhgil Atkinson and
Edward Fudge. Only a sampling of significant $eette considered here.

Several Psalms describe the final destmictid the wicked with
dramatic imagery (Ps 1:3-6; 2:9-12; 11:1-7; 34:8-32:6-10; 69:22-28;
145:17, 20). In Psalm 37, for example, we read ttewicked “will soon
fade like grass(v. 2), “they shall becut off. . . and willbe no mor& (vv.
9-10), they will ‘perish . . . like smoke thewanish away (v. 20),
“transgressors shall be altogettdsstroyet! (v. 38). Psalm 1, loved and
memorized by many, contrasts the way of the rigidewith that of the
wicked. Of the latter it says that “the wicked lshaot stand in the
judgment” (v. 5). They will be “like chaff whiclhé wind drives away” (v.
4). “The way of the wicked wilperisi (v. 6). Again, in Psalm 145, David
affirms: “The Lord preserves all who love him; ailt the wicked he will
destroy (v. 20). This sampling of references, on the ffidestruction of the
wicked is in complete harmony with the teachinghaf rest of Scripture.

189



The Destruction of the Day of the Lord

The prophets frequently announce the ultimate destn of the
wicked in conjunction with the eschatological Dafythe Lord. In his
opening chapter, Isaiah proclaims that “rebels aithers shall be
destroyed togetheand those who forsake the Lord shalldo@sumet(ls
1:28). The picture here is one of total destruxte picture that is further
developed by the imagery of people burning liked¢inwith no one to
guench the fire: “The strong shall become tow, hisdwork a spark, and
both shall burn together, with none to quench th@e1:31).

We noted earlier that in the last page of @id Testament English
Bible, we find a most colorful description of thentrast between the final
destiny of believers and unbelievers. For the kehe who fear the Lord,
“the sun of righteousness shall rise, with healmgs wings” (Mal 4:2).
But for unbelievers the Day of the Lord “comes, ring like an oven,
when all the arrogant and all the evildoers will digbble; the day that
comesshall burn them upsays the Lord of host, so thawill leave them
neither root nor branch(Mal 4:1).

The message conveyed by these symbolic imagelear. While the
righteous rejoice in God’'s salvation, the wickede aonsumed like
“stubble,” so that no “root or branch” is left. i§hs clearly a picture of
total consumption by destroying fire, and not ofieternal torment. This
is the Old Testament picture of the fate of thekett; total and permanent
destruction and not eternal torment.

Jesus and the Language of Destruction

The New Testament follows closely the Old Testamerdescribing
the fate of the wicked with words and pictures dingpdestruction. The
most common Greek words are the vapollumi(to destroy) and the noun
apoleia(destruction). In addition, numerous graphic titagons from both
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inanimate and animate life are used to portrayfithe destruction of the
wicked.

Jesus used several figures from inanimate tlif portray the utter
destruction of the wicked. He compared it to thiéofving: weeds that are
bound in bundles to bleurned (Matt 13:30, 40), bad fish that terown
away (Matt 13:48), harmful plants that amoted up(Matt 15:13), fruitless
trees that areut down(Luke 13:7), and withered branches thattarmed
(John 15:6).

Jesus also used illustrations frooman lifeto portray the doom of the
wicked. He compared it to: unfaithful tenants whe destroyed(Luke
20:16), an evil servant who will it in piecegMatt 24:51), the Galileans
who perished(Luke 13:2-3), the eighteen persocreishedby Siloam'’s
tower (Luke 13:4-5), the antediluviardestroyedby the flood (Luke
17:27), the people of Sodom and Gomoraktroyed by firdLuke 17:29),
and the rebellious servants who wetain at the return of their master
(Luke 19:14, 27).

All of these figures denote capital punishimeither individually or
collectively. They signify violent death, precedbg greater or lesser
suffering. The illustrations employed by the Sawiery graphically depict
the ultimatedestructionor dissolutionof the wicked. Jesus asked: “When
the lord therefore of the vineyard cometh, whatl Wwi¢ do unto those
husbandmen?” (Matt 21:40). And the people respdndéle will
miserablydestroy[apollumi those wicked men” (Matt 21:41).

Jesus taught the final destruction of thekedc not only through
illustrations, but also through explicit pronoun@ms. For example, He
said: “Do not fear those who can kill the body lbanhnot kill the soul;
rather fear him [God] who catlestroy both soul and body in He(Matt
10:28). John Stott rightly remarks: “If to kill te deprive the body of life,
hell would seem to be the deprivation of both ptgisand spiritual life,
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that is, an extinction of beind® In our study of this text in chapter 3 we
noted that Christ did not consider hell a the plafceternal torment, but of
permanent destruction of the whole being, soullzody.

Often Jesus contrasted eternal life with ldemt destruction. “I give
them eternal life, and they shall neygarisi' (John 10:28). “Enter by the
narrow gate; for the gate is wide and the way asyethat leads to
destruction and those who enter it are many. For the gatariow and the
way is hard that leads to life, and those who firade few” (Matt 7:13-14).
Here we have a simple contrast between life anthdeghere is no ground
in Scripture for twisting the word “perish” or “desction” to mean
everlasting torment.

Earlier we noted that seven times Christ ubedimagery ofgehenna
to describe the destruction of the wicked in hkll.reviewing Christ’s
allusions to hellgehennawe found that none of them indicates that fell
a place of unending torment. What is eternal oruenghable is not the
punishment but the fire which, as the case of SodnthGomorra, causes
the complete and permanent destruction of the wlickecondition that
lasts forever. The fire is unquenchable becausanibot be quenched until
it has consumed all the combustible material.

Paul and the Language of Destruction

The language of destruction is used frequently dgothe New
Testament writers to describe the doom of the vdck8peaking of the
“enemies of the cross,” Paul says that “their endesstruction[apoleid”
(Phil 3:19). In concluding his letter to the Gaas, Paul warns that “The
one who sows to please his sinful nature, from thature will reap
destruction[phthord; the one who sows to please the Spirit, from that
Spirit will reap eternal life” (Gal 6:8, NIV). ThBay of the Lord will come
unexpectedly, “like a thief in the night, . . . theuddendestruction
[olethrog will come upon them [the wicked]” (1 Thess 5:2-3t Christ's

192



coming, the wicked “shall suffer the punishmentebdérnal destruction

[olethro}” (2 Thess 1:9). We noted earlier that the desinac of the

wicked cannot be eternal in its duration becaugedifficult to imagine an
eternal inconclusive process of destruction. DeSton presupposes
annihilation.

In view of the final destiny awaiting beliegeand unbelievers, Paul
often speaks of the former as “those who are b&gvgd—hoi sozomenpi
and of the latter as “those who are perishingetfapollumendi’ (1 Cor
1:18; 2 Cor 2:15; 4:3; 2 Thess 2:10). This commbaracterization is
indicative of Paul's understanding of the destifyiobelievers as ultimate
destruction and not eternal torment.

Peter and the Language of Destruction

Peter, like Paul, uses the language of destruttigportray the fate of
the unsaved. He speaks of false teachers whotlgebring in heresies
and who bring upon themselves “swidestruction (2 Pet 2:1). Peter
compares their destruction to that of the anciesridhvby the Flood and the
cities of Sodom and Gomorrah which were burnedstesa (2 Pet 2:5-6).
God “condemned them textinctionand made them an example to them
who were to be ungodly” (2 Pet 2:6). Here Peteaestanequivocally that
the extinction by fire of Sodom and Gomorrah sela&sn example of the
fate of the lost.

Peter alludes again to the fate of the losenwhe says that God is
“forbearing toward you, not wishing that any shoplerish, but that all
should reach repentance” (2 Pet 3:9). Peter's rdties between
repentance or perishing remind us of Christ's wagni'unless you repent
you will all likewise perisiH (Luke 13:3). The latter will occur at the
coming of the Lord when “the elements will be dised with fire, and the
earth and the works that are upon it willthgned up (2 Pet 3:10). Such a
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graphic description of the destruction of the eamtld evildoers by fire
hardly allows for the unending torment of hell.

Other Allusions to the Final Destruction of the Widked

Several other allusions in the New Testament imgilg final
destruction of the lost. We briefly refer to sonfigheem here. The author of
Hebrews warns repeatedly against apostasy or @fbeAnyone who
deliberately keeps on sinning “after receiving knewledge of the truth,”
faces “a fearful prospect of judgment, and a fufyfice which will
consumethe adversaries” (Heb 10:27). The author expfligtates that
those who persist in sinning against God ultimatekperience the
judgment of a raging fire that wilconsuméthem. Note that the function
of the fire is to consume sinners, not to torméeit for all eternity. This
truth is reiterated consistently throughout thel&ib

Jude is strikingly similar to 2 Peter in liescription of the fate of
unbelievers. Like Peter, Jude points to the destmicof Sodom and
Gomorrah “as an example of those who suffergheishment of eternal
fire” (Jude 7, NIV). We noted earlier that the fire ttlikestroyed the two
cities is eternal, not because of digration but because of itfsermanent
results

We noted earlier that the language of destmids present, especially
in the book of Revelation, because it representd'3oay of overcoming
the opposition of evil to Himself and His peopla. text not mentioned
earlier is Revelation 11:18, where at the sounaihthe seventh trumpet
John hears the 24 elders saying: “The time has donjadging the dead .

. and fordestroyingthose who destroy the earth.” Here, again, the
outcome of the final judgment is not condemnatioreternal torment in
hell, but destruction and annihilation. God isesevbut just. He does not
delight in the death of the wicked, let alone imtudng them for all
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eternity. Ultimately, He will punish all evildoebut the punishment will
result in their eternal extinction, not eternahtent.

This is the fundamental difference betweesn Biblical view of final
punishment as utter extinction and the traditiopalular view of hell as
unending torment and torture. The language of detstm and the imagery
of fire that we have found throughout the Bibleaclg suggests that the
final punishment of the wicked is permanent extorctand not unending
torment in hell. In the light of this compellingtBical witness, | join Clark
Pinnock in stating: “l sincerely hope that traduaists will stop saying
that there is no Biblical basis for this view [dmifation] when there is such
a strong basis for it®

THE MORAL IMPLICATIONS OF ETERNAL TORMENT

The traditional view of hell is being challengediay not only on the
basis of the language of destruction and the inyagkthe consuming fire
we find the Bible but also for moral, judicial, andosmological
considerations. To these we must now turn our tidienLet us consider,
first, the moral implications of the traditionalew of hell which depicts
God as a cruel torturer who torments the wickedughout all eternity.

Does God Have Two Faces?

How can the view of hell that turns God into a trgadistic torturer
for all eternity be legitimately reconciled withetmature of God revealed
in and through Jesus Christ? Does God have twaPaseHe boundlessly
merciful on one side and insatiably cruel on theed? Can God love
sinners so much as He sent His beloved Son to tbeve, and yet hate
impenitent sinners so much that He subjects thenurtending cruel
torment? Can we legitimately praise God for Hisdjress, if He torments
sinners throughout the ages of eternity?
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Of course, it is not our business to criczod, but God has given us a
conscience to enable us to formulate moral judgme@an the moral
intuition God has implanted within our consciengesify the insatiable
cruelty of a deity who subjects sinners to unendiognent? Clark
Pinnock answers this question in a most eloqueny: Wahere is a
powerful moral revulsion against the traditionactlime of the nature of
hell. Everlasting torture is intolerable from analgpoint of view because
it pictures God acting like a bloodthirsty monstgho maintains an
everlasting Auschwitz for His enemies whom He doeseven allow to
die. How can one love a God like that? | suppmse might be afraid of
Him, but could we love and respect Him? Would wantto strive to be
like Him in this mercilessness? Surely the ideawérlasting, conscious
torment raises the problem of evil to impossiblights.™*

John Hick expresses the same concern: “Téee afl bodies burning for
ever and continuously suffering the intense painthifd-degree burns
without either being consumed or losing consciosisnie as scientifically
fantastic as it is morally revolting. . . . The tight of such a torment being
deliberately inflicted by divine decree is totalhcompatible with the idea
of God as infinite love®

Hell and the Inquisition

One wonders if the belief in hell as a place whaoal will eternally
burn sinners with fire and sulphur may not haveiiesl the Inquisition to
imprison, torture, and eventually burn at the stedeealled “heretics” who
refused to accept the traditional teachings of dherch. Church history
books generally do not establish a connection bmtvbke two, evidently
because inquisitors did not justify their actiontba basis of their belief in
hellfire for the wicked.

But, one wonders, what inspired popes, bishahurch councils,
Dominican and Franciscan monks, Christian kings fawiicces to torture
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and exterminate dissident Christians like the Adbiges, Waldenses, and
Huguenots? What influenced, for example, Calvin &isl Geneva City
Council to burn Servetus (a Spanish scientist whscodered the
circulation of the blood) at the stake for pergigtin his anti-Trinitarian
beliefs?

A reading of the condemnation of Servetusadson October 26, 1553,
by the Geneva City Council suggests to me thateti@alvinistic zealots
believed, like the Catholic inquisitors, that thead the right to burn
heretics in the same way God will burn them latehell. The sentence
reads: “We condemn thee, Michael Servetus, to hmdhoand led to the
place of Champel, there to be fastened to a statebarnt alive, together
with thy book, . . . even till thy body be redudedashes; and thus shalt
thou finish thy days to furnish an example to aheho might wish to
commit the like.?®

On the following day, after Servetus refused tofess to be guilty of
heresy, “the executioner fastens him by iron chamshe stake amidst
fagots, puts a crown of leaves covered with sulgmuhis head, and binds
his book by his side. The sight of the flaming toextorts from him a
piercing shriek of ‘misericordia’ [mercy] in his tie tongue. The
spectators fall back with a shudder. The flamesnsmeach him and
consume his mortal frame in the forty-fourth yefhis fitful life.”*

Philip Schaff, a renowned church historian, conekithis account of
the execution of Servetus, by saying: “The cons®eand piety of that age
approved of the execution, and left little room fitve emotions of
compassion® It is hard to believe that not only Catholics,t lmven
devout Calvinists would approve and watch emotisiiethe burning of a
Spanish physician who had made significant contiobs to medical
science simply because he could not accept theigiaf Christ.
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The best explanation | can find for the cam&tion of the Christian
moral conscience of the time, is the gruesome mEstand accounts of
hellfire to which Christians constantly were exmhs8uch a vision of hell
provided the moral justification to imitate God bwrning heretics with
temporal fire in view of the eternal fire that ateai them at the hands of
God.

It is impossible to estimate the far-reachimgact that the doctrine of
unending hellfire has had throughout the centuriepistifying religious
intolerance, torture, and the burning of “heretic§.he rationale is simple:
If God is going to burn heretics in hell for alkatity, why shouldn’t the
church burn them to death now? The practical icapions and
applications of the doctrine of literal eternal Ified are frightening.
Traditionalists must ponder these sobering fagti$er all, Jesus said: “By
their fruits ye shall know them” (Matt 7:20, KIJVAnd the fruits of the
doctrine of hellfire are frightening bad.

Attempts to Make Hell More Tolerable

It is not surprising that during the course of drigtthere have been
various attempts to make hell less hellish. Augesihvented purgatory to
reduce the population of hell. Some Protestantltigggms today such as
Hendrikus Berkof and Zachary J. Hayes, are progosipurgatorial view
of hell, similar to the Catholic doctrine of Purgat After a period of
punishment in hell, each inmate will become sudfitly purified to be
accepted into Heavén.

Others have tried to take the fire out of bgl replacing the physical
torment of hell with a more endurable mental tortneAt the General
Audience of Wednesday, 28 July 1999, John Pautplagned that hell is
not a physical place but “the state of those wieelfr and definitively
separate themselves from God.” He denied thatibedl place of fiery
torment and described it rather as “the pain, fatisth and emptiness of
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life without God.®" Surprisingly the Pope’s statement clearly contiadi

the newCatechism of the Catholic Churalthich clearly states: “The souls
of those who die in a state of mortal sin descend hell, where they

suffer the punishment of hell, ‘eternal fire.” @35).

Like John Paul 1l, Billy Graham believes that ‘lheksentially is
separation from God forever. And that is the wadt that | can think of.
But | think people have a hard time believing Gegoing to allow people
to burn in literal fire forever. | think the firdat is mentioned in the Bible
is a burning thirst for God that can never be ghed&®

In an interview with Richard Ostling dfime magazine, Billy Graham
stated: “The only thing | could say for sure istthall means separation
from God. We are separated from his light, from fleléowship. That is
going to be hell. When it comes to a literal firglon’t preach it because
I’'m not sure about it. When the Scripture uses ¢wacerning hell, that is
possibly an illustration of how terrible it's gointp be—not fire but
something worse—a thirst for God that cannot bergied® If the fire of
hell is “a burning thirst for God that can never dpgenched,” then the
wicked should not be in hell in the first placeowican God consign to
hell people who have a burning thirst for Him?

These creative attempts to lower the pairtigabof hell, by reducing
it from a physical condition to a psychologicaltstadoes not substantially
change its nature, since it still remains a plateumending torment.
Ultimately, any doctrine of hell must pass the mdest of the human
conscience, and the doctrine of literal unendingnémt, whether physical
or psychological, cannot pass such a test. Aratibilism, on the other
hand, can pass the test for two reasons. Firsipés not view hell as
everlasting torture but permanent extinction of thieked. Second, it
recognizes that God respects the freedom of thde clioose not to be
saved.
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Our age desperately needs to learn the fe@od, and this is one
reason for preaching on the final judgment and ghunent. We need to
warn people that those who reject Christ’'s priregpbf life and His
provision of salvation ultimately will experiencefearful judgment and
“suffer the punishment of eternal destruction” (&%s 1:9). A recovery of
the Biblical view of the final punishment will loes the preachers’
tongues, since they can proclaim the great alteméietween eternal life
and permanent destruction without fear of portrgyiGod as a
monster.

THE JUDICIAL IMPLICATIONS OF ETERNAL TORMENT

The traditional, popular view of hell is challengediay also on the
basis of the Biblical vision of justice. As Johtotb concisely and clearly
puts it: “Fundamental to it [justice] is the beltbkt God will judge people
‘according to what they [have] done’ (e.g., Rev12); which implies that
the penalty inflicted will be commensurate with tleeil done. This
principle had been applied in the Jewish law courtshich penalties were
limited to an exact retribution, ‘life for life, eyfor an eye, tooth for tooth,
hand for hand, foot for foot’ (e. g., Ex 21:23-28Jould there not, then, be
a serious disproportion between sins consciousiynaitted in time and
torment consciously experienced throughout etePnitydo not minimize
the gravity of sin as rebellion against God oura@e but | question
whether ‘eternal conscious torment’ is compatiblithwthe Biblical
revelation of divine justice’

It is difficult for us to imagine what kind of rebious lifestyle could
deserve the ultimate punishment of everlastingsciouns torment in hell.
As John Hick puts it, “Justice could never demand finite sins the
infinite penalty of eternal pain; such unendingrent could never serve
any positive or reformative purpose precisely beeatinever ends; and it
renders any coherent Christian theodicy [that lie tefense of God'’s
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goodness in view of the presence of evil] imposshy giving the evils of
sin and suffering an eternal lodgment within Gamsation.”*

Unlimited Retaliation is Unknown to the Bible

The notion of unlimited retaliation is unknowo the Bible. The
Mosaic legislation placed a limit on the punishmiat could be inflicted
for various kinds of harm received. Jesus placedwen greater limit:
“You have heard that it was said . . . But | saytw” (Matt 5:38-39).
Under the ethics of the Gospel, it is impossiblgustify the traditional
view of eternal, conscious torment because suchurasipment would
create a serious disproportion between the simandtied during a
lifetime and the resulting punishment lasting fihegernity.

Part of the problem is that as human beingscannot conceptualize
how long eternal torment really is. We measuredilmation of human life
in terms of 60, 70, and in few cases 80 years.dBeitnal torment means
that after sinners have agonized in hell for aiamillyears, their punishment
has hardly began. Such a concept is beyond hunmaprebension.

Some reason that if the wicked were to beghaad by annihilation, “it
would be a happy relief from punishment and theeefto punishment at
all.”" Such reasoning is appalling, to say the leagmyties that the only
just punishment that God can inflict upon the umiégus is the one that
will torment them eternally. It is hard to belietieat divine justice can be
satisfied only by inflicting a punishment of etdrt@ment.

The human sense of justice regards the ¢emtalty as the most severe
form of punishment that can be imposed for camfdnses. There is no
reason to believe that the divine sense of justizauld be more exacting
by demanding more than the actual annihilatiorhefunrighteous. This is
not a denial of the principle of degrees of accahbifity which, as we shall
see, determines the “gradation” of the sufferinghaf lost. The punitive
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suffering, however, will not last forever; it wilterminate with the
annihilation of the lost.

Gradation of the Punishment

Extinction does not exclude the possibility of degg of punishment.
The principle of degrees of accountability basedttmn light received is
taught by Christ in several places. In Matthew21122, Christ says:
“Woe to you, Chorazin! woe to you, Bethsaida! ifothe mighty works
done in you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, theyldvhave repented
long ago in sackcloth and ashes. But | tell yoshall be more tolerable
on the day of judgment for Tyre and Sidon thanyfou” (cf. Luke 12:47-
48). The inhabitants of Tyre and Sidon will beatezl more leniently in the
final judgment than those of Bethsaida, becausey thad fewer
opportunities to understand the will of God forithiwes.

Christ alludes to the same principle in tlaeaple of the Faithful and
Unfaithful Servants: “And that servant who knew master’s will, but did
not make ready or act according to his will, sihetleive a severe beating.
But he who did not know, and did what deservedaibg, shall receive a
light beating. Every one to whom much is given,hah will much be
required; and of him to whom men commit much thelf demand the
more” (Luke 12:47-48). In the final judgment, kaperson will be
measured, not against the same standard, but ag@&@nswn response to
the light received (see Ezek 3:18-21; 18:2-32; LARe34; John 15:22; 1
Tim 1:13; James 4:17).

Millions of persons have lived and are liyinoday without the
knowledge of Christ as God’'s supreme revelationrmedns of salvation.
These people may find salvation on account of ttresting response to
what they know of God. It is for God to determim@v much of His will is
disclosed to any person through any particulagiahi.
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In Romans 2, Paul explains that “when Gesitildno have not the law
do by nature what the law requires, they are atlathemselves, even
though they do not have the law. They show thatvite law requires is
written on their hearts, while their conscienceodigars witness and their
conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse thanthat day when,
according to my gospel, God judges the secretsef by Christ Jesus”
(vv. 14-16).

It is because God has written certain bagicahmprinciples into every
human conscience that every person can be heldiatatne—“without
excuse” (Rom 1:20)—in the final judgment. A plaassurprise will be to
meet among the redeemed “heathen” who never leaahedt the Good
News of salvation through human agents. Yet thdlynet perish because
they simply followed the light of their conscience.

THE COSMOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS OF ETERNAL
TORMENT

A final objection to the traditional view bkll is thateternal torment
presupposes an eternal existence of a cosmic nuali¢eaven and hell,
happiness and pain, good and evil would continueexgst forever
alongside each other. It is impossible to recentllis view with the
prophetic vision of the new world in which thereabhbe no more
“mourning nor crying nor pain any more, for therf@r things have passed
away” (Rev 21:4). How could crying and pain begfiiten if the agony
and anguish of the lost were at sight distancé) &ése parable of the Rich
Man and Lazarus (Luke 16:19-31)?

The presence of countless millions foreveffesing excruciating
torment, even if it were in the camp of the unsawalld only serve to
destroy the peace and happiness of the new wdrlte new creation
would turn out to be flawed from day one, sincenseins would remain an
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eternal reality in God’'s universe and God woulderelye “everything to
every one” (1 Cor 15:28).

The purpose of the plan of salvation is udiiely to eradicate the
presence of sin and sinners from this world. trily if sinners, Satan, and
the devils ultimately are consumed in the lakei &nd experience the
extinction of the second death, that we truly cay $hat Christ's
redemptive mission has been an unqualified victory.

Summing up, we can say that from a cosmobgoerspective the
traditional view of hell perpetrates a cosmic dsmlithat contradicts the
prophetic vision of the new world where the pregeoftsin and sinners is
forever passed away (Rev 21:4).

CONCLUSION

The traditional and popular view of hell asreal torment grew out of
the Greek dualistic view of human nature, consigstha mortal body and
immortal soul. William Temple, Archibishop of Carttery (1942-1944),
rightly acknowledges that “If men had not importdte Greek and
unbiblical notion of the natural indestructibilitf the individual soul, and
then read the New Testament with that already air timinds, they would
have drawn from the New Testament a belief, na\vierlasting torment,
but in annihilation. It is the fire that is calleg@onian[everlasting], not the
life cast into it.”

For the past 150 years Seventh-day Adventigt® been critized for
teaching this important biblical truth, namely, tthreellfire in the Bible,
does not torment the lost eternally, but consureentpermanently. Today,
it is encouraging to see that respected scholadschorch leaders like
Archibishop William Temple, acknowledging that tAdventist belief in
the annihilation of the lost, is biblically corredthey are supporting the
Adventist belief by challenging and abandoning plogular belief in hell
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as eternal torment, on the basis of Biblical, morjidicial, and
cosmological considerations.

Biblically, eternal torment negates the fuméatal principle that the
ultimate wages of sin is death, cessation of Hfieql not eternal torment.
Furthermore, the rich imagery and language of destm used throughout
the Bible to portray the fate of the wicked cleargicate that their final
punishment results in annihilation and not eteroahscious torment.

Morally, the doctrine of eternal conscioosient is incompatible with
the Biblical revelation of divine love and justic&he moral intuition God
has implanted within our consciences cannot judtify insatiable cruelty
of a God who subjects sinners to unending tormeé&hish a God is like a
bloodthirsty monster and not like the loving Fathmrealed to us by Jesus
Christ.

Judicially, the doctrine of eternal tormest inconsistent with the
Biblical vision of justice, which requires the pégainflicted to be
commensurate with the evil done. The notion of rartiéd retaliation is
unknown to the Bible. Justice could never demarmkmalty of eternal
pain for sins committed during a mere human lifetirspecially since
such punishment accomplishes no reformatory purpose

Cosmologically, the doctrine of eternal tonneerpetuates a cosmic
dualism that contradicts the prophetic vision af tiew world, free from
the presence of sin and sinners. If agonizingesginvere to remain an
eternal reality in God’s new universe, then it iyabuld be said that there
shall be no more “mourning nor crying nor pain angre, for the former
things have passed away” (Rev 21:4).

We began this chapter by asking: Does théeBibpport the popular
belief that impenitent sinners suffer the conscipusishment of hellfire in
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body and soul for all eternity? Our careful invgation of the relevant
Biblical texts has shown that this popular viewkkabiblical support.

The Bible teaches that the wicked will beurescted for the purpose of
divine judgment. This will involve a permanent elgion from God’'s
presence into a place where there will be “weeping) grinding of teeth.”
After a period of conscious suffering as individyalequired by divine
justice, the wicked will be consumed with no hople restoration or
recovery. The ultimate restoration of believersd ahe extinction of
sinners from this world will prove that Christ’sdemptive mission has
been an unqualified victory. Christ’'s victory meahat “the former things
have passed away” (Rev 21:4), and only light, Ipeace, and harmony
will prevail throughout the ceaseless ages of é@tern
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Chapter 5
‘PURGATORY”

- EiZome— e, e el T N ———

During the five years | studied at the PontificaleGorian

University in Rome from 1969 to 1974, occasiondliyorked as a tourist
guide. One of the sites | liked to show to touristgalledLa Scala Santa
or The Holy Stairswhich consists of 28 marble steps, protected bgden
boards. It is located opposite the Basilica of Gavanni Laterano.

According to Catholic tradition, theais§ were part of the
praetorium of Pilate in Jerusalem, which Jesus ascended glunis
Passion. Medieval legends claim tfdte Holy Stairswere brought from
Jerusalem to Rome about 326 by Helena, mother n$t@ntine the Great.

Devout pilgrims are eager to asc&hd Holy Stairon their knees,
reciting prescribed prayers, because they are pmamito receive
indulgences for themselves and their loved onespumgatory. On
September 2, 1817 Pope Pius VIl granted to pilgassending the stairs
in the prescribed manner, an indulgence of ninesya every step. An
indulgence is the remission or limited release frothe temporal
punishment believers must suffer in this life or purgatory for venial
(minor, forgivable) sins they have committed.

One day | took to thEhe Holy Stairsan inquisitive American
tourist, who bombarded me with probative questidvisen we entered the
Holy Stairs the Passionist Father caring for the shrine, geva small card
with the picture of thédoly Stairson the one side, and the instructions on
how to receive nine years of indulgence per stetherther side.
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After reading about the nine years mdulgence per step, the
American tourist asked the Passionist Priest: ‘Séle&ather, could you
explain to me what will happen if | ascend thely Stairsin the prescribed
manner four times, earning a total of 1008 yearsdidilgences, but | need
only for 500 years of indulgence to transit fronrgaiory to paradise?
What is God going to do with the 508 extra yeardnolulgence that |
worked for?” The priest responded in a pastoraimea, saying: “My son,
do not worry about the extra indulgences, because v@dll automatically
apply them to your relatives in purgatory.”

This experience illustrates how ther fe& purgatory motivates
pious Catholics to undertake pilgrimages to “hohyirges,” to perform
disciplines like ascending théloly Stairs, fasting, alms giving, the
recitation of prayers for the dead, and even tofpaynemorial masses, all
in the hope of shortening the temporal punishmentpurgatory for
themselves and/or their loved ones.

The Experience of Luther

When Luther was sent to Rome in thé 6fal510 to resolve some
disciplinary reforms of the Augustinian conventsGermany, he wished
that his parents were dead that he might help thetof purgatory, by
celebrating the Mass at the St. John Lateran basikcross the street, and
by ascending the famoukloly Stairs. However, the results of that
experience proved to be totally different.

‘He ascended on bended knees the twenty-eight stiepke
famous Scala Santa . . . that he might securenthégence attached to this
ascetic performance since the days of Pope Lea B50D, but at every step
the word of Scripture sounded as a significantgstoin his ear: ‘The just
shall live by faith’ (Rom 1:17)* Upon hearing these words, according to
Luther’s son, Paul, he realized the inconsisteriaylat he was doing with
the words he had just heard. So he got up, turrechd, an walked down
the stairs.

Later toward the end of 1512, Luthesisiked Romans 1:17, while
preparing his lectures on the book of Romans. ldd egain: “For in it the
righteousness of God is revealed through faithdith; as it is written, ‘He
who through faith is righteous shall live” (Rom1¥). This text became
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for Luther “a gate to Paradise,” because it lifiagtay the oppressive
burden of having to prove himself worthy to God. Anspeakable joy
flooded his heart.

With his newfound peace, Luther coutdlonger tolerate the crass
abuses of the church, personified by the notors@alssman Johan Tetzel, a
Dominican friar commissioned to sell indulgence$uiad the construction
of St. Peter in Rome. His sales pitch includeditifieemous ditty: “As soon
as the coin in the coffer rings, the soul from @iogy springs.”

Luther blasted this ditty expresslyseveral of his 95 Theses that
were nailed to the door of the Castle Church int&ktberg on October 31,
1517: “27. They preach only human doctrines whotkat as soon as the
money clinks into the money chest, the soul fliesal purgatory. 28. It is
certain that when money clinks in the money chgrgted and avarice can
be increased; but when the church intercedes,ethdtris in the hands of
God alone?

Luther’s challenge of the Doctrine of Purgatory vias first shot
across the bow that marked the beginning of themReition. At that early
stage, however, Luther opposed primarily the abo$dhkis doctrine, not
the doctrine per se. Later, however, the doctrinpungatory was openly
rejected by Luther and other Reformers “who taudlgat the souls are freed
from sin by faith in Christ alone without any worled therefore, if saved,
go straight to heaven.”

Of all the Catholic teachings, the dioet of purgatory offers the
clearest understanding of the Catholic systemlofan as alispensation
of her church. To understand how the system wavksneed to consider a
cluster of related beliefs such as the treasumnefits, prayers to and for
the dead, and indulgences for the dead.

Objectives of this Chapter

This chapter examines the popular belief in punyatby
considering several significant components of tlustrine. Our procedure
is first to define the Catholic arguments for puogg and then to present a
biblical response to such arguments. This is thdineuof the topics
examined in this chapter.
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1) The Catholic Doctrine of Purgatory.
2) A Historical Glimpse of the Doctrine of Purgator

3) Biblical Reasons for Rejecting Purgatory

THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE
OF PURGATORY

The Doctrine of Purgatory is a uniqgue and essebttief of the
Roman Catholic Church. It is based on her teactivag salvation is a
gradual process of sanctification that starts whth sacrament of baptism
when sanctifying grace is initially infused in tmew born baby, and
continues throughout the present life and in mases after death in
purgatory.

The process of sanctification makes gbel holy and inherently
pleasing to God. The sanctification of the soudbieved through prayer,
fasting, almsgiving, pilgrimages to holy shrinesydulgences, and
especially memorial masses. These good works nigkedul increasingly
attractive to God.

Simply stated, the Catholic DoctrineRafrgatory consists of the
following components:

1) Christ’s atoning sacrifice delivems only from the reatus
culpae-guilt of our sins’ and the punishment of eterrezith.

2) For all the sins committed after tigap, the believer must make
satisfaction by penance and good works.

3) Before a soul can enter heaven,ustnve purified from all sin
and satisfy the demands of divine justice.
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4) If the satisfaction and purificatiohthe soul is not completed in
this present life, it must be accomplished aftetdén purgatory.

5) The eucharist (Mass) is a propitiatsacrifice that can secure
the pardon of post-baptismal sins, in accordancéhéodecision of the
officiating priest. Therefore if a memorial Masseebrated on behalf of a
soul in purgatory, it reduces and alleviates hepkaral punishment.

6) The pope and his representatives ptiests, have the power to
forgive sins, that is, to exempt penitent sinneosifthe obligation to make
satisfaction for their sins. Usually this is donedrvanting a partial or full
(plenary) indulgence, which reduces or eliminabestemporal punishment
in purgatory.

Our study will show that this Cathoteachings ignores that the
sanctification/purification of our lives is aexperiential process that
occurs in this life, not after death in purgatoc§. 1 Cor 3:10-13; 2 Cor
5:10; Rom 8:1-6). For believers the only experieafter death, as we have
shown in chapter 3, is their glorification on reegtion morning at
Christ's coming. Shortly we shall see that in dtnie sanctification is not a
process ofpaying for our sins that continues in purgatory, but acpss
through which God by His grace delivers us from ghesenceandpower
of sin in our present life.

The Goal of Purgatory

In Catholic theology the goal of puayst is to achieve the
complete cleansing of every vestige of sin befbie goul can come into
the presence of God. Thomas Aquinas explains ¢hishing with clarity. |
will quote frequently from him, because he is righiegarded as the most
influential Catholic theologian who perfected thatlilic beliefs like no
one had ever done before.

At the Pontifical Gregorian Universityhere | spent five years,
theology students were required to take coursedquinas’ theology,
known as “Thomistic Theology,” because Idamma Teologicas still
regarded as the most comprehensive rational definand defence of
Catholic doctrines. He is fondly called “The AngeDoctor.”
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Aquinas clearly states: “The chief msg of the punishment of
Purgatory is to cleanse us from the remains of &t consequently the
pain of fire only is ascribed to Purgatory because fire cleanses and
consumes” What Aquinas is saying is that while in hell tpain is
inflicted by various types of tortures to puniste tvicked eternally, in
purgatory the pain is causeshly by fire, because fire cleanses and
consumes the remains of sin. By cleansing the ey sin, purgatory is
seen as the logical extension of the process vasah that begins in this
present life— a process that is administered byCtmarch.

The fire of purgatory is essentiallg ttame as the fire of hell. The
difference is not in the nature of the fire buitsxfunction. Quoting Pope
Gregory, Aquinas explains: “Even as in the same §jold glistens and
straw smokes, so in the same fire the sinner Himrtgell] and the elect is
cleansed [in Purgatory]. Therefore the fire ofdaiory is the same as the
fire of hell . . . Purgatory is either close totloe same place as hefl.”

Aquinas illustrates the function of gatory by comparing it to the
payment of a debt. “Whoever is another’'s debtor,freed from his
indebtedness by paying the debt. And, since thigatimn incurred by guilt
is nothing else than the debt of punishment, aopers freed from that
obligation by undergoing the punishment which hedwAccordingly the
punishment of Purgatory cleanses from the debtinighment.”

Catholic teachings differentiate betwéee expiatory punishments
of this present life and those suffered in purgatdn his book The
Doctrine of PurgatoryJesuit scholar John A. Hardon, S. J., explains the
difference in this way: “We should also distinguisitween the expiatory
punishments that the poor souls in purgatory pay tme penalties of
satisfaction which souls in a state of grace pafpreedeath. Whereas
before death a soul can cleanse itself by freebosimg to suffer for its
sins, and can gain merit for this suffering, a saupurgatory can not so
choose and gains no merit for the suffering andinuoease in glory.
Rather, it is cleansed according to the demandXwifie Justice.?

Can Physical Suffering per se Purify Sinners?

The notion that the souls in purgatoaye no choice but to suffer
passively and patiently in the purifying fire unBlod is satisfied that they
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have been purified sufficiently to earn admissiomparadise, suggests that
physical suffering per se can purify sinners, ewgthout being able to
make moral choices through the free exercise ofMlieThis teaching, as
we shall see, is clearly contradicted by the b#blidew of salvation, which
is achieved through the suffering of Christ, nosiviners. Suffering per se
can harden sinners, like in the case of the impahthief crucified next to
Christ.

Scripture teaches that Jesus “maddigation of sins” (Hebrews
1:3) on the cross. His blood can cleanse the vilesitent sinner (Hebrews
9:14). There is no temporal punishment remainimgvoich believers must
atone in purgatory for the vestiges of sin, becalesus paid it all: “He
Himself is the propitiation for our sins” (1 Johm2® This fundamental
“Good News” of the Gospel is denied by the Cathdhoctrine of
Purgatory.

The Roman Catholic Penitential System

The doctrine of purgatory is an intégedement of the Roman
Catholic penitential system. According to that systsin consists afulpa
et paenathat is, of guilt and punishment. Through His dami Christ
bore ourguilt and released us from tleéernal punishmernaf hell. But, the
sinner must bear thpaena,that is, thetemporal punishmendf sins and
make satisfaction by penance and good works. Tdtisfaction must be
completed and the soul must be purified from all &iefore it can enter
paradise.

Every sin debits temporal punishmenthi® sinner’s account. Acts
of penance, suffering, and indulgences credit #tisount. Since sinners
may not be able to make full satisfaction for thgins in this life, the
punishment of purgatory in the afterlife is necegs$a balance the ledger.

Thomas Aquinas explains the latter ephcaying: “If one who
loves and believes in Christ, has failed to washyalis sins in this life, he
is set free [from his sins] after death by the fifePurgatory. Therefore
there remains some kind of cleansing after this. lif. . One who after
contrition for his fault and after being absolvelis before making due
satisfaction, is punished after this life in Puagat Wherefore those who
deny Purgatory speak against the justice of God.”
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Pope Paul VI reiterated this teachimdnis Apostolic Constitution
on Indulgencespromulgated on January 1, 1967. The Pope stafddat”
punishment of the vestiges of sin may remain teXjgated or cleansed . .
. even after the remission of guilt, is clearly destrated by the doctrine
of purgatory. In purgatory, in fact, the soulstbbse ‘who died in the
charity of God and truly repentant, but beforesfgitng with worthy fruits
of penance for sins committed and for omission®’@deansed after death
with purgatorial punishment¥”

This teaching that sins forgiven unther authority and regulations
of the Catholic Church, must still be atoned thifogginishment inflicted
upon the penitent sinners in this life and, for trq=ople, also after death
in purgatory, derives from the Catholic doctrinesatisfaction, not from
scripture. According to this doctrine, before a sian be absolved
(forgiven), reparation must be made by fasting,sgiiwing, recitation of
prayers, pilgrimages, indulgences, and other gomdksv

A Denial of the Good News of the Gospel

The Catholic doctrine that forgiven reens must still pay the
punishment of their sins, runs contrary to the Gbleavs of the Gospel,
that “if we confess our sins, he is faithful andtjio forgive our sins, and
to cleanse us from all unrighteousness” (1 Johh Ti8s text clearly states
that God is faithful and just, both to forgive usdao cleanse us when we
confess our sins. The cleansing from sin is a diyirovision of grace, not
a human achievement by suffering patiently in tamés of purgatory. The
blood of Christ cleanses us from all sins. WereRail's sins all forgiven
at the moment he believed? Did Jesus tell the g@nihief that he would
eventually be with Him in paradise, after paying thue punishment for his
sins in purgatory?

It is unfortunate that the Catholictime of satisfaction denies the
all-sufficiency of Christ’s sacrifice, by claimintpat God, after forgiving
the guilt of sin through the sacrifice of His Sautill expects forgiven
sinners to pay for theemporalpunishment of their sins. This is called the
temporal punishment to distinguish it from theternal punishment
inflicted upon the unsaved in hell.
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The whole issue boils down to this dgioes Is salvation a divine
gift of grace or it is a human achievement by w@rksd Christ die only to
bear only our guilt and theeternal punishmentof our guilt, but not its
temporal punishmeftDoes the Bible distinguish between tieenporal
punishmentve must bear and theternal punishmerthat Christ has borne
for us? Can guilt be legally transferred upon amaent person? In our
human system of justice, the guilt cannot be temsfl to an innocent
person, but certain penalties, like the paymentaf@peed ticket, can be
done by an innocent party, such as a parent orifla#reaguilty child.

The Bible makes no artificial distirarti between the guilt or the
punishment of our sins paid by Christ's sacrifitesimply tells us that
“God shows his love for us in that while we werd ginners, Christ died
for us. (Rom 5:8). “Christ died for our sins incacdance with the
scriptures” (1 Cor 15:3). “He was wounded for aansgressions, he was
bruised for our iniquities: the chastisement of peiace was upon him; and
with his stripes we are healed. . . . ahé Lord hath laid on him the
iniquity of us all.(Is 53:5-6)™* Texts like these clearly teach that Christ's
atoning sacrifice paid in full the punishment of @ins. The teaching that
penitent sinners must suffer themselves the terhpargishment of their
sins, is a clear denial of the all-sufficiency dir{St’'s atoning death. This
fundamental biblical truth will be expanded shartly

The Duration of Purgatory

The punishment of purgatory is temporal, not etelika that of
hell, because “the purifying fire will not continuafter the General
Judgment®? In other words, according to Catholic teachings, plirging
fire of purgatory will last only until the Generdudgment executed at
Christ's Return. After the final judgement, puiat will be shut down
and there will be only heaven and hell.

This teaching is contradicted by the faf penitent sinners who die
or are alive when Christ comes to shut down purgawill these sinners
be given a special dispensation to enable themmter @aradise without
first being purified by the cleansing fire of putga? Does God have a
double standard, one for those who die long befloeegreat judgement
Day, and other for those who die immediately betbat Day? And what
about believers who are alive at the time of Clsri@oming? Will they be
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admitted to paradise without the purgatorial clean®of venial (minor)
sins? Questions such as these highlight the arrality of the doctrine of
purgatory.

The Intensity of Purgatory

“The pains of Purgatory,” writes Aquindare more grievous than
all the pains of this world™ The intensity and duration of the purgatorial
pains are proportional to the gravity of the siommitted in this life. This
means that believers may have to endure the expiatal purifying fire of
purgatory for a few hours or for thousand of yedepending on their “sin
load.”

Aquinas explains this Catholic teachisgying: “Some venial
[minor] sins cling more persistently that othersc@ding as the affections
are more inclined to them, and more firmly fixedtliem. And since that
which clings more persistently is more slowly cleedh, it follows that
some are tormented in Purgatory longer than otliersas much as their
affections were steeped in venial sins.

“Severity of punishment correspondsperty speaking to the
amount of guilt: whereas the length correspondbedirmness with which
sin has taken root in its subject. Hence it maypkapthat one may be
delayed longer who is tormented less gioé versd.'?

The suffering of the souls in purgategn be alleviated or their
duration shortened, by offering prayers, almsgivimgdulgences, and
especially the sacrifice of the Mass. The reasorth& purgatory is
administered by the authority of the Pope and kjgrasentatives, the
priests. They have the right to decide at theicréison whether to remit
entirely or partially the penalty of sins to be exed by the souls detained
in purgatory. This teaching is based upon the dispe of the “treasury of
merits,” which is a “hevenly bank” administered the Catholic church.
The bank contains the merits of Christ, Mary, ame $aints. Shortly we
shall see that this teaching grossly misreprestmsbiblical view of
salvation as a divine gift of grace, and not a esation of the church.

A HISTORICAL GLIMPSE
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OF THE DOCTRINE OF PURGATORY

A historical survey of the origin and developmehthe Doctrine of
Purgatory would take us beyond the limited scopeisfchapter. The most
we can offer here is a glimpse of a few significaetelopments.

The Origin of Purgatory

The origin of purgatory runs parallel to the origihthe belief in
the immortality of the soul, because the two beli@fe closely connected,
the former dependant on the latter. It was théeebél the survival of the
soul that contributed to the development of thetroe of purgatory, a
place where the souls of the dead are purifiedineybfefore ascending to
paradise.

If the Christian church at large hadhaéned true to the biblical
wholistic view of human nature, and had rejectedd @neek dualistic view
of the mortal body and immortal soul, it would havever developed the
doctrine of purgatory or of hellfire. The reasonsigple. If the soul, as
shown in chapter 2, is the animating principle led body that ceases to
exists with the death of the body, then there isumwival of the soul in
purgatory, hell, or paradise. These and a hosthafranbiblical beliefs that
have plagued Christian church throughout the ceaguwould have never
seen the light of day.

Adolph Harnack, a renown nineteenthtwgnGerman historian,
argues that purgatory entered the Church via thBemistic dualistic
philosophy and thus represents an intrusion of ihligal” and “unrealistic
ideas into Christianity™® | fully concur with this view. In fact, we noted i
chapter 2 that Plato’s dualistic view of human natdound its way into
the Christian church toward the end of the secemduey. It was promoted
first by Tertullian, and later on by Origen, August and Thomas
Aquinas. The same is true of some of the premisgsumatory which
entered the Christian church at about the same, tihmigh the formal
definition of the doctrine of purgatory did not occuntil the twelve
century.

Greek “Purgatory” Adopted by Hellenistic Jews
223



The notion of a purification of the sby fire after death is part of
the Greek philosophy developed by Plato. “The idea purification by
fire after death became familiar to the Greek miaag was taken up by
Plato, and wrought into his philosophy. He taudgmttno one could
become perfectly happy after death, until he hgdaged his sins; and that
if they were too great for expiation, his sufferinguld have no end"®

The Greek belief in the purification of the souteafdeath was
eventually adopted by Hellenistic Jews during titeritestamental period.
This can be inferred from 2 Maccabees 12:42-46 clwvtsipeak of Judas
Maccabeus (died 161 B. C.) sending two thousamgrsdrachmas to the
Jerusalem Temple to pay for sin offerings on Hetfdiallen soldiers. “He
made atonement for the dead, so that they migheb&ee from their sins”
(2 Macl12:46).

This is the primary text used by Caithalpologists to defend the
view that “the Jewish people believed in the exisée of a state of
purgation where souls are cleansed before entaeagen.?” Shortly we
shall see that this argument ignores four thinggst, 2 Maccabees is an
apocryphal book which does not belong to the irespiOld Testament
canon accepted by the Jews and most Christians.

Second, praying for the dead is condshin another apocryphal
book 2 (4) Esdras 7:105, thus showing that evemtltoerypha disagree on
prayers for the dead.

Third, a closer look at the text indecshat prayers and sacrifices
were offered for the dead, not to alleviate theiifesing in purgatory, but
to plead for God’s mercy on the Day of the Restiwac The analysis of
this text will be done shortly.

Lastly, the Old Testament never spedkbe purification of souls
after death before entering paradise. The reasoshawn in chapter 2, is
that the fate of the soul is connected inextrigablth the fate of the
body—the latter being the outward manifestatiothefsoul.

The Platonic teaching of the immortalitnd purification of the
soul after death, found its way into Hellenistiaddism during the inter-
testamental period, as indicated by 2 Maccabeegtiewrin the second
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century before Christ. Some scholars maintain @latstians may have
adopted the practice of praying and giving offgsirfor the dead from
Hellenistic Judaism® This is altogether possible, since we noted in
chapter 2 that Plato’s teachings on the immortalitthe soul, found it way
into the Christian Church through Hellenistic Jéwigriters like Philo and
Josephus.

Purgatory in the Early Church

The Doctrine of Purgatory as known today was depeloin the
late Middle Ages, but the premises of purgatoryaready present in the
early church, especially by the practice of prayfng the dead. In the
catacombs there are several examples of how thdulabffered prayers
for their departed relatives and frierfds.

An ancient liturgy of the fourth century illustrat¢he custom of
offering prayers for the dead: “Let us pray for emother who has fallen
asleep in Christ, that the God of the highest thanwards men, who has
summoned the soul of the deceased, may forgive dlinhis sin and,
rendered well-disposed and friendly towards himymall him to the
assembly of the living®

Some writers before Augustine explicitly teach tisatuls still
stained with sin need to be purified after deatfoiteethey can enter
paradise. Cyprian (died 258) taught that penitevite die before being
absolved by Sacrament of Penance, must satisfy rémaining
requirements after death before their admissigratadise?

Both Clement of Alexandria (about 18P and his disciple,
Origen (about 185-254), developed not only theharof the immortality
of the soul, but also the view of the purificatiohthe soul after deatt,
drawing from the notion of the purifying functiorf @ire in the Bible.
Origen taught that the souls of the elect immediagatered paradise, but
those which are not yet purified, passed into testa punishment, penal
fire, conceived as a place of purificati@n.

Augustine (354-430) laid the foundation, not ondy the doctrine
of the immortality of he soul, but also for that mirgatory. He defended
the existence of purgatory as a matter of faitld, aght that the deceased
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are “benefited by the piety of their living friendgho offer the Sacrifice of
the Mediator [memorial Masses], or give alms to @leurch on their
behalf.”**

Toward the end of his bodkhe City of GodAugustine discusses a
concept that sounds like Purgatory. He wrote: “®uatporary punishments
are suffered by some in this life only, by othefteradeath, and by others
both now and then; but all of them before that &=l strictest judgment.
But of those who suffer temporary punishments afteath, all are not
doomed to those everlasting pains which are toviothat judgment

Purgatory in the Middle Ages

After Augustine there are no significant new depetents for
several centuries in the doctrine of purgatoryfalet, in his bookThe Birth
of Purgatory,Jacques Le Goff argues that purgatory was “barrthe late
twelve century, when purification after death wiast fsaid to be carried out
in a specific place callegurgatorium,the Latin term for purgatoryf.This
view has been rightly criticized as being too iestre, because, as we
have seen, ancient documents indicate that longdéfie twelfth century
Christians were offering prayers and Masses fordibad, believing that
they could influence their destiny. The coiningtbé& termpurgatorium
represents simply the refining of existing beliefs.

After the twelve century, the DoctriokPurgatory was amplified
and systematized by Thomas Aquinas, the Councilyains (1274),
Florence (1439), and especially the Council of Trgb45-1563). They
rationalized the state and purpose of purgatorgrgying that its cleansing
fire was needed to purify Christians of venial (omnsins and to pay the
debt of temporal punishments still owed for sucis si

The Council of Trent summarized andrfalized the Doctrine of
Purgatory, largely as a response to its rejectipnthe Reformers. The
Council placed an anathema upon those who dengadhdled to pay the
debt of temporal punishment in purgatory. “If angosays that, after
receiving the grace of justification the guilt ofiyarepentant sinner is
remitted and the debt of eternal punishment istédiobut in such a way
that no debt of temporal punishment remains todie, ither in this life or

226



in purgatory, before the gate to the kingdom ofvee@acan be opened: let
him be anathem&.”

Shortly before its closing sessions (1563), the rcduof Trent
issued a specidDecree on Purgatorywhich summarized the previous
definitions and cautioned against some of the abtlsa gave rise to the
Protestant opposition: “The Catholic Church, by tikaching of the Holy
Spirit, in accordance with Sacred Scripture andaheent tradition of the
Fathers, has taught in the holy councils, and mesently in this
ecumenical council, that there is a purgatory, #rad the souls detained
there are helped by the prayers of the faithfuld @specially by the
acceptable Sacrifice of the Altar [Mass].

“Therefore, this holy council commartds bishops to be diligently
on guard that the true doctrine about purgatory,dbctrine handed down
from the holy Fathers and the sacred councils, reaghed everywhere,
and that Christians be instructed in it, belieyauitd adhere to itt®

The Catholic Encyclopediaotes that “the Council of Trent (Sess.
XIV, can. xi) reminds the faithful that God doed atways remit the whole
punishment due to sin together with the guilt. Geduires satisfaction,
and will punish sin..® This portrayal of a vengeful, punitive God,
demanding the full satisfaction for every sin egemmitted, negates the
biblical view of a loving God, willing to sacrificelis Son to atone for all
our sins.

This official definition of the CatholDoctrine of Purgatory by the
Council of Trent, was reaffirmed at the Second &&ti Council and is
reiterated in the newatechism of the Catholic ChuréhUnfortunately,
this doctrine represents a radical denial the dabliew of salvation as a
divine provision through Christ’'s atoning sacrifite liberate and purify
sinners from the power and penalty of sin. The amtf purgatory to
purify the souls of penitent sinners through fitthe prayers of the
faithful, and especially by the acceptable Saitf the Altar [Mass],” is
foreign to Scripture. It represents a misguidednapt to make salvation a
human achievement, rather than a divine gift o€gra

Obsession with the Suffering in Purgatory
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The medieval obsession with the statiie souls in purgatory led
to the flourishing of incredible legends about theel sufferings endured
by the souls imprisoned in purgatory. These legensigired the graphic
imagination of the greatest medieval literary bati Dante Alighieri's
Purgatory,the second book of hiBivine Comedy

Dante’s Purgatory is a lofty island-mtain, the only land in the
southern Hemisphere, consisting of seven levehtes, each inhabited by
a different group of sinners, doing penance to aepiheir sins committed
on earth. For example, the proud are forced tdecttweir terrace for aeons
bent double in humility; the slothful have to rumoand crying out
examples of zeal and sloth; while the lustful aregpd by fire.

Mystics such as Catherine of Genoa T1#810) also made the
suffering of purgatory a central theme of theiriamgry teachings, thus
fixing the idea in the Western mind. In hdreatise on Purgatory,
Catherine wrote: “When gold has been purified upatenty-four carats, it
can no longer be consumed by any fire; not goklfitsut only dross can
be burnt away. Thus the divine fire works in thals@od holds the soul in
the fire of Purgatory until its every imperfecti@s burnt away and it is
brought to perfection, as it were to the puritytwénty-four carats, each
soul however according to its own degrée.”

The desire to assist the suffering sdulpurgatory led to a thriving
demand for masses and indulgences in order torlegse time and
intensity of their suffering. The merchandising mirgatory eventually
became the major contention in the great religiotisis known as the
Reformation.

The Rejection of the Doctrine of Purgatory

During the Middle Ages, the Albigens®#ldenses, and Hussites
all denied the existence of purgatory, mostly oe tiround of their
understanding of salvation as a divine gift of graBut the major rejection
of the Catholic Doctrine of Purgatory came at iheetof the Reformation.

Martin Luther initially accepted thelie€in Purgatory. In 1519 he
said that its existence was undeniable. But by 1380 came to the
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conclusion that Purgatory could not be proven tistekom biblical
passages. Later that year he rejected the contBpirgatory entirely.

Since that time, every major Protest@@miomination rejected the
Catholic notion of a state of purification in putgy between death and
the celestial glory. John Calvin (1509-1564) set tktheological
groundwork for the rejection of purgatory, by teiaghthat salvation is a
divine gift of grace alone, without the need ofisfattion for sins in
purgatory. He wrote: “We should exclaim with all romight, that
purgatory is a pernicious fiction of Satan, thamikes void the cross of
Christ, that it intolerably insults the Divine Mgrcand weakens and
overturns our faith. For what is their purgatoryt b satisfaction for sins
paid after death by the souls of the deceased? Theisnotion of
satisfaction being overthrown, purgatory itselfinsmediately subverted
from its very foundation.

“It has been fully proved that the hdoof Christ is the only
satisfaction, expiation, and purgation for the siristhe faithful. What,
then, is the necessary conclusion but that pungagioothing but a horrible
blasphemy against Christ? | pass by the sacrilsgietences with which
it is daily defended, the offences, which it proglsign religion, and the
other innumerable evils, which we see to have cfsora such a source of
impiety.”!

Calvin's rejection of purgatory was ffeened in numerous
Reformed Confessions of Faith, like théestminster Confession of the
Presbyterian Churchwhich says: “Prayer is to be made for things tdwf
and for all sorts of men living, or that shall lihereafter; but not for the
dead, nor for those of whom it may be known thaythave sinned the sin
unto death.*

The Thirty-nine Articlesof the Anglican (Episcopal in the USA)
Church (1563), are equally clear. They place thistemxce of purgatory in
the same category with image worship and invocabibthe saints: “The
Romish Doctrine concerning Purgatory, Pardons, Wppsng and
Adoration, as well of Images as of Reliques, aso atvocation of Saints,
is a fond thing vainly invented, and grounded upum warranty of
Scripture, but rather repugnant to the Word of GBd.
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The study of the biblical view of safiwn led Protestant
Reformers to reject the whole doctrine of purgatomyg to dismantle all the
practices associated with it. The result was, nbt a religious reformation
but also a social and economic revolution.

Recent Attempts to Quench the Fire of Purgatory

In recent times attempts have been madguench the fires of
purgatory, by defining it as a state of being imseer in Christ's love
rather than being imprisoned in a place of purdyiire. For example,
Pope John Paul Il used his Wednesday general aedienlate July and
early August 1999, to discuss topics related w difter death. Repeating
his theme in the two previous talks on heaven ait] at the August 4
general audience the Pope said that “Purgatory doesdicate a place,
but a condition of life. Those who, after deathjeliin this state of
purification are already immersed in the love ofi€thwhich lifts them out
of the residue of imperfectioi””He then encouraged Christians to pray
and do good works on behalf of those in purgatory.

Commenting on this model shift from a place of euffg to a state
of purification, Marcus Gee wrote (Blobe and Mail,"Having tried to take
the puffy clouds out of heaven and the fire andnbtone out of hell, the
Pope is now attempting to demystify God’s waitiogm purgatory *

This is an important model shift frohretidea of purgatory as a
debtor's prison where imprisoned souls are to péytlee temporal
punishment of their sins, until they reach “a psscef purification,” to a
more humane purgatory where souls are “immersedernove of Christ.”
But the pope is still eager to retain the idea tvalls in purgatory need our
“prayers and good works” to help them through thecess. This is not
surprising since the contributions priests recéwvememorial masses to be
offered to help souls transit through purgatoril gmain a major source
of income of the Catholic Church.

Purgatory is Still a Major Source of Income for the Catholic Church

| learned about the income generatedPhygatory in a most
practical way from a conversation with Father Masiclassmate at the
Gregorian University in Rome. He was serving asghrish priest of the
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Church of San Leone Magno (St. Leo the Great). €ayehe asked me for
a ride because his car was being repaired. Whiendrhim home, | asked
him: “How many members do you have in your parish3e replied:
“About 16,000.” | followed up with two other quésts: “What is the
average attendance to your Sunday Masses and hotv offering do you
receive?” He replied: “The attendance ranges beati&@ to 200 members
and the offering is only between 2000 to 3000 linat is, between 2 to 3
dollars each Sunday.”

Surprised by such a low attendance d@fating, | asked him the
final question: “How do you survive?” He repliedMbstly from the
donations we receive at the time of baptisms, weggiand funerals. On
those occasions, Catholic make generous donatmrtbet church. The
largest donations come in the form of propertiagigito the church by
dying members, eager to pay for memorial massbke telebrated on their
behalf or on behalf of their loved ones. On thsibaf the size of the
donations, a priest commit himself to offer a dertaumber of masses to
shorten the stay of the donors in purgatory.

The Catholic Doctrine of Purgatory has not Changed

In spite of recent attempts of Pope John Paul iitigate the fire
of hell and purgatory by interpreting them as adiioon of the soul, rather
than fiery places of punishment, the fact remaia the traditional view
of purgatory as the place where souls undergoitia fpurification by fire
before being admitted to paradise, still remairesdfiicial teaching of the
Catholic Church.

The newCatechism of the Catholic Churclargely based on the
teachings of the Second Vatican Counciearly affirms: “All who die in
God’s grace and friendship, but still imperfectlyrified, are indeed
assured of their eternal salvation; but after dédagly undergo purification,
S0 as to achieve the holiness necessary to estg@nttof heaven.

“The Church gives the hame Purgatorthte final purification of
the elect, which is entirely different from the fghment of the damned.
The Church formulated her doctrine of faith on Riogy especially at the
Councils of Florence and Trent. The tradition of t®hurch, by reference
to certain texts of Scripture, speaks oflaansing fire As for certain
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lesser faults, we must believe that, before thalRindgment, there ia
purifying fire.”°

CATHOLIC DEFENCE OF PURGATORY

The Catholic Church appeals both to Scripture aratlifion to
defend their dogma of Purgatory. Four major texésaited in support of
purgatory, namely, 2 Maccabees 12:42-46, Matthewt2t26, Matthew
12:32, and 1 Corinthians 3:15. None of these te&ég¢shown below, teach
the purification of souls in purgatory.

TheNew Catholic Encyclopediapenly acknowledges that “the
doctrine of purgatory is not explicitly stated imetBible.”® Neither is it
taught implicitly in Scripture, since the Roman IQdic use of Scripture to
support purgatory violate the contextual meaningaxdh passage. A brief
examination of these passages follows at this point

2 Maccabees 12:42-46

The classic text used to defend purgais found in the Book of
Maccabees (2 Macc 12:42-46). This text is used ravep the alleged
Jewish belief in the existence of a state of pumgatvhere souls are
cleansed before entering heaven. The contexteoftakt is the story of
Judas Maccabeus (died 161 BC) who led out the Bengisellion against
the Syrian rulers because they attempted to fareeléws to adopt Greek
beliefs and lifestyle. He successfully defeateé tByrian army and
renewed religious life by rededicating the temphe feast of Hanukkah
celebrates this event.

In the process of gathering the bodiethe Jewish soldiers who
had fallen in battle, amulet of idols, which then_forbade them to wear,
were found under their shirt. Judas and his merloded that the soldiers
had died because they had committed this sinisofbddience. The text
continues describing what happened next: “So thdylessed the ways of
the Lord, the righteous Judge, who reveals thegththat are hidden and
fell to supplication, begging that the sin that le&n committed should be
wholly blotted out.
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“And the noble Judas exhorted the peoplkeep themselves from
sin, after having seen with their own eyes what happened because of
the sin of those who had fallen. He also took &ctibn, amounting to two
thousand silver drachmas, each man contributing),sent it to Jerusalem,
to provide a sin offering, acting very finely anperly in taking account
of the resurrection. For if he had not expected thase who had fallen
would rise again, it would have been superfluousfanlish to pray for the
dead; or if it was through reward destined for ¢hegho fall asleep in
godliness, it was a holy and pious thought. Theeesfie made atonement
for the dead, so that they might be set free frbeirtsin” (2 Mac 12:42-
46).

Catholic writers argue that this telxows that the Jewish people in
pre-Christian times believed “in a state of purgatafter death and in the
ability to help the faithful departed by prayers infercession on their
behalf.”®

A Response to the Catholic Use of 2 Maccabees 124

Our response to the Catholic use of this text tw@ipurgatory, can
be stated by the following five major points.

First, 2 Maccabees is not part of thepired canon of the Old
Testament, but of what are known as the Apocrypiake These books
were not accepted by the Palestinian Jewish contynwvhio treated as
canonical (inspired) only the current 27 Old Testatrbooks . In 90 A. D.
the Council of Jamnia formally excluded the Apodrggrom the canonical
Hebrew Scripture, declaring that ti@nakahwas complete, that is, the
entire revelation of God to His people conceritig promise.

Second, the teaching of this passageitagiving money to pray
and offer sacrifices for the dead, is in itselffisient to prove the lack of
Divine inspiration in this book of the Maccabees dther book of Holy
Scripture contains this doctrine, which is negatgdhe biblical view of
divine forgiveness. In fact, ask yourself, Why wibuGod ask living
believers to pay money to relieve people in Pumy&oWhat good is
earthly money to God? In fact, to whom will the ragrgo? Obviously, it
goes to Church officials’ coffers. This whole teimghof paying of money
to relieve the suffering of loved ones in Purgatqugt smacks of an
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ecclesiastical money scheme, rather than of a eivimovision of
forgiveness.

Third, the Apocrypha were not accepigdlesus and the apostles,
who never quoted them in the New Testament. Theg nejected also by
important early Church Fathers, like Jerome, tleagbiblical scholar who
translated the official Roman Catholic Latin BibtalledVulgate Jerome
distinguished between tHibri canonici andlibri ecclesiastici,the latter
referring to the books of the Apocrypha, a ternt thas not yet in current
use. They were formally added to the Roman CathBible by the
Council of Trent only after the Reformation (1546 B.), in a futile
attempt to support purgatory and prayers for thaddehich Luther
attacked. Yet, even the Council of Trent inconsityerejected some
apocryphal books, such as (2 [4] Esdras 7:105caus®e it speaks against
praying for the dead (see chap. 9).

Fourth, it is important to note that Naccabees 12:42-46
contradicts the Catholic Doctrine of Purgatory, daese Judas prayed for
the fallen soldiers orfaccount of the resurrectionFor if he had not
expected that those who had fallen would rise ggaiwould have been
superfluous and foolish to pray for the deadlhe point to note in this
text, is that prayers and sacrifices were to beretf for the dead, not to
alleviate or shorten their sufferings in purgatdmyt to gain more blessings
for them on resurrection Day. Praying that the afithe dead might be
forgiven on resurrection day, is not the same agipg for the alleviation
of their sufferings in purgatory. Both teaching® ambiblical, but two
errors do not add up to one truth.

Fifth, the text is unbiblical by teacbithat prayer and sacrifice for
the dead can atone for their sins. By sending mooaffer sacrifices for
fallen soldiers, Judas Maccabeus was not follovtimg Old Testament
Scriptures. Among the many precepts of the Law ok#&4, there was no
sacrifice intended for the dead. The text as iddeclearly contradicts the
Catholic Doctrine of Purgatory, because it spedk&ad’'s dealing with
sinners at the resurrection, not in purgatory.

Matthew 12:32: Forgiveness of Sin After Death?
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The second passage used by Catholics to suppoxotieept of
forgiveness of sin after death, is Matthew 12:32cvineads: “Anyone who
speaks a word against the Son of Man will be fegj but anyone who
speaks against the Holy Spirit, will not be forgiyeither in this age or in
the age to come.”

Catholic theologians interpret thisttexmean there are sins which
are not forgiven in this life that may be forgivafier death in purgatory.
Luwig Ott, a foremost Catholic apologist, arguest tinis text “leaves open
the possibility that sins are forgiven not onltliis world but in the world
to come.®® On a similar vein John Hardon, S. J., states: &H@hrist
recognizes that there exists a state beyond thiklwowhich the penalty
due for sins, which were pardoned as to guilt elorld, is forgiven.®

The same interpretation is found in tleev Catholic Catechism of
the Catholic ChurchAs for certain lesser faults, we must believe that
before the Final Judgment, there is a purifying.fiie who is truth [Christ]
says that whoever utters blasphemy against the it will be
pardoned neither in this age nor in the age to céiram this sentence we
understand that certain offenses can be forgivethig age, but certain
others in the age to con{é”

A Response to the Catholic Use of Mathew 12:32

The Catholic use of this passage tapett their belief in the
forgiveness of sins after death, is a slender thma which to hang a
weighty doctrine. Three major considerations dditrehe Catholic
interpretation of this text.

First, as stated by Norman Geisler Rathh Mackenzie, “the text
is not speaking about forgiveness in the nextdifier suffering for sins,
but the fact that there will beo forgiveness for this sin in ‘the world to
come’(Matt. 12:32 , emphasis added) How can the dehailthis sin will
not ever be forgiven, even after death, be thesbdasispeculating that sins
will be forgiven in the next life??

Jesus simply wanted to emphasize theitgrof the sin against the
Holy Spirit which wouldneverbe forgiven, as the parallel passage in the
Gospel of Mark records: “But whoever blasphemesrasgjéahe Holy Spirit
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will neverbe forgiven; he is guilty of an eternal sin” (Ma&8k9; NIV)*
To say that something can never happen eithelismtbrld or in the world
to come, is a familiar way of saying that it cawverebe forgiven under any
circumstances.

Second, purgatory involves the forgiveness onlyefial (minor)
sins, but the sin against the Holy Spirit is natigé but mortal because it
is unforgiveable. How can a statement about tHergiveable mortal sin
in the next life, support the Catholic teachingt then-mortal sins will be
forgiven then?

Third, more significant still is thectathat Christ is not speaking
about punishment, which Catholics argue will odaypurgatory, but about
the unforgiveable nature of the sin against theyH8pirit. Christ's
statement can hardly be used to support the brlefpurgatory, where the
debt must be paid to the last ‘penny,’ either by plains of torment or by
the payment of living relatives, or a combinatidrihe two.

Fourth, even if Christ's statement diply punishment, it would
be for the unsaved, not for those who are ultingageled, as is the case
with those who go to purgatory. A statement abbatgunishment of the
unsaved, cannot be legitimately used to defendbéhief in the purgatorial
punishment of the saved.

In the light of the above consideragiothe Catholic use of
Matthew 12:32 to support their doctrine of purgatshows the lack of
real biblical support for the doctrine.

1 Corinthians 3:11-15: Sin and its Punishment or Swice and its
Reward?

A third text Catholics use to defend their doctrofdPurgatory is 1
Corinthians 3:11-15, which reads: “For other fourmmano man can lay,
but that which is laid; which is Christ Jesus. Nifvany man build upon
this foundation, gold, silver, precious stones, #obay stubble: Every
man’s work shall be manifest; for the day of therd.ghall declare it,
because it shall be revealed in fire; and thedirall try every man’s work,
of what sort it is. If any man’s work abide, whibk hath built thereupon,
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he shall receive a reward. If any man’s work bina shall suffer loss: but
he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire.”

Catholics believe that in this verseulPaffirms the reality of
purgatory.” John Hardon, S. J, writes: “In hisfiletter to the Corinthians,
Paul says that ‘the fire will assay the qualityestryone’s work,” and ‘if
his work bums he will lose his reward, but himseili be saved, yet so as
through fire’ (1 Cor 3:13, 15). These words cleairtyply some penal
suffering. Since he connects it so closely with dhene judgment, it can
hardly be limited to suffering in this world, bigesms to include the idea of
purification through suffering after death, namielypurgatory.**

Similarly, Ludwig Ott notes that “Theatin Fathers take the
passage to mean a transient purification punishinettite other world*
The newCatechism of the Catholic Churdafterprets “the fire” mentioned
in this text as the cleansing and purifying tha sloul suffers in purgatory
to make expiation for sth

A Response to the Catholic Interpretation of 1 Conthians 3:11-15

It must be admitted that 1 Corinthi@s1-15 is a difficult text to
interpret, but the Catholic interpretation of théxt ignores the following
three important points.

First, in this text Paul is speakinguatbthetesting of work®n the
Day of Judgmentaind not about theuffering of soulsin purgatory. The
Apostle says that “the fire will test each one’sriybthat is, the works of
every Christian will be tested and everyone willrbevarded accordingly.
Unworthy works will be burned up and the individwéll lose the reward
though he himself will be saved. Simply stated, dgjuestion here is not
aboutsin and its punishment, but about tleevard for service rendered by
those who are already saved.

Second, “the text says nothing abouiebers suffering the
temporal consequences for their sins in purgafbimgy are not burned in
the fire; only theirworks are burned. Believers see their works burn but
they escape the firé”If the fire was referring to the purgatorial cleamy
of sin, rather than to the testing of works, whgwld those who had built
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with gold, silver, precious stones suffer alonghwihose who had built
with unworthy wood, hay and straw?

Third, the “fire” mentioned in the tekbes not purge our soul from
sins, but “discloses” and “test” our “work.” Verds says clearly, “the
work of each will come to light, for the Day willistlose it. It will be
revealed with fireand the fire willtest the quality of each one’s wotR
Contrary to Catholic teachings, there is nothingthis passage about
purging from sin. The focus is on the rewards Ivelis will receive for
their service.

What Paul seems to saying here isttteatvork of some believers
will stand the test of the final judgement whilatlof others will disappear.
The emphasis is on the importance of producing svadceptable to God.
We can work for God for the wrong reasons andselfiotives.

The meaning of the last verse 15 iblematic. The NIV reads:
“He himself will be saved, but only as one escaphrgugh the flames” (1
Cor 3:15). This may be a proverbial expressionmmgg‘saved by narrow
escape,” or as we would say today “escaped bykilneo$ his teeth.” Paul
seems to be driving home this point. Thank God ybathave been saved,
but what are you going to do with this opportunityl you squander it,
or will you serve the Lord wholeheartedly?

CONCLUSION

The above analysis of a few texts commonly usegrawve the
Catholic doctrine of Purgatory, has shown that sdmttrine lacks biblical
support. The notion of a purgatorial process afteath to remove the
vestiges of sin, is foreign to Scriptural teachinfige Bible never presents
personal sufferings or works as the expiation tisfsation of our sins. It
is not the flames of purgatory that cleanses penh#imners from their sins,
but “the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleansefram all sin” (1 John
1.7).

In reading Ludwig Ott'ssundamentals of Catholic Dogma,
regarded as a standard Catholic authority on dogrisainteresting to note
how many times he admits that the doctrine of Rorgdis not explicitly
revealed in Scripture” or that “express scriptysabofs are lacking™®
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These phrases point to the fact that purgatorynbdsasis in Scripture. Not
only the doctrine lacks biblical support, but is@lopenly contradict the
biblical view of salvation.

BIBLICAL REASONS
FOR REJECTING PURGATORY

There are several biblical reasons for rejecting tatholic
doctrine of purgatory. For the sake of brevity atatity, we mention six
major reasons.

1) The Doctrine of Purgatory is not Taught in the Bble

The first and most obvious reason fejecting the Catholic
doctrine of purgatory, is the fact that it is naught in the Bible. We noted
earlier that even its advocates admit that “is explicitly revealed in
Scripture.” Having adopted the doctrine on extfalibal grounds,
especially on the teachings of some church fatl@asholic theologians
have sought to find here and there a passage wiaichbe explained in
accordance to their teachings. But there is noeBibkt which speaks of
purgatory.

There is no evidence that purgatoryr feemed a part of the
instructions of Christ or his Apostles. The reasosimple. In the Bible our
eternal destiny is decided during our lifetime. fEh&s no purging of our
sins in a fiery purgatory after death, because wherdie, our body and
soul rest in the tomb until Resurrection morning.

2) Purgatory Contradicts Clear Biblical Teachings

A second reason for rejecting the doetof purgatory is the fact
that it contradicts some of its clearest and masportant biblical
teachings. If there is one truth clearly taughthi@ Bible, it is the certainty
of salvation for believers who confess and forsidledr sins, accept Christ
as their personal Savior, trust in Him and obeyiliiggcommandments.
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This fundamental biblical teaching isngkd by the doctrine of
purgatory, which is based on the assumption thatisCmeritorious
atoning sacrifice is not sufficient for our sahemti Sinners must also make
satisfaction for their own sins during the presistand, in most cases,
after death in purgatory. This teaching is foreipnthe Bible, which
reassures us that “we are justified by his grace agift, through the
redemption which is in Christ Jesus, whom God puthfas an expiation
by his blood to be received by faith. . . . Forlhdd that a man is justified
by faith apart from the works of law” (Rom 3:24-2%8; RSV).

“Now to him that worketh is the rewardt reckoned of grace, but
of debt. But to him that worketh not, but believethhim that justifieth the
ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousnessdrfiR4:4-5; KJV). There is
nothing more incompatible with the nature of thes@al than the idea that
believers must “satisfy divine justice” for theims both during their
lifetime and after death in purgatory. Yet this iltibal belief lies at the
very foundation of the doctrine of purgatory. letatholic Church would
accept the full satisfaction for our sins provideg Christ's atoning
sacrifice, their doctrine of purgatory would cobgammediately.

3) Purgatory Denies the All sufficiency of the Cres

A third biblical reasorfor rejecting the doctrine of purgatory is its
denial of the all-sufficiency of Christ’'s atoningath. Hebrews declares
emphatically that Christ's suffering on the crosscanplished our
salvation once for ever and for all. “For by onagé offering he has
perfected for all time those who are sanctifiedelgH 10:14; RSV). This
verse demonstrates the completed, sufficient natfuttee work of Christ.

“To affirm that we must suffer for oown sins is the ultimate
insult to Christ’s atoning sacrifice! There is argatory, but it is noafter
our death; it wasn Christ's death. For ‘when he had accomplished
purification from sins, he took his seat at the right hanchefMajesty on
high’ (Heb. 1:3; emphasis added). ‘Purification’gurging from our ‘sins’
was ‘accomplished’ (past tense) on the cross. Thaod that this is the
only purgatory we will ever have to suffer for aims.™°

4) The Doctrine of Purgatory is Based upon the GrdeDualistic View
of Human Nature
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A fourthbiblical reason for rejecting the doctrine of puaya is its
derivation from the Greek dualistic view of humasture. This view, as
shown in chapter 2, found its way into the Christizhurch by the end of
the second centuryAccording to the dualistic view, the body is the
temporary physical flesh-and-blood “shell” that besi the soul. The soul is
the nonmaterial, immortal component that leaveshibdy at death and
lives on consciously forever in heaven or hell orpurgatory for the
Catholics.

The belief in the survival of the sgohtributed to the development
of the doctrine of Purgatory, a place where thelssaf the dead are
purified by suffering the temporal punishment ofeithsins before
ascending to Paradise.

Our study of the use of the “soul, bodgd spirit” in both the Old
and New Testaments (chapter 2), has shown thaitile is consistent in
teaching the indissoluble unity of the human natuigere the body, soul,
and spirit represent different aspects of the spemson, and not different
substances or entities functioning independenthis Wwholistic view of
human nature removes the basis for the beliefarstirvival of the soul in
purgatory, or hell, or paradise.

It is most unfortunate that the acceptamicéhe pagan belief in the
immortality of the soul, has conditioned the intetption of Scripture and
given rise to a host of heresies such as purgatbdeynal torment in hell,
prayer for the dead, intercession of the saintsasury of merits,
indulgences, and an etherial view of paradise. &hbheresies have
obscured the biblical view of salvation as a divigit of grace, by
promoting instead salvation as a dispensationetturch.

5) The Doctrine of Purgatory Depends upon the Treasy of Merits
Administered by the Catholic Church

A fifth reason for rejecting the Catholiodlrine of purgatory is its
dependency upon the treasury of meritorious workwmimistered by the
Pope and its representatives, the priests. AcapritinCatholic theology,
the church administers a treasury of merits, whsch kind of heavenly
bank, where are deposited the merits obtained bisiGin the Cross and
earned by the saints who did more good deeds thaas necessary for

241



their salvation. Rather than loosing the extra tegbod deposits them in a
bank known as “the treasury of merits.” These merén be dispensed by
the church in the form of indulgences, especiatlysbuls suffering in
purgatory.

The treasury of merits is based on theebdfiat Christians may be
more than perfect by doing more than the law regufor their salvation.
They can even render satisfaction to God’s justizeneritorious as to be
more than sufficient for the pardon of his own sifibese superfluous
merits are like money deposited in the bank of bBaa¥rom which the
church can draw by granting partial or plenary lJfuhdulgences,
especially to the souls suffering in purgatory.

The extra good works of the saints areedallorks of supererogation,
that is, works done over and above the call of dlitye thought is that
some saints had a surplus of merit (more than thesded to get to
Heaven). Rather than losing these merits, God atibrem in the treasury
of merits, which the church can draw to grant igéunces on behalf of
souls in purgatory. An indulgence is the remissioh a temporal
punishment for a sin  whose guit God has already
forgiven.

Pope Clement VI was the first to declarehe Jubilee Bull (A. D.
1343) the doctrine of the “Treasury of the Churcghctording to Ludwig
Ott, a foremost Catholic apologist, the Bull spealfs“the merits (=
atonements) of Mary, the Mother of God, and oftlal chosen, from the
greatest to the least of the just, [who] contribtdethe increase of the
treasury from which the Church draws in order touse remission of
temporal punishment?®

The fundamental reason for rejecting belief in a treasury of
merits administered by the Catholic Church to gradulgences, is the
very concept of merits. In the Bible salvation @& merited,; it is obtained
by grace through faith. Paul explicitly says: seiglicitly, “For by grace
you have been saved through faith, and this igroot you; it is the gift of
God; it is not from works, so no one may boast’{EQ8-9). Likewise, in
Romans 4:5 the Apostle declares: “when one doewoi, yet believes in
the one who justifies the ungodly, his faith isdited as righteousness.” It
is “not because of angighteous deedsve had done but because of his
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mercy, he saved us” (Titus 3:5 , emphasis addedyctipture merits and
grace are mutually exclusive

“The whole idea that one can buy atuigence, the very reason
that prompted Luther’s reaction against the abuseshe Church, is
repugnant. The inspired words of St. Peter himaélfsuffice: “. . . you
were ransomed from your futile conduct . . . nahwerishable things like
silver or gold but with the precious blood of Chriss of a spotless
unblemished lamb%o ( 2 Pet 1:18-19 , emphasis added)

6) The Doctrine of Purgatory Contradicts Other Cattolic Doctrines

A sixth and final reason for rejecting purgatorytssinconsistency
with the Catholic teaching that purgatory will deusdown at the Second
Coming. Since all believers are supposed to sufiber the temporal
consequences of their sins in purgatory before tteay enter paradise,
what will happen to the millions of believers whigglor are alive when
Jesus Returns? Will they receive a special dispiemsghat will admit
them to heaven without first paying for the tempgranishment of their
sins in purgatory?

If purgatory is not necessary for thegd® die or are alive when
Jesus comes, why should it be necessary for thbselived long before
Christ’'s Return? Does God have a double standajgsti€e, sending some
through the fiery purification of purgatory, whiexempting others from
this fiery experience?

These senseless contradictions can dsolved simply by
recognizing that Christ's atoning sacrifice covieosh the temporal as well
as eternal consequences of our sins. Thus, thenged for purgatory to
pay for the temporal consequences of anyone’s Gimsst paid it all.

Of course, this does not mean that reeeaempted in this present
life from the temporal consequences of our singdd Goes allow us to go
through the crucible fire of pain and trials to stem and purify our
character (cf. 2 Cor. 4:17 ; Gal. 6:7 ; Heb. 12141 But our present
sufferings do not stem from the need to placatestirese of justice of a
vindictive God who wants us to pay to the last petire debt of our sins.
Christ’'s atoning sacrifice on the cross completayisfied God’s justice
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on behalf of the sins of the entire human racefiR&21-26 ; 5:18-19 ; 2
Cor. 5:21; 1 John 2:2).

CONCLUSION

The doctrine of purgatory and its accompanyingheas about
the treasury of merits, indulgences, and prayerghiodeath, highlights the
fundamental difference between the Catholic and hitidical view of
salvation. In Catholic theology salvation is dispeth by the church,
especially through the sacramental system. Thecbhhas the authority to
grant partial or plenary (full) remission of thengoral punishiment of sin
by selling memorial masses and indulgences. Thaselieviate, shorten,
and even eliminate the time spent in the purgiresfof purgatory.

By contrast, in biblical teaching sdioa is a divine gift of grace,
not a human achievement. Jesus died to pay tredtpdar all of our sins
(Rom 5:8). “He was wounded for our transgressiansyasbruised for our
iniquities; upon him was the chastisement that medehole, and with his
stripes we are healed” (Is 53:5).

Jesus suffered for our sins so thatcaeld be delivered from
suffering the penalty of our sins. To say that westralso suffer for our
sins to meet the demands of divine justice, isalp that Jesus’ suffering
was insufficient. To say that we must atone for sins through the
purging fire of purgatory, is to deny the suffitdy of Christ's atoning
sacrifice (1 John 2:2). Simply stated, the Cathdbctrine of purgatory is
contrary to everything the Bible says about sabwati

We agree with Catholics on the necgskir “purgatory” or
“cleansing” of our sins, before we can enter irite glorious presence of
the Lord. But we disagree on how this cleansingcisieved. Catholicism
insists that after baptism believers must expihtgrtsins by penance in
this world, and by the purging fire in purgatoryutBScripture teaches that
only the blood of Christ cleanses our lives from si

The Bible recognizes the value of sirfig and trials allowed by
God to perfect our character. Our heavenly Fatbiciplines us, His
children, with appropriate trying experiences sat tive learn to despise
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sin, and grow into Christian maturity. But, the Rimever presents our
personal suffering or works as the expiation as&adtion for sin.

The reassuring message of ScripturéYisu were washed, you
were sanctified, you were justified in the naméhef Lord Jesus Christ and
in the Spirit of our God” (1 Cor 6:11). It is ndte purgatory’s flames that
cleanse the sinner from evil, but “the blood ofu¥e<hrist His Son
cleanses us from all sin” (1 John 1:7).

In the New Earth the Redeemed will mébeeheard boasting about
how they succeeded to enter heaven through pemam indulgences.
Instead, they joyfully sing: “Unto him who loved asd washed us from
our sins in His own blood, and has made us kingspaiests to His God
and Father, to Him be glory and dominion foreved amer. Amen” (Rev
1:5,6). Jesus Christ, and nothing else, is ouffipation, our purgatory.

If you sense the need to experience ptete forgiveness and
cleansing, the time and place is now in this prebfm not after death in
the purifying fires of purgatory. If you have faildo live according to
God’s moral principles, do not despair. We servemarciful and
compassionate God who is eager to forgive us arahsk us of the sins we
confess to Him: “If we confess our sins, he ishfail and just to forgive
our sins and to cleanse us from all unrighteousrigés¥ohn 1:9).

Do | believe in purgatory? My answer'Yes, | believe in God’s
purgatory. But my purgatory is the Jesus Christ ¥adrgives and cleanses
us from all our sins.”

ENDNOTES

The six pages of footnotes have been left out ira@mpt to
reduce the length of this paper.
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