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1.  SCRIPTURAL USAGE OF WORDS FOR SOUL
The scriptural usage of the words psyche and pneuma.

I propose to examine these words, using Arndt and Gingrich and Thayer, to show the wide range of meaning encompassed in the word "soul".

Then to go on to consider "spirit", noting points of similarity and dissimilarity.

This will enable us to evaluate Ridderbos' teaching on the words "soul" and "spirit" in Paul's writings, and prepare the way for consideration of the dichotomy/trichotomy debate.

101 references according to:-

1. ‘of life on earth in its external, physical aspects’

(a)
Breath of life, life principle, soul:



Genesis 9, verse 4


Ruth 4, verse 15



Genesis 35, verse 18


1 Kings 17, verse 21



I Kings 20, verse 10


1 Kings 12, verse 20



Isaiah 53, verse 12


Isaiah 2, verse 27



Psalm 16, verse 10


Ruth 3, verse 9



Ruth 2, verse 4

(b) Earthly life itself:



Matthew 2, verse 20
cf. Exodus 4, verse 19



Romans 11, verse 3


1 Kings 19, verses 10 & 14



Matthew 20, verse 28


Mark 10, verse 45



John 10, verses 11, 15, 17 (18)
John 13, verse 37



John 15, verse 13


1 John 3, verse 16



Acts 15, verse 26


Philemon 2, verse 30



Revelation 12, verse 11

Matthew 6
verse 22
cf. 14, verse 26



Acts 20, verse 24


Acts 27, verses 10 and 22



Romans 16, verse 4

2.  ‘as seat and centre of the inner life of man in its many and varied aspects’

(a)
of the desire for luxurious living:


Psalm 107, verse 9

Psalm 25, verse 25


Isaiah 29, verse 8

Isaiah 32, verse 6


Luke 12, verse 19

Revelation 18, verse 14

(b)
of evil desires:


Not in Biblical usage, but occurs in 2 Clement

(c)
of feelings and emotions:


Psalm 41, verse 6 and 12

Psalm 42, verse 5


Matthew 26, verse 38


Mark 14, verse 34


John 12, verse 37
cf Acts 2, verse 13


Luke 1, verse 46


Luke 2, verse 35


John 10, verse 24


Acts 14, verses 2 and 22


Acts 15, verse 24


Romans 2, verse 9


1 Thessalonians 2, verse 8

Hebrews 12, verse 3


2 Peter 2, verse 8

Also said of God:


Matthew 12, verse 18

cf Isaiah 42, verse 1


Hebrews 10, verse 28

Hebrews 2, verse 4

One is to love God:


Matthew 22, verse 37

Colossians 3, verse 23


Luke 10, verse 27

Philippians 1 verse 27


Luke 6, verse 27

Acts 4, verse 32


Luke 10, verse 10

Luke 11, verse 13


Mark 12, verses 30 and 33
Luke 10, verse 27


Ephesians 6, verse 6

3.
 ‘as seat and centre of the life that transcends the earthly’


James 1, verse 21: 5, verse 20
Matthew 10, verse 28


Matthew 16, verse 26


Mark 8, verse 36


Matthew 16, verse 26


Mark 8, verse 37


3 John, verse 2


1 Peter 2, verse 11


2 Peter 2, verse 14


Matthew 11, verse 29


1 Peter 1, verse 22  cf  6, verse 16
1 Peter 4, verse 19





1 Peter 2, verse 25


2 Corinthians 12, verse 15




Hebrews 13, verse 17


Hebrews 6, verse 19


2 Corinthians 1, verse 23

Luke 21, verse 19

4.
‘as centre of both early and supernatural life, presented as a contrast’


Mark 8, verse 35


Matthew 10, verse 39


Matthew 16, verse 25


Luke 9 verse 24


Luke 17, verse 33


John 12, verse 25


Matthew 10, verse 39


Matthew 16, verse 25


Luke 17, verse 33

5.
in combination with


1 Thessalonians 5, verse 23

Hebrews 4, verse 12


See Revelation 18, verse 13

6.     Reflexive uses:


Matthew 11, verse 29


Matthew 26, verse 38


Mark 10 verse 45


Mark 14 verse 34


Luke 12 verse 19


Luke 14, verse 26


John 10, verse 24


John 12, verse 27


2 Corinthians 1, verse 23

3 John, verse 2


Revelation 18, verse 15
cf also 2 Corinthians 12, verse 15


Hebrews 13, verse 17

7.
‘by metonymy, that which possesses life, or a soul, a living creature’


Revelation 16, verse 3

Genesis 1, verse 24


1 Corinthians 15, verse 45
Genesis 2, verse 7


Acts 2, verse 43

Leviticus 7 verse 27


Acts 3, verse 23

Leviticus 23, verse 29


Romans 2, verse 9

Romans 13, verse 1


Acts 2, verse 41  cf     7, verse 14


Exodus 1, verse 5

Acts 27, verse 37


1 Peter 3, verse 20

Mark 3, verse 4


Luke 6, verse 9  cf      9, verse 56

2  IS THE SOUL MATERIAL OR SPIRITUAL?
3  IS MAN BI- OR TRI-PARTITE?

4 THE RELATIONSHIP OF BODY AND SOUL
4.1 Introduction
This is a great problem, and no real answer can be given.  Dr Hodge (Systematic Theology, Volume II, page 44) gives three facts that must be borne in mind, but no explanation.  These facts are:

(a) The relation is such that death follows the separation of the two;

(b) That certain states of the body produce corresponding states of the mind;

(c) That certain mental processes produce bodily effects.

He also says that the relationship is mysterious, that is, incomprehensible.

4.2 The theory of Descartes
Descartes maintained three propositions, which are logically incompatible.  These are: -

(a) Physical nature is a closed system;

(b) Mind is a different substance from anything physical;

(c) Every mind is in intimate causal connection with some physical body.

To achieve logical consistency, these propositions cannot all be admitted, and therefore the division of thought is caused by which proposition is rejected.  The schemes are:

(a) Interactionism, which denies the first proposition.

(b) Epiphenomenalism and Behaviourism, which deny the second.

(c) Parallelism, which denies the third.

In addition, the following also have bearings on the matter:

(d) Lunacy:

(e) Mental processes in those suffering from brain damage;

(f) the effect of certain drugs on the mental constitution.

All of these are important, as being used by materialists to support their position. 

4.3 Interactionism
4.3.1 what it is?
Basically, this is the theory that mind and matter mutually interact; this is obviously the theory of Hodge, and indeed must be the biblical one, since only this view fully allows the body/soul distinction as implying a difference of substance.  The theory states that the mental events both cause, and are caused by, physical events.  The attacks upon this position may be resolved into

(a) Arguments concerning the ambiguity of the word "cause" and

(b) Arguments arising from the theory of conservation of energy.

4.3.2 The meaning of "cause"
Hume maintained that another invariably precedes “cause” can only mean “invariable antecedent”, that all we can say is that one event.  If true, this theory has important bearings on several topics, but it is false.  That it is so is proved by the following considerations:-

(a) the theory assumes that the idea of cause and effect is obtained only from experience.  If so, then the certainty of the idea that a given action causes another should increase with our experience of that action, but it does not;

(b) the idea of a cause is an intuitive one.  If there be no such thing as a cause, then reasoning and science become impossible.  That one thing causes (is the efficient producer of) another, is an intuitive idea, not conditioned by experience;

(c) Hume’s theory would make invariable sequence a cause/effect chain.  If something invariably precedes another, then it is its cause, but common experience and sense give lie to this.  Day invariably precedes night, but no one imagines it to be a cause and effect.  Again, the idea of cause is reserved for a certain class of sequences, intuitively perceived as such.

To return to the objections to interactionism.  On causal grounds, it is asserted that intelligibility is required, and the condition of this is likeness of cause and effect.  This is a gratuitous assumption, and, should it be granted, would mean that God, as spirit, could not be the creator (or cause) of a physical universe.  There is nothing in the idea we have of cause that requires such an assumption.

4.3.3 The conservation of energy
Secondly, it is asserted that if true this theory would contradict the conservation of energy, as mental effects would produce physical changes.  In reply, we can state:

(a) The law itself is only based on empirical facts.  Should new facts come to light, the law would require changing.  The law is merely a scientific postulate, not an invariable rule;

(b) The theory need not be viewed as contradicting the law anyway, as it cannot be shown that transference of energy takes place.

4.4 Epiphenomenalism

4.4.1 what it is?
This theory involves the following:-

(a) Physical nature is a closed system, and all physical effects are explicable in terms of physical causes;

(b) that the idea of cause is that of explanation, and so, since mental processes do not serve to explain effects from a physical point of view, they are superfluous.

Again, mental processes are at best a by-product, a necessary result of physical processes.  They may be the invariable antecedents of effects but they do not exist in a causal relationship with them.

4.4.2 Objections
Objections to this theory are as follows: -

(a) We must be able to distinguish empirically between invariable antecedent and true cause, if this theory is to be held as true; but we cannot.  This theory is therefore unprovable.  That such a distinction exists, and is intuitively perceived, was argued above.  That certain mental states are true causes is a fundamental datum of our mental processes; to deny it is to make all reasoning impossible.  The theory is, therefore, self-contradictory.

(b) If true, then mental processes absolutely require a physical basis; that is, existence, conscious existence, in a disembodied state is inconceivable.  This is in flat contradiction to the Scriptural teaching, and, again, would effectively deny consciousness to God.

4.5 Behaviourism

4.5.1 what it is?
This theory in effect denies any real existence to mental processes.  In its more refined form, it argues that when we describe mental processes, we are, in fact, merely describing bodily processes in another way, and a more complicated manner.  Thus, when we use the term understanding, we are not describing an inner process, but rather using a shorthand way of ascribing certain capacities, tendencies and dispositions to actions.

4.5.2 Objections

The objections to this theory are: -

(a) it cannot explain sensation and mental imagery.  Both of these involve "inner" events, and are part of what we mean by ascribing mind:

(b) Again, this theory assumes that man consists only  of a physical part, and if a true view of the mind, would again deny consciousness to God.

4.6 Parallelism
4.6.1 what it is?

This assumes that no causal relationship can exist between disparate elements.  Thus, all that can be said is that a mental event is invariably accompanied by a physical one; and vice versa.  Thus, it acknowledges both physical and spiritual systems, but argues that both are closed systems - no interaction is allowed.  Complete correlation between the two, however, allows us to infer a mental event from a physical one, and vice versa.

4.6.2 Objections

Since this theory, if it is to be consistent, must be universal, it practically involves the idea of a "world mind" and of pantheism.  As such, the objections to pantheism apply to it.  It is noteworthy that Spinoza, who was a pantheist, first worked out this system.

The theory also breaks down by simple observation that there are many physical events in man which have no mental correlates, as this theory would require.

4.7 Lunacy
4.8 Brain damage
4.9 Drugs

4.10 Conclusion
We arrive, then, back at our starting point: that mental and physical events interact, even if we cannot explain their mode of interaction.

5. AT WHAT POINT IS THE SOUL JOINED TO THE BODY?

There are basically two views on the origin of the soul; the first that the body only is produced by the parents, and the second that both body and soul are derived by natural generation.  The vast majority of orthodox theologians hold to the first view; and on this view alone does the question at the top of this page have any real meaning.  I hold, however, the second view.  I am aware of most, if not all, of the arguments which have been advanced upon both sides of this question, and do not propose to bore you by reciting them together with the reasons why I accept or reject them.  Suffice it to say the following: no satisfactory scriptural proof has been advanced for the first (the creationist) position.  On the other hand, I feel it a legitimate inference from Genesis 5, verse 3: "Adam begat in his own likeness, after his image" that the second view (the traducianist) is correct.

The reason for this is as follows:-

(a) Man is said to have been created in the image and likeness of God (Genesis 1, verse 26).

(b) God has no body, so this likeness must consist in the spiritual part of man.

(c) It would appear a sound principle that if "image and likeness" in Genesis 1, verse 26, refer to the spiritual nature of man, then the same phrase in Genesis 5, verse 3, also does.

(d) It therefore follows that the spiritual part of man is also derived from the parents.

This is but a brief summary again.  However, if correct, then it follows that the soul exists from the moment the body exists.

I would just note in passing that "God consciousness" as part of our consciousness is a faculty of the soul, and implies its prior existence.

6 WHAT IS THE ORIGIN OF THE SOUL?

6.1 Introduction

Having analysed human nature, and found it to consist of but two parts, the body and the soul, and having shown the soul to be a spiritual, that is, non-material being, it is now necessary to turn our attention to the question of the origin of the soul.  At the very outset, we must admit that this is an extremely difficult and intricate question, and one about which there is no unanimity of thought even amongst those who take the Bible as their absolute standard.  It has seemed to many that the answer may be sought only in a balance of probabilities - that the truth probably lies within that view which has the least number of serious objections - and that no view is free from all difficulties.  With these preliminary remarks in mind, let us now set out the various opinions that have been held on this subject.

6.2 Pre-existence
The first then is that of the pre-existence of the soul.  As this is a view not shared by the mass of theologians, and as it makes no claim to scriptural support (except very indirectly), it need not long detain us.  This theory has been held in two main forms as taught by Plato, and as taught by Origen.

6.2.1 Plato’s idea

Plato's doctrine may be expressed as follows: "Ideas are eternal in the divine mind; that these ideas are not mere thoughts, but living entities; that they constitute the essence and life of all external things; the universe and all it contains are these ideas realised" (Hodge, Systematic Theology, Vol II, Chapter 3).  This view is obviously the product of philosophical speculation, and can be dismissed from our consideration if it can be shown that scripture and reason do not countenance the idea of the pre-existence of the soul.

6.2.2 Origen

We turn, now, to its second form, that of Origen.  Before doing so, it may be well to say a few words about Origen.  He was born of Christian parents in Alexandria about the year 185, a brilliant scholar (the greatest of his age), and his knowledge covered all the philology, philosophy and theology of his day.  As well as vast stores of knowledge he possessed a fertile and original mind.  His works were immense in number and in scope - Epiphanius estimates their number at six thousand, and Jerome states that he wrote more than other men can read.  The trail blazer however usually takes may false tracks - many years later even Augustine had to write his retractions - and it is not, therefore, unexpected that much of Origen's work was later deemed heretical, and controversies regarding his teaching wrecked the church after his death at Tyre in 253 or 254, when he was sixty-nine.  So fierce were these debates, that works on the history of doctrine always contain a section on "Origenistic controversies".

6.2.3 Origin’s idea
He held that the souls of men existed prior to the time that they were united to a body, and that whilst in this disembodied state, the souls sinned, as a punishment for which they were condemned to be born into the human race in a state of sin.  The great advantage of this view is, of course, that it provides a simple explanation of original sin, since on this view we are all held guilty on the basis of our own actual transgression.

6.2.4 Objections to the idea of pre-existence
The objections to this view may be summarised as follows:-

(a) it is devoid of scriptural or philosophic proof;

(b) it represents the body as an afterthought, since the soul originally existed without it;

(c) it destroys the unity of the human race, because it contends all souls were therefore independently created;

(d) it finds no support in our consciousness, for we are not aware of a previous existence;

(e) it is contradicted by the biblical account of man's creation, wherein we find that the soul and body have existed for an equal length of time.

6.3 Traducianism

6.3.1 Introduction

Having discussed this opinion, we are free to consider the two views, which may fairly claim our attention, as both having some biblical support.  If souls are not pre-existent, it must then follow that they begin to be when the body comes into existence, and therefore, are either derived from the parents (traducianism) or are created directly by God, the parents producing only the body (creationism).  Although the historical development of these doctrines is extremely interesting, the discussion of it would fall outside our present scope, and so it will not be attempted.  We shall first state the arguments, pro and con, for both views, and then in the subsequent discussion evaluate them and attempt to show where, in our judgement, the truth lies.

6.3.2 Arguments for traducianism
First, then, we will examine traducianism.  The following arguments have been advanced in its favour:

(a)
Firstly, it is written that Adam begat children in his own likeness, and after his image.  This is precisely the same language that we find used to describe his own creation after God's image, and in this case it is clear that the image consists of the spiritual nature of Adam, since God has no body.  Hence, it is natural to understand the same words in the same way, occurring as they do so closely together and therefore when Adam produces a son, the spiritual as well as the corporeal is to be understood;

(b)
Secondly, certain verses teach that the soul is impure, and that this impurity is derived from the parents: it would seem to be implied that the soul itself is propagated; Psalm 51, verse 5: "Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; And in sin did my mother conceive me."

Job 14, verse 4: "Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean?"

As these verses teach that the soul's impurity is derived from the parents, it would seem to be implied that the soul itself is propagated        John 3, verse 6

(c)
That this theory provides the better basis for the doctrine or original sin.  As this is a topic on which we shall have more to say later, we forbear any further discussion at this point;

(d)
On the interpretation of the phrase "breath of life" to mean the creation of Adam's soul, it may be inferred that Adam was then left to propagate the species, for it is written that God ceased from creative activity after man's creation, Genesis 2, verse 2.  Furthermore, nothing is related of the creation of Eve's soul, and all that is said is that she is "of the man", 1 Corinthians, chapter 11, verse 8.  From this it is understood that Eve was derived from Adam both as to body and soul;

(e)
That descendants are said to be in the loins of their ancestors, Genesis 46, verse 26, Hebrews 7, verses 9 and 10.  Now a person consists of both body and soul; both parts are necessary to constitute a person.  If it be objected that the spirits of souls of the departed are still persons, then this only strengthens the argument, inasmuch as the soul is necessary to make a person.  And if a person is in the loins of his ancestor, then this implies that his soul is derived from his ancestor.

(f)
that this view more readily explains the inheritance of mental characteristics, but in view of the acknowledged effects of body on mind, this cannot be pressed;

(g)
Adam was then left to propagate the species, for it is written that God ceased from creative activity after man's creation, Genesis 2, verse 2.

(h)
Furthermore, with regard to Eve, nothing is said of any special creation of her soul, and all that is said is that she is "of the man", 1 Corinthians 11, verse 8.  From this it is inferred that she was derived from Adam as to both body and soul.

(i)
that if the whole of human nature is derived from Adam, this strengthens the solidarity of the human race, since we are totally derived from him.  It is, of course, written that "He made of one every nation of men" (Acts 17, verse 26), and

(j)
finally, that analogy demands this view, since in the case of the rest of creation, the total offspring, and not parts merely, are derived from the parents.  In view of man's special place in creation, this again is not a convincing argument.

6.3.3 Objections to Traducianism
The objections to the traducian view are as follows:-

(a)
it conflicts with the soul's simplicity.  In all cases of generation, there is no production of new material, only a reforming of already existent matter.  But the soul is a monad; it has no constituent parts.  Can it then be produced by derivation, and if so, from one or both parents?  Can the spiritual parts of the parents combine, as it were, and produce a third soul?

(b)
that if this above position be the correct one, then our souls are unlike that of Adam, for his was directly created by God.  To reply that in Adam's case he was directly created both as to body and soul is not to the point, for his body, just as ours, was formed from pre-existent matter;

(c)
that if it is the case that polluted human nature generates polluted human nature, then this would also apply to Christ's human nature, and hence He would be tainted by the guilt and pollution of original sin.

6.4 Creationism

6.4.1 Arguments for Creationism
    
(a) Firstly, certain verses seem to imply it:

Job 33, verse 4:  "The Spirit of God made me, and the breath of the Almighty gives me life";

Zechariah 12, verse 1:  "The Lord stretches out the heavens, establishes the earth, and the forms the spirit of man within him";

Isaiah 57, verse 16: "For I will not always contend forever, neither will I always be wroth; for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls which I have made".

These verses only teach the general truth that God is the ultimate creator and sustainer of all things, and no more necessarily imply that He is the immediate creator of our souls than Psalm 139, verses 13 and 14: "Thou hast covered me in my mother's womb.  I will give thanks unto Thee; for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; wonderful are Thy works"; and Jeremiah 1, verse 5; "Before I formed thee in the belly I knew thee" imply that our bodies are immediately created by God.

Hebrews 12, verse 9: "Furthermore, we had the fathers of our flesh to chasten us, and we gave them reverence; shall we not much rather be in subjection to the Father of our spirits?"

Firstly, the ancient manuscripts omit the word "our" from the phrase "Father of our spirits", and hence its place in the text is doubtful.  The Revised version consigns the word in the margin, and the RSV omits all reference to it.  The sense of this verse is rather that of contrast between our earthly fathers and our heavenly Father, and carries no thought as to the origin of our souls.  See, for example, P E Hughes on this verse, who ably argues the above position.

To argue from these verses, therefore, is to use them to prove a point they were never intended to prove, or even allude to.  We submit therefore that the creationist position lacks direct scriptural proof.

(b)
The second argument for the creationist position is that based upon the nature of the soul - it is a monad, possessing no parts, and so it is indivisible.  As it is not capable of analysis, so it is not capable of synthesis.  Therefore, as it has no constituent parts, it may have been made out of nothing.  If produced by transmission, the body, or the soul, or both must have produced the soul.  But it cannot have been produced by the soul, for the soul is indivisible; nor from the body, for the body is corporeal; nor from both together, for the soul is wholly spiritual, not part spiritual and part corporeal.  It is not, like the body, formed from pre-existent material, for it has no parts.  It cannot be formed from the body of the parents, for it is spiritual; and it cannot have been formed from their souls, as souls cannot combine and sub-divide.  Hence, it must be directly created, and only God can create out of nothing.

(c)
The third argument rests upon our connection with  Adam.  His soul was created directly by God; therefore unless ours are also, then they are unlike that of Adam.  This argument carries more weight when it is further pointed out that to reply that God also made Adam’s body is beside the point, as his body, like ours, was formed from pre-existent matter.  However, it may be replied, that matter can be non-living; a soul cannot.  Hence we should expect that Adam's soul was directly created.  In any case, the argument seems to be pressing our analogy with Adam too far.

(d)
Fourthly, it is argued that is polluted human nature generates the like, then this would apply to Christ also, who would then be tainted by the guilt and pollution of original sin.  With regard to this point, all that it is necessary to show is that this argument may be advanced in favour of either position.  For, since original sin at least includes the imputation of Adam's sin (and Romans, chapter 5 clearly teaches this), it matters very little upon what ground this is based, since all admit it to be co-extensive with Adam's posterity.  So, then, on this basis alone, Christ must be involved in the guilt of Adam's sin, unless we suppose special divine intervention.  And this is precisely what we do find related in Luke's gospel, where we read that the supernatural intervention of the Holy Spirit was required, and that therefore the offspring was holy and the Son of God.  This argument, then, cuts both ways, and so cannot be used to establish either position.

(e)
It is argued that the end of anything corresponds to its beginning.  Now, the end of man is that his body returns to dust, and his spirit to God, who gave it.  Since at death the spirit returns to God, who gave it, it follows that God made it directly.

The objections to the creationist view may be summarised as follows:-

(a) This view effectively destroys the unity of the race by arguing that God directly creates the soul.  If this is so, then the animating part of man bears no connection with that of his ancestors, and to Adam.  It is also difficult to explain how a soul directly created by God, and bearing no more relationship to Adam that it does to the angel Gabriel, comes into the world in a depraved and corrupted condition without impugning the justice of God;

(b)
this view is contradicted by the axiom "like generates like".

6.5  Evaluation
These, then, are the reasons and objections urged on both sides.  What are we to make of them?  Let us go through them in the order given, and attempt to assess their force.

The first argument of the traducianist seems to our minds convincing, and indeed we have not seen anyone attempt to argue against it.  Charles Hodge (Systematic Theology, Volume II, page 68) comes the closest to attempting it, but in our view unsuccessfully.  He argues, from the text, that Adam begat a son in his own likeness and after his image, that this text "only asserts that Seth was like his father.  It sheds no light on the mysterious process of generation, and does not teach how the likeness of the child to the parent is secured by physical causes".  With the last part of this quotation we find ourselves in complete agreement, but it is, of course, beside the point.  What the text does say is that Adam's son has Adam's likeness, and we argue that this likeness extends to both body and soul.  Both sides admit that Seth's soul was corrupt from birth; we argue that the text implies that the soul was derived from his corrupt parents.  If the likeness extended only to the body, this text would be saying that Adam begat a man and not a mouse, a proposition which one would have though to be self-evident.  Again, Adam was a person, a united body and soul; this person begat a person in his own image.  Finally, we repeat, that if man's likeness to God consists in the spiritual rather than the corporeal realm, it is a strange exegesis, which demands that the same word means the physical realm only when applied to Adam's child.

The next argument is founded on the soul's impurity from birth.  Both sides will admit this.  Now, how does this come about?  The creationist must answer, that because Adam is the federal head of the race each soul is justly implicated in that first sin.  But, we reply, this theory must posit an independently existing holy soul (for if not holy, then God has created something evil), and that this holy soul is made corrupt by God's action.  It seems to us that this comes close to making God the author of the soul's fall.  If it be argued that the body is corrupt, and that this is sufficient, of itself to cause the soul to fall, we reply that the body, considered in itself, has no moral quality; it cannot cause a holy soul to become corrupt merely by contact.  This theory, of course, is merely the old Roman Catholic view of Adam's original righteousness, seen as a miraculous endowment necessary for Adam to be kept from sin because of the tendencies to sin inherent in his body.  This view, of course, undermines the true extent of the fall, and is intended to allow the view that concupiscence is not in itself sin, and that it is possible for man to acquire merit.  Further argument on this point is beyond our scope, and is fully and adequately treated in the standard works on systematics.  Finally, we note that the creationist view cannot explain how it comes about that this independently existing (because, conceptually, not yet united with the body) holy soul has any real connection with Adam - more than with the holy angels.  For it, like they, was independently created; it was holy; how then does it come about that it is corrupt, and justly reckoned as guilty of Adam's sin?  The creationist has no real answer to this.

The third argument of the traducianist has been covered in the above, as far as we propose to take it here.  In the next chapter we will attempt to show the biblical doctrine of original sin, at least in outline.  The full treatment of this intricate topic would take a large volume.  Enough has been said here, however, to show that the traducianist position better explains original sin that the creationist; indeed, that the creationist is hard pressed to explain why souls are corrupt from birth without directly implicating the Godhead in their fall.

The next argument for the traducianist position seems to us to lack weight.  An argument from silence, when other materials are available, is no argument at all; and so the argument from scripture's silence over the origin of Eve's soul seems to us.  Again, the phrase: "breath of life", even if conceded that it means that God created Adam's soul, does not imply in any way that Adam then had the power to generate souls for his offspring.  And finally, the statement that God ceased his creative activity is more readily explained in that no new species were created.

The argument as to descendants being in the loins of their ancestors seems to us to carry some weight.  Descendants are persons, not bodies merely, a person is composed of two parts, body and soul.  It seems to us that to say that one's parents are responsible for only the least important part of a person is ridiculous.  It is said that the atoms in a person's body are all changed every seven years; whether or not this be so, it is an undeniable fact that throughout life one's body constantly changes; grows, ages, and finally dies and decomposes.  Yet, throughout all this, our consciousness tells us that we remain the same person, because our souls are the same.  Surely then, if our consciousness argues that the true basis of our personal identity is the soul, to say that this not derived from our parents is tantamount to saying that our parents play no part in truly begetting us.

That this view may the more readily explain the inheritance of mental characteristics is again an arguable proposition.  It depends upon the precise relationship of the body and soul, and which influences the other.  It may be argued that since drugs can notoriously affect the mental constitution, and since drugs act in a purely material way, then the body can in a similar manner affect the soul.  And both parties agree that the parents beget the body.  Hence, it seems, that in the absence of further discussion on the precise inter-relationship of body and soul, this argument carries no weight for either side.  We shall revert to it later, in discussing the point at issue; but as it seems to us that this argument is not necessary in order to establish the origin of the soul, we shall not press it at this point.

The final argument, that of analogy, is only for use for confirmation, and can carry no probative force.  It is, however, none-the-less suggestive, that on the creationist view, man alone, the highest of God's material creation, should alone lack the power of propagation of the species; that man, the head and ruler of the animal kingdom, should in this important respect be their inferior; yea, that even the insentient plants possess a power far above that which he possesses.  But the argument, as we said, can of itself prove nothing; it can only confirm that which we have independently seen to be the truth.

Of the objections to the traducian view, the first is by far the most serious.  It follows from the soul's simplicity that the soul must be brought into existence from nothing; it must truly be a work of creation.  The final question, then, is: does mankind possess this creative power?  For in all other cases of propagation, nothing new is created; already existent matter is merely reorganised.  We admit that this is without doubt the most formidable argument in favour of the creationist position, and one which it is impossible to completely answer.  Dr Dabney, in his "Lectures" pages 320-321), has probably said as much as can be said in answer to this, and his points may be summarised as follows:

1. We know spiritual substance only by its effects, and not as it is in itself, so it is not surprising that we are ignorant as to its precise mode of origin.   2. We do know, however, that spiritual generation is a reality, as evidenced in the eternal generation of God the Son.  3. Notwithstanding the many points of difference between our own generation and that of the Son, yet the analogy may still be permissible.

The above may weaken the force of the argument, but obviously cannot overthrow it.

These, then, are the arguments on both sides, and it will be seen that we think that the scriptures warrant our taking the traducian view, although most theologians incline to the other.  If the reader is inclined to disagree with our view, at least he will have all the arguments.

And so here we leave the matter.  We know no further arguments than those given above, although some, of course, can be expressed in more than one form, and we have not formally noted these differences in presentation.  Ultimately, the most important point is that we have a soul, and indeed, no other doctrine depends upon the view we take of the soul's origin.

7. THE DESTINATION OF THE SOUL.

The soul is eternal so is its destination.  There are two destinations heaven and Hell.  

7.1 THE INTERMEDIATE STATE.

For the believer, the Born Again Christian the man or woman elect knowing that Christ died for them bearing their sins on the Cross of Calvary, their destination is to be forever with the Lord. 

1 Thessalonians 4:17. “Then we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord.”

Jesus told the repentant Thief on the Cross-. “This shalt thou be with me in paradise”. As has already previously been discussed, man is a bi-partite creature.  See Chapter 3. At the death of the body, the believer’s soul goes to be with the Lord. Not asleep but fully aware of the delights of his Lord’s glory and able to worship night and day with the angels.

The believer remains in this perfect and delightful state until the resurrection day, when he or she will receive their resurrection body to dwell in Heaven for all eternity.

7.2 HEAVEN

Heaven is where God dwells with his angels and after the resurrection day this will be an inclusive place called New Heaven and New Earth.  Revelation 21:1 “And I (John) saw a new heaven and a new earth: for the first heaven and the first earth were passed away; and there was no more sea”.

7.3 HELL

Hell is a real place mentioned by the Lord Jesus. Luke chapter 16, and in eleven other places in the Gospels.

Hell is a place of eternal punishment for Christ rejecters, unbelievers.

Matthew 25:46  “…And these shall go away into everlasting punishment: but the righteous into life eternal”.

The destination of the Soul, the bi-partite person created by God is in election determined by God, the salvation of that soul totally depends on the Finished work of Jesus Christ on the Cross of Calvary.
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