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PREFACE.

DOES the reader ask for what object this book is written? The inquiry shall be candidly and courteously considered.
There are certain serious questions which, in a world like this, force themselves upon all thoughtful minds. It should
be a matter of absorbing interest to all to learn with what nature, man is constituted; what his condition in death may
be; what future awaits him, if any, beyond the grave; and how that future is affected by his course of conduct here.

These are inquiries of most weighty moment; -but all experience proves that man of himself is not able to
answer them. Only a revelation from God can throw light on these questions. Happily we have such a revelation
which purports to have answered them; for it claims to be able to make men “wise unto salvation. “ What that
answer is, the following pages undertake to show. That is the object of this book.

On the subjects here discussed there is a wide-spread and increasing agitation throughout the theological
world at the present time. Breaking away from long-established traditions, men are turning their attention more
particularly to what the Bible says upon these points; and in all the leading men of Christendom the views of Bible
students are in a state of transition. The old theology is being brought to the bar of the Bible, and judged
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accordingly. The doctrine that there is no eternal life out of Christ, and that, consequently, the punishment of the
wicked is not to be eternal misery, is now able to present an array of adherents so strong in numbers, so cultivated in
intellect, and so correct at heart, that many of its opponents are changing their base of operations towards it, and
taking steps looking not only to a toleration of but to a compromise with its claims.

In adding another book to the many which have been written on this subject, the object has been to give in
a concise manner a more general view of the teaching, of the word of God, the ultimate source of authority, on this
topic, than has heretofore been presented. A chapter on the Claims of Philosophy is appended to the Biblical
argument, more to answer the queries of those who attach importance to such considerations, than because they are
entitled to any real weight in the determination of this question.

The interest that has of late years arisen on the subject of the state of the dead, is most timely. Spiritualism
has arisen and is seeking to spread its doctrines and baneful influence over all the land. This great delusion appeals
to the popular views of the condition of man in death as foundation for its claims. The teaching of the Bible on this
point is the most effectual antidote to its seductive poison. Before the true light on the intermediate state, and the
destiny of the wicked, not only Spiritualism, with its hosts of darkness flees away, but purgatory, saint-worship,
universalism, and a host of other errors all go down.

In this period of agitation and transition, let no man blindly commit himself to predetermined views, but
hold himself ready to follow truth always and everywhere. Let him hold his sympathies entirely at its disposal. This
is the course of safety; for truth has angels, Christ, and God, upon its side; and though it had but one adherent on the
earth, it would triumph all the same. Truth can receive no lasting detriment from the opposition of the world, and the
powers of darkness, all combined. Its triumph is assured by the pledge of Omnipotence; and all who follow it, few in
number though they be at last wil1 triumph with it too.

Uriah Smith.
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1. Introduction

FORTUNATELY there are some things which men cannot deny. There are plenty of them who deny God, deny
Christ, deny the Holy Spirit, deny divine revelation, and deny any hereafter. But they cannot deny that may be called
the “Here.” The present state of existence is a fact, which cannot be ignored. Man finds himself in a real, material,
world, on a plane of existence which is full of mystery and marvel. He finds himself with a bodily organism
wonderfully constructed; with capabilities opening before him a wide field for activity; with a mind able to reason,
reflect, draw conclusions, and plans for the future. He can pry into the secrets of nature, resolve substances of the
earth into their original elements, and with instruments that multiply his vision a thousand fold, explore the blue
expanse above him, and study the stellar worlds in their grand procession through endless space. The wonders of
nature and the marvelous achievements of his fellow men excite in his own conceptions of almost infinite
possibilities.

But amid all the phenomena of life, he sees another, if possible stranger still the phenomenon of death. The
man of most skilful acquirements and mightiest intellect, falls in death. Immediately, so far as anything appears to
the outward sense, his powers are gone. His mind ceases to act; his body, unable longer to resist decay, disintegrates
and mingles with the dust. Truly one must be of very stolid and stupid mold, who under such circumstances does not
let his mind run out beyond the limits of his visible horizon, and have some inquiries to make in the regions of
“things not seen.” And the broad plane of one’s present existence, a realm of reality not shadow, of fact not fancy, -
affords a firm basis from which to extend one’s deductions into other, fields, even the hereafter.

Without either counsel or co-operation of our own, we find ourselves on the plane of human existence,
subject to all the conditions of this life, and hastening forward to its destiny, whatever it may be. A retinue of
mysterious inquiries throng our steps. Whence came this order of’ things? Who ordained this arrangement ? For
what purpose are we here? What is our nature? What are our obligations? And whither are we bound? Life, what a
mystery! Having commenced, will it ever end? Once we did not exist; are we destined to that condition again?
Death we see everywhere around us. Its victims are silent, cold, and still. They give no outward evidence of
retaining any of those faculties, mental, emotional, or physical, which distinguished them when living. Is death the
end of all these? And is death the extinction of all human beings? These are questions which have ever excited in the
human mind an intensity of thought and a strength of feeling which no other subjects can awaken.

To these questions, so well defined, so definite in their demands, and of such all-absorbing interest, where
shall we look for an answer? Have we any means within our reach by which to solve these problems? We look
abroad upon the earth, and admire its multiplied forms of life and beauty; we mark, the revolving seasons and the
uniform and beneficent operations of nature; we look to the heavenly bodies, and behold their glory, and the
regularity of their mighty motions, -do these answer our questions? They tell us something, but not all. They tell us
of the great Creator and upholder of all things; for, as the apostle says, 1 The invisible things of him from, the
creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the thing; that are made, even ‘his eternal power and
Godhead.” They tell us upon whom our existence depends, and to whom we are amenable.

But this only intensifies our anxiety a thousand fold. For now we want to know upon what conditions his
favor is suspended. What must we do to meet his requirements? How may we secure his approbation? He surely is a
being who will reward virtue and punish sin. Sometime our deeds must be compared with his requirements, and
sentence be rendered in accordance therewith. How will this affect our future existence? Deriving it from him, does
he suspend its continuance on our obedience? Or has he made us self existent beings, so that we must live forever, if
not in his favor, then the conscious “recipients of his wrath?

With what intense anxiety the mind turns to the future 1 at Is to be the issue of this mysterious problem of
life? Who can tell? Nature is silent. We appeal to those o are entering the dark valley. But who can reveal the
mysteries of those hidden regions till he has explored? And the ‘curtain of the tent into which they enter, outward
swings. Sternly the grave closes its heavy portals against every attempt to catch a glimpse of the unknown beyond.
Science proves itself helpless on this momentous question. The imagination breaks down; and the human mind,
unaided, sinks into a melancholy, but well-grounded despair.

Multitudes, however, profess to be able to answer these queries. The, world has so long been so taught on
this subject, that hundreds upon hundreds of millions now believe, and have believed, that men has, inherent in his
own nature, an undying principle. An immortal soul, which is the real, intelligent, responsible man, the living
element in the body, but which is independent of the body, and can exist as well without the body as with it. Which
is just as much alive after the body is dead as it was before; which is therefore conscious, active, and Intelligent in
that condition known as death, or while the body is in the grave; and which, after the Judgment, according as that
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great tribunal decides, must live in conscious happiness or misery. through all eternity.
One cannot but stand dazed and confounded before the awful possibilities involved in such an answer; and

before accepting it, one would do well to search most carefully to ascertain beyond all reasonable question whether
it be true. For if it be true, the first great appalling fact that stands out before us is that the greater portion of the
human family are destined to exist forever in conscious torture beyond the power of language to describe torture
inflicted without the intention or possibility of accomplishing one iota of good either for themselves or others, and
from which they can never gain one moment’s relaxation through an agonizing duration that shall never, never end.
And all for what? Generally speaking, as a punishment for a life of less than fifty years of carelessness and sin in
this world. Is there a man with a spark of human kindness in his soul, or the least shadow of a sense of justice and
mercy in his heart, who could endure the thought? Is there one who can tolerate the thought? Then how must the
Creator of mankind be looked upon who can thus deal with them, even though they be sinners? Is it any wonder that
God, under such, teaching, has come to be regarded by an ever-growing army of skeptics, as a heartless, revengeful
tyrant, who delights in rendering as miserable a-ad wretched its possible, the creatures of his hand, whom he
preserves alive for that very purpose?

But aside from the overwhelming terror of eternal conscious misery, a long train of conclusions follows,
concerning which we should consider whether we are prepared to accept them or not, before we subscribe to the
answer above given. If it be true that man has an immortal soul that cannot die, it follows (1) that he who assured
our first parents in Eden that they should not surely die (Genesis 3:4,5), told the truth, and a belief of the truth was
the deception which brought sin into the world to destroy the peace and happiness of mankind; (2) that the
deification of dead men and the worship of ancestors, which prevail throughout heathendom, and upon which so
much of idolatry is founded, has at least some foundation ; (3) that the saint-worship, Mariolatry, purgatory, and
mass, of the Roman Catholic and Greek churches, are true doctrines; (4) that the future coming of Christ, and a
future general Judgment, and a resurrection of the dead, can all be set aside as inconsistent and unnecessary; (5) that
Restorationism, Universalism, and Spiritualism can be, on this hypothesis, defended from the Scriptures.

On the other hand, if man possesses no such undying principle by nature, as an immortal soul; if the dead
are not conscious; if future eternal life depends on Christ alone, all the doctrines and practices named above, topple
over as gigantic frauds, deceptions, and superstitions. Christ, in his position and work, as the Source Of life and
immortality, stands forth in his true light and untarnished glory. The coming of Christ, the resurrection of the dead,
the Judgment, and the time of rewards and punishment, all find a place which corresponds to the testimony of the
Scriptures; and apparent harmony reigns in all branches of this subject. Surely the decision of a question, answer to
which so much depends, cannot be left to human testimony. He who alone, has knowledge of the unseen world,
must resolve the doubts, dispel the mysteries, and explain the queries which cluster about these momentous
problems. God must tell us, or we can never know what lies beyond this state of existence, till we experience it for
ourselves. He who has placed us here, must himself make known to us his purposes and his will, or we are forever in
the dark. Of this, all reverent and thoughtful minds are well assured.

Stuart, in his “Exegetical Essays on Several Words Relating to Future Punishment “ (pp. 13, 14), says :
“The light of nature can never scatter the darkness in question. This light has never yet sufficed to make the

question clear to any portion of our benighted race, whether the soul is immortal. Cicero, incomparably the most
able defender of the soul’s immortality of which the heathen world can yet boast, very ingenuously confesses that,
after all the arguments which he had adduced in order to confirm the doctrine in question, it so fell out that his mind
was satisfied of it only when directly employed in contemplating the arguments adduced in its favor. At all other
times he fell unconsciously into a state of doubt and darkness. It is notorious, also, that Socrates, the next most able
advocate, among the heathen, of the same doctrine, has adduced arguments to establish the never-ceasing existence
of the soul, which will not bear the test of examination, If there be any satisfactory light, then, on the momentous
question of a future state, it must be sought from-the word of God.”

Alvin Hovey, D. D. “State of Men after Death,” P. 35, says

“But what does the sacred record say of departed spirits? For if we are to know anything in respect to their
condition after death, light from revelation is indispensable; the testimony of reason, conscience, aspiration, leaves
us still in doubt; the eye of sense cannot pierce the veil; and our only refuge is the word of God.”

H. H. Dobney, Baptist minister, of England (“Future Punishment,” P. 107), says :

“Reason cannot prove man to be immortal. We may devoutly enter the temple of nature; we may reverently
tread her emerald floor and gaze on her blue, ‘star pictured ceiling,’ but to our anxious inquiry, though proposed
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with heartbreaking intensity, the oracle is dumb, or like those of Delphi and Dodona, mutters, only an ambiguous
reply that leaves us in utter bewilderment.”

And what information have they been able to give us, who have either been ignorant of divine revelation,
or, having the light, have turned their backs upon it? Listen to a few of their words, which sufficiently indicates the
character of the knowledge they possessed. Socrates, about to drink the fatal hemlock, said:

“I am going out of the world, and you are to continue in it; but which of us has the better part is a secret to every one
but God. “

Cicero, after recounting the various opinions of philosophers on this subject, levels all their systems to the ground by
this ingenuous confession

“Which of these is true, God alone knows; and which Is the most probable, is a very great question.”

Seneca, reviewing the arguments of the ancients on this subject, said:

“Immortality, however desirable, was rather promised than proved by these great men.”

And the skeptic Hobbs, when death was forcing him from this state of existence, could only exclaim, with
uncertainty, “I am taking a leap in the dark !” dying words not calculated to inspire any great degree of comfort and
assurance in the hearts of those who are inclined to follow in his steps.

With a full sense of our need, we turn, then, to the revelation which God has given us in his word. Will this
answer our inquiries? It is not a revelation if it does not; for this must be the very object of a revelation. Logicians
tell us that according to the plainest principles of their science, there is 11 An antecedent probability in favor, of a
divine revelation, arising from the nature of the Deity and the moral condition of man.” On the same ground, there
must be an equal probability that, if we are immortal, never-dying beings, that revelation will plainly tell us so.

To the Bible alone we look for correct views on the important subjects of the character of God, the nature
of life and death, the resurrection, heaven, and hell. But our views upon all these must be, to a great extent, governed
by our views of the nature and destiny of man. On this subject, therefore, the teachings of the Bible must, of
consistency, be sufficiently clear and full.

And when we say the Bible, let it be understood that the Bible just as it reads, and just as it stands, is
intended, not the Bible as emasculated by the modern “higher criticism.” We have no use for a Bible such as these
critics leave us, its earlier records lost in the fog of myth and fable, while claiming to be given by inspiration of God.
The Bible is a unit, and as a whole stands or falls together. Its earliest records, and most disputed portions, are
openly recognized as genuine by Christ and his apostles; and one word of endorsement from such a source, is worth
more than all the criticism which all the world upon the other side can offer. The story of the creation, the fall of
man, and the scheme of human redemption, there revealed, is the only rational ground on which to account for the
presence and continuance of sin and suffering in a world under the control of an Omnipotent Being whose name and
nature is purity and love. This record, then, will, in this work, be accepted as a straightforward narrative of plain,
unvarnished verities.

Prominent upon the pages of this book of inspiration, we see pointed out the great distinction which God
has put between right and wrong, the rewards he has promised to virtue, and the punishment he has threatened
against sin; we find it revealed that but few, comparatively, will be saved, while the great majority of the human
family, will be lost. And as the means by which the perdition of ungodly men will be accomplished, we find
described in fearfully ominous terms, a lake of fire burning with brimstone, all-devouring and unquenchable.

How these facts intensify the importance of the questions, Are all men immortal? Are these wicked
immortal? Is their portion an eternity of incomprehensible, conscious torture and unutterable woe? Have they in
their nature a principle so tenacious of life that the severest implements of destruction with which the Almighty can
assail it, an eternity of his intense devouring fire, can make no inroads upon its inviolate vitality? Fearful questions
in reference to which it cannot be that the word of God will leave us in darkness, or perplex us with doubt, or
deceive us with falsehood.

In commending the reader to the word of God on this great theme, it is unnecessary to suggest to any
candid mind the spirit in which we should present our inquiries. Prejudice or passion should not come within the
sacred precincts of such an investigation. If God has plainly revealed that all the finally impenitent of mankind are
doomed to an eternity of conscious misery, we must accept that fact, however hard it may be to find any



HERE AND HERE AFTER

www.ThreeAngels.com.au 6

correspondence between the limitation of the guilt and the infinitude of the punishment, and however hard it may be
to harmonize such treatment with the character of God, who has declared himself to be “LOVE.” If, on the other
hand, the record shows that, God’s government can be vindicated, sin meet its just deserts, and at the same time such
disposition be finally made of the lost as to relieve the universe from the horrid spectacle of a hell forever burning,
filled with sensitive beings, frenzied with fire and flame, and blaspheming in their ever-strengthening agony, a
disposition which accords with the sense of justice and emotion,, of benevolence which reign in every undepraved
heart, can any one be the less ready to accept this fact, or hesitate, on this account, to join in the ascription, “Great
and marvelous are thy works, Lord God Almighty; just and true are thy ways, thou King of saints”

2. The Creation of Adam

THE most direct way to learn what man’s nature is, would seem to be to study the story of his creation, if such a
record can be found, and search for the substances and elements that were made use of in his formation. Happily
such a record has been furnished, and it rests on higher authority than the deductions of human reason or the
speculations of men. Here we fall back upon the testimony of the Bible, and take its language in its most obvious
and literal sense. If any think that it comports better with the dignity and glory of an omnipotent Creator to suppose
that he limited his creative energy to the production of an infinitesimal amount of protoplasm somewhere, and left
that to evolve itself through countless ages, into all conceivable organisms. Developing at last, through mollusks,
vertebrates, mammals, and monkeys, to man, they are at liberty, of course, to enjoy that opinion; but the reader will
allow us to prefer the record in Genesis. And here to put that forth in evidence, as a more satisfactory account of the
origin and nature of the human family. That record gives, in a few plain, straightforward declarations, the account of
man’s creation, as follows

“And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man
became a living soul. “ Genesis 2:7.

This record accounts for every feature and faculty possessed by man, and all the mental and vital
phenomena, manifested through him. God had fashioned this beautiful world glowing with life and beauty; but yet
there was no one to exercise dominion over it, no one to till the soil, and cause all its multiple forms of life to praise
and glorify the Creator. To provide for this lack, God took a portion of the dust of the earth, wrought it into tile form
of a man, and by a process of organization, of which we can form no conception, made it flesh. All the organs of the
body were there, fashioned for their different uses. They were all ready for action, but there was no life. Then God
breathed into the man’s nostrils the breath of life, with its vitalizing, life-giving power, and man became a living
soul. This body, before inert and helpless, became a living, moving power. The heart began to beat, and the life
current flowed through all its channels; the lungs began their work, and the process of breathing appeared. The
nerves assumed their office, and the man began to feel; the muscles were quickened, and he began to move; the
brain acted, and he began to think and manifest that intelligence by which he could understand the instructions of his
Maker, and exercise his will to do his bidding. Thus treated man became a living soul.”

The record states all that was done in reference to man, and all that was imparted to him, to make him the
being that he was. And was not this sufficient? 0, no! exclaims the theologian; this was not enough; this was all
material; but there must have been a soul, some immaterial and immortal part, given him, to make possible the
manifestation of the phenomena of mind; for “matter cannot think.” But who knows all these additional particulars?
Remember, we are here going by the record. We are supposed to know nothing beyond what the record states. Man,
as a “living soul,” was of course capable of exercising every faculty of body and mind common to the human
family. But by the process here described, - the formation of the body, and the setting it in motion by the breath of
life, man became just this “living soul.” Now what right has any one to take this word “soul,” and give it a new
meaning to be the vehicle of a new idea, and thrust it in here to change the whole scope and tenor of the record? This
word “soul “ is the very word theologians use to signify this immaterial and immortal part, which they so ardently
wish to show was here interjected into Adam’s organism. But whatever this word expresses, that the record says the
man, by the breathing into the nostrils of the breath of life, had “become.” He became a living soul.”

But it is insisted that, as man could then think, there must have been something super added to his nature;
for matter, it is assumed with all assurance, cannot think; only spirit, it is repeated, is capable of such a process as
that. It might be a sufficient reply to such a claim, to simply call attention to the fact that in this declaration, people
are setting up assumptions in a field of which they know nothing. It would perhaps be unbecoming to make such a
charge, did not the very ones to whom reference is made, openly confess it. What is matter? And what is spirit?
Those who presume the heaviest on the contrast between matter and spirit, acknowledge that they do not understand
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the nature of either the one or the other.” Thus an authority, high in the religious world, says:

“If it is asked what is meant by matter, or what matter is, we must confess that we know not what
constitutes its essence. In this respect its autology is beyond our reach; and the only advance we find it possible to
make, is to point out some of the properties of matter, as discerned by our senses, and to exhibit some of the laws by
which it is governed.” D. W. Clark, D. D., Bishop M. E. Church, “Man All Immortal,”page 21.

That renowned philosopher, John Locke, says:

“We have the idea of matter and thinking, but possibly shall never be able to know whether any mere
material being thinks or not. It being impossible for us, by the contemplation of our own ideas, without revelation, to
discover whether Omnipotence has not given to some systems of matter, fitly disposed, a power to perceive and
think, or else joined and affixed to matter so disposed, a thinking, immaterial substance. It being, in respect of our
notions, not much more remote from our comprehension to conceive that God can, if he pleases, add to matter a
faculty of thinking, than that he should add to it another substance with a faculty of thinking. Since we know not
wherein thinking consists, nor to what sort of substance the Almighty has been pleased to give that power which
cannot be in any created being but merely by the good pleasure of the Creator. For I see no contradiction in it, that
the first eternal, thinking Being should, if he pleased, give to certain systems of created, senseless matter, put
together as he thinks fit, some degrees of sense, perception, and thought.” [1]

Mr.. Clark, quoted before, makes a like confession concerning spirit.

“We confess that we know not in what the essence of soul, or spirit, consists. We readily acknowledge our
ignorance of the essence, the subject being of matter. We make the same confession -and under the same limitations
-concerning the soul.” [2]

But notwithstanding such acknowledgments as these, we find Mr. Clark arguing as follows, in reference to
mind and matter: -

“We are accustomed to say the eye sees, the ear hears, the finger feels, and so forth; but such language is
used only in accommodation to our ignorance, or from the force of habit. It is incorrect. The eye itself no more sees
than the telescope which we hold before it to assist our vision; the ear hears not any more than the trumpet of tin
which the deaf man directs toward the speaker to convey the sound of his voice. And so with regard to all the organs
of sense. They are but instruments which become the media of intelligence to the absolute mind, and it uses them
whenever it is inclined or obliged to do so.”

Again Mr. Clark speaks further as follows:
“The opinion that even organic matter could by any possibility be made to exhibit such power, cannot be

received without the most clear and indubitable evidence. What is there to be found in the composition of the brain
or nervous system, or in their organization that would lead us to look for the development of thought, feeling, or
conscience in them? The brain has been analyzed, and more than eight tenths of its substance has been found to be
water. Indeed, this, mixed up with a little albumen, a still less quantity of fat, ozone, phosphorus, acids, salts, and
sulfur, constitutes its material elements. In all cases water largely predominates. Take even the pineal gland - that
interior and mysterious organ of the brain, supposed by Descartes, and by many philosophers after him, to be the
peculiar seat of the soul -even this has been analyzed. Its principal elements are found to be phosphate of lime
together with a smaller proportion of carbonate of lime and phosphates of ammonia and magnesia. If the brain at
large constitutes the soul, then the soul is only a peculiar combination of oxygen and hydrogen, with albumen, acids,
salts, sulfur, etc. Or, if the pineal gland constitutes the soul, then the principal element of the soul is phosphate of
lime.” [3]

A soul, such as has been invented by modern theology, or rather by ancient mythology, or rather by the
great ophidian philosopher in Eden, it is no wonder it is found impossible to discover. But it seems a most useless
procedure to look for it through the analysis of dead matter. Men assume that certain things of most common
occurrence cannot be done except by such a “soul,” and thus take upon themselves the unnecessary and
embarrassing problem of trying to account for its origin and union with man. The simple concession that matter can
be so organized and vitalized as to exhibit all these phenomena, at once simplifies the matter, and relieves it of all
difficulty. And in the arguments of these gentlemen, where is God? Where is Omnipotence? They confess that they
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do not know what matter is. Are they sure that they know all the kinds of matter which God has at his command?
Are they aware of all the combinations of matter which God is able to make, and are they able to tell the results of
all these? Is matter the vile and contemptible substance which their words would indicate? God has certainly seen fit
to make use of it in all the worlds which he has created; and at the birth of our own world, “the morning stars sang
together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy.” And the glorious terminus of the Christian pathway is set before
us in terms that suggest materiality “it is a city which has foundations whose builder and maker is God; a city which
has streets of gold and gates of pearl.”

Matter takes on new properties by new combinations and new arrangements. A sufficient illustration is
found in the household article, water, so necessary, in one condition, to all life and vegetation. In one state it is ice,
hard and cold; in another, a liquid, useful for innumerable purposes; if raised to steam, it becomes an invisible giant,
able to rend the strongest bars of steel, and compete with the lightning in destructive power. Yet it is all the time the
same matter, only under different forms and combinations. In one form matter is sweet; in another, sour; in one,
white like snow; in another, black like coal. In one, strong; in another, weak; in one, soft; in another, solid; in one,
precious and beautiful. In another, of little worth; for the glittering diamond, held to be of almost priceless value,
and the charcoal, unsightly to the eye and touch, are identically the same substance -pure carbon -only with its
particles differently arranged. The difference between body and the so-called “spirit,” between senseless matter and
thinking matter, could scarcely be greater.

Matter can be endowed with life. Here are two seeds; left upon the shelf they would continue unchanged
for an indefinite length of time. Now take these seeds and put them under different conditions: crush one to powder,
and plant it; will it grow? No; its life has been destroyed. Plant the other; the moisture and warmth of a congenial
soil quicken into action the germ of life. And the seed swells, sends forth a sprout, strikes down into the earth its
roots, and becomes a towering plant which flowers and fruits to delight the eye, or furnish sustenance to the bodies
of men. What produced this marvelous result? Was there an immaterial spirit or intelligence enshrined within to
bring it all about? No; it was a power inherent in the matter itself. This is vegetable life; and the world is full of it
indeed, would be a waste, barren desert without it.

Ascending a step we have something more wonderful still in animal life. The egg is simply a quantity of
matter; but subject it to suitable conditions, and in due time a chicken comes forth full of life and activity. Is there an
immaterial being in the chicken that makes it see and act, seek food and fly from danger? No; it is simply matter
organized to act in these strange and self determining ways. Every animal below man is considered to be only
matter. It will not be admitted that such animals are endowed with immortal souls and never dying spirits; yet what
powers do they manifest! They see, hear, feel, taste, and smell; they exhibit fear, love, anger, hatred, and revenge;
they give every evidence of memory, will, reflection, and reason. But all this is matter; and yet we are told that
matter cannot think. Can matter see? can it hear, feel, taste, and smell? In its primary state of course it cannot; but it
can be organized so that it is able to do all these things. No illustration nor enlargement is needed here; for it cannot
be denied. Now is there anything unreasonable in the thought that God should put the finishing touch of a higher
degree of organization upon man, so that through the-power of a more highly developed brain, he should become the
intelligent, morally responsible being that he is ?

Those who deny that matter can be so organized as to think, are guilty of a strange inconsistency in their
logic. The characteristics of matter are form, size, weight, location, etc. But as these are not attributable to love,
hope, fear, and like emotions, they claim that these cannot be matter, but must be the production of a separate
intelligent entity. They seem to forget that the attributes or results of the organization of matter cannot be contrasted
with matter itself. The questions they ask concerning love, fear, hate, etc., whether they are round, square, or flat, we
might well supplement with the same questions concerning light, heat, or cold. If any doubt that some eminent
philosophers do reason thus, * let them read the following from Joseph Cook:

“When Caesar saw Brutus stab, and muffled up his face at the foot of Pompey’s statue, was his grief round,
square, or triangular? [Laughter.] When Lincoln, by a stroke of the pen, manumitted four million slaves, was his
choice hexagonal or octagonal?”
These questions show that the terms which we apply to matter are totally inapplicable when applied to mind.” [4]

This can easily be paralleled by questions referring to matter alone. In sight of the writer, as these lines are
being penned, a dog is attempting to drive a hog from a neighboring field. The hog shows fight. With bristles erect,
and glaring eyes, he makes a dash at the dog. With growl and bark the dog evades the onslaught, and keeps up his
part of the contest by a charge from another quarter. Was that hog’s anger round, square, hexagonal, or octagonal?
Were that dog’s plans to foil his antagonist, rectangular or three-cornered, one thickness or three ply. Here was
matter against matter, but how broad and thick were the specimens of fury exhibited, and how much did they weigh?
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[Uproarious laughter. Great applause.]
There are operations of matter as inexplicable as matter itself. Light, heat, cold, and even that subtle

essence, electricity, which electricians describe as “an unknown force, acting in an unknown way,” are conceded to
be a form of matter, or at least, incapable of manifestation without matter. So of mind, it cannot exist independent of
matter. Brain material is necessary to its existence. Who can conceive of thought existing apart by itself? What
would it be like, and how would it act? It is claimed that this inward man, this spirit being, which feels, sees, hears,
etc., is of the same shape and size as the natural body, and is indivisible, so that if a man loses his natural leg or arm,
the spirit leg or arm remains in its place just the same. If this is not so, and the spirit body is divisible, then one
might lose his spirit head, and what would his condition then be? But to show that there is no such spirit body which
does the feeling, seeing, etc., just try to strike, pinch, or pierce the spirit leg or arm after these corporeal members are
removed, and what is the result? -Nothing; and this reveals the exact constitution of this supposed spirit body -
nothing. .

Another question: In what condition is this spirit body when it is put into man? What is its status? Has it
full power, or is it limited in its capabilities? If it has all its powers in the beginning, why does not the infant exhibit
all the mental power and intelligence of a full-grown man? If it is not endowed with all its powers in the beginning,
why not? As a separate creation, could not God make it so then why clog and cumber it with a body at all? But if it
has at first simply the size and power of the infant, and can only expand and mature with the body, then it is
dependent on the body, and subject to all its conditions. And that such is the case with respect to the powers of the
mind, Paul expressly affirms. He says: “When I was a child, I spoke as a child, I understood as a child, I thought as a
child ; but when I became a man, I put away childish things.” 1 Corinthians 13:11. Here is a plain statement that the
understanding and thinking power is circumscribed by the limitations of the body. Then if it expands or shrinks with
the body, is strong or imbecile, childish or mature, just according as the body is in these conditions, when the body
perishes, does it not perish with it? We speak of it to accommodate the discussion to the claims of popular theology.
But with this idea we find the argument hopelessly entangled in absurdities at every step. But with the view that
these marvelous powers are simply the result of man’s superior organization, all becomes simple and plain, and easy
of comprehension. In another chapter devoted to the question of the origin of the spirit, more will be said on some of
the points here alluded to.

Thus the record of Adam’s creation is amply sufficient to account for all the physical and mental
phenomena exhibited by living men. The body was framed of the dust of the ground; the organs were all formed
complete and adapted to their various uses; the organization wits of the most superior kind. The machine was perfect
in all its parts; the breath of life was breathed into it, carrying with it the vital principle, the life giving power which
God had placed therein. Then mail sprang into life. He stood erect, a living soul,” intelligent through the action of
the brain, and able to carry out the purposes of life by the action of the body; capable of thinking, reasoning, and
exercising his will to do the bidding of his Maker, through the moral qualities of the nature thus imparted to him.
The same principle of life was imparted through the breath of life to all other breathing creatures; but having an
inferior organization, they do not stand on the same plane of being as man, nor possess his nature.

But the Bible not only describes the creation of man, it also describes his dissolution; and this process we
find to be just the reverse, the complete counterpart, of the other. It required, as we have seen, but few words to
describe the creation of man, the putting together and setting in motion of this wonderful machine. So it requires but
few words to describe the stopping of the machine, the taking of it apart and laying it in the tomb; the one record
begins where the other end and goes right back through the reverse process. Thus David says: “Put not your trust in
princes, nor in the son of man, in whom there is no help. His breath goes forth, he returns to his earth; in that very
day his thoughts perish.” Psalm 146:3,4. In the creation of man, the body was first brought forth out of the earth;
then the breath of life was put into it. Here this breath goes out of it, and then the body goes back to its earth.
Solomon describes the same thing in little different language. He says: “Then shall the dust return to the earth as it
was; and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it.” Ecclesiastes 12:7. What God gave to man, as the record in
Genesis states, was the “breath of life,” containing the life principle. This made man alive. This God withdraws,
takes back to himself, and as a consequence the body, the dust, goes back to the earth as it was. Job also states the
same thing in language calculated to throw still greater light upon the subject. These are his words If he set his heart
upon man, if he gather unto himself his spirit and his breath; all flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn again
unto dust.” Job 34:14,15. That is, if God should form this purpose concerning man, to take away his life, all he
would need to do would be to take back and gather unto himself what he gave to man, “his spirit and his breath.”
And then the body of every man would turn again to dust. That Moses by the words “breath of life,” means the same
as Solomon, by the word “spirit,” Job proves by using them both together on the same subject. None can fail to see
the correspondence between the Bible records of man’s creation and his death; and in neither of them do we find any
mention of any separate and independent, immaterial and immortal spirit, worked into his composition, to make
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him the dual being which popular theology claims that he is.

3. Objections Examined

1. THE IMAGE OF GOD.

IT is supposed by some that the expressions used in connection with the record of man’s creation, are such as to
show that he has an immortal soul, or is an immortal being. Let us candidly examine them to see if such is really
what they teach.

The first of these expressions is the opening testimony of the Bible concerning man, which asserts that he
was to be made in the image of God. Genesis 1:26,27: “And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our
likeness. And let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and
over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps upon the earth. So God created man in his own image, in
the image of God created he him; male and female created he them.”

The first impulse of a person unacquainted with this controversy would be to ask in astonishment what this
has to do with the immortality of man. Nor would his astonishment be in any wise diminished when he heard the
reply that as God is immortal, man must be immortal also” because made in his image. Has God, then, no other
attribute but immortality, that we must confine it to this? Is not God omnipotent? Yes. Is man? No. Is not God
omnipresent? Yes. Is man? No. Is not God omniscient? Yes. Is man? No. Is not God independent and self existent?
Yes. Is man? No. Is not God infallible? Yes. Is man? No. Then why single out the one attribute of immortality, and
make the likeness of man to God consist wholly in this? In the form of a syllogism, the popular argument stands
thus:

Major Premise: God is immortal. 1 Timothy 1:17.
Minor Premise: Man is created in the image of God. Genesis 1:27.

Conclusion: Therefore man is immortal.

This is easily quashed by another syllogism equally sound, thus:

1. God is omnipotent.
2. Man is made in the image of God.
3. Therefore man is omnipotent.

This conclusion, by being brought within the cognizance of our own senses, becomes more obviously,
though it is not more essentially, absurd. It shows either that the argument for immortality drawn from the “image”
of God, is unqualified assumption, or that puny and finite man is clothed with all the attributes of the Deity.

In what respect, then, is man in the image of his Maker? The only correct and safe rule of interpretation,
applying to language in the Bible as well as elsewhere, is to allow every word its most obvious and literal import,
unless some plain reason exists for giving it a mystical or figurative meaning. The plain and literal definition of
image (see any good lexicon), is, An imitation, representation, or similitude of any person or thing, sculptured,
drawn, painted, or otherwise made perceptible to the sight; a visible presentation; a copy; a likeness; an effigy. We
have italicized a portion of this definition as containing an essential idea. An image must be something that is visible
to the eye. How can we conceive of an image of anything that is not perceptible to the sight, and which we cannot
take cognizance of by any of the senses? Even an image formed in the mind must be conceived of as having some
sort of outward shape or form. In this sense the word is used in the thirty-one times of its occurrence elsewhere in’
the Old Testament.

The second time the word “image” is used, it is used to show the relation existing between son and father,
and is a good comment on the relation which Genesis 1:26,27 asserts to exist between man and God. Genesis
5:3:”And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and begat a son in his own likeness, after his image.” Every one
would at once understand by this language, physical resemblance, and similarity of nature. Now put the two
passages together. Moses first asserts that God made man in his own image, after his likeness; and a few chapters
farther on he asserts that this same man begat a son in his own likeness, after his image. And while all must admit
that this latter includes bodily form or physical shape, the theological schools tell us that the former, from the same
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writer and with no intimation that it is used in any other sense, must refer solely to the attribute of immortality.
There is no room for any other conclusion than that just as a son is, in outward appearance, the image of his father,
and possesses like mental and moral characteristics, so man possesses, not the attributes of God in all their
perfection, but a likeness, or image, of him in his physical form and moral nature.

It may be said that the word image is used in a different sense in the New Testament, as, for example, in
Colossians 3:9,10: “Lie not one to another, seeing that you have put off the old man with his deeds. And have put on
the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that created him.” Granting that the word here
refers only to the inward nature, instead of the outward form, it must still ever be borne in mind that the point which
popular theology has to prove is that man is immortal because in the image of God. This text is against that view; for
that which is here said to be in the image of Him that created him, is not the natural man himself, but the new man
which is put on. Implying that the original image had been destroyed, and could be restored only in Christ. If,
therefore, it meant immortality as used by Moses, this text would show that that immortality was not absolute but
contingent, and having been lost by man, can be regained only through Christ. Ephesians 4:24 shows how this new
man is created:

And that you put on the new man, which after God is created in righteousness and true holiness.” Nothing
is said about immortality even in connection with the new man. It is simply a new moral nature.

Again: the word here translated image (KJV) is defined by Greenfield as meaning, by metonymy, an
exemplar, model, pattern, standard; Colossians 3:10. “No such definition as this is given by Gesenius to the word in
Genesis. So, though this Greek word may here have this sense, it affords no evidence that the Hebrew word in
Genesis 1:26,27 refers to immortality, and may not be confined to man’s outward form and moral nature.

The same reasoning will apply to 1 Corinthians 15:49, where the “image of the heavenly,” which is
promised to the righteous, is something which is not in possession of the natural man, but will be attained through
the resurrection: “We shall also bear the image of the heavenly.” It cannot, therefore, refer to the image stamped
upon man at his creation, unless it be admitted that that image, with all its included qualities, has been lost by the
human race, an admission fatal to the hypothesis of the believers in the natural immortality of man.

In 1 Corinthians 11:7 we read that man, as contrasted with woman, is “the image and glory of God.” To
make the expression “image of God” here mean immortality, is to confine it to man, and rob the better part of the
human family of this high prerogative.

In Genesis 9:6 we read: “Who so sheds man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed: for in the image of
God made he man.” Substituting what the image is here claimed to mean, we should have this very singular reading:
“Who so sheds man’s blood [or takes man’s life], by man shall his blood be shed [or his life be taken]: for immortal
made he man,” so that his life could not be taken. Evidently the reference in all such passages is not only to “the
human face divine,” but to the whole physical frame, with its mental and moral capabilities, which, in comparison
with all other forms of animated existence, is upright and godlike.

But here the mystical interpretation of our current theology has thrown up what is considered an
insuperable objection to this view; for how can man be physically in the image of God, when, God is not a person, is
without form, and has neither body nor parts? In reply we ask, Where does the Bible say that God is a formless,
impersonal being, having neither body nor parts? Does it not say that he is a spirit (John 4: 24)? Yes; and we inquire
again, Does it not say that the angels are spirits? Hebrews 1:7,14. And are not the angels, saying nothing of those
instances in which they have appeared to men in bodily form, and always in human shape (Genesis 18:1-8, 16-22;
32:24; Hosea 12:4; Numbers 22:31; Judges 13:6,13; Luke 1:11,13,28,29; Acts 12:7-9, etc., etc.). Are not the angels,
we say, always spoken of as beings having bodily form? A spirit, or spiritual being, as God is, in the highest sense,
so far from not having a bodily form, must possess it, as the instrumentality for the manifestation of his powers. 1
Corinthians 15:44.

Again: it is urged that God is omnipresent; and how can this be, if he is a person? Answer: He has a
representative, his Holy Spirit, by which he is ever present and ever felt in all his universe. “Whither shall I go,”
asks David, from thy Spirit? Or whither shall I flee from thy presence? “ Psalm 139:7. And John saw standing
before the throne of God seven lamps, which are declared to be “the seven Spirits of God,” and which are “sent forth
into all the earth.” Revelation 4:5; 5:6.

We now invite the attention of the reader to a little of the evidence that may be presented to show that God
is a person, and so that man, though of course in an imperfect and finite degree, may be an image, or likeness, of
him, as to his bodily form.

1. God has made visible to mortal eyes parts of his person. Moses saw the God of Israel. Exodus 33:21-23.
An immaterial being, if such a thing can be conceived of, without body or parts, cannot be seen with mortal eyes. To
say that God assumed a body and shape for this occasion, places the common view in a worse light still; for it is
virtually charging God with a double deception. First, giving Moses to understand that he was a being with body and
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parts; and, secondly, under the promise of showing himself, showing him something that was not himself. And he
told Moses that he would put his hand “over him as he passed by, and then take it away, that he might see his back
parts,” but not his “face.” Has he hands? Has he back parts? Has he a face? If not, why try to convey ideas by means
of language?

Again: Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and seventy of the elders saw the God of Israel. Exodus 24:9-11.
“And there was under his feet as it were a paved work of a sapphire stone.” Has he feet? Or is the record that these
persons saw them a fabrication? No man, to be sure, has seen his face, nor could he do so and live, as God has
declared. Exodus 33:20; John 1:18.

2. Christ, as manifested among men, is declared to be the “image” of God, and in his “form.” Christ
showed, after his resurrection, that his immortal, though not then glorified, body had flesh and bones. Luke 24:39.
Bodily he ascended into heaven, where none can presume to deny him a local habitation. Acts 1:9-11; Ephesians
1:20; Hebrews 8:1. But Paul, speaking of this same Jesus, says, “Who is the image of the invisible God, the first-
born of every creature.” Colossians 1:15. Here the antithesis expressed is between God, who is invisible, and his
“image” in the person of Christ, which was visible. It follows, therefore, that what of Christ the disciples could see,
which was his bodily form, was the image to give them an idea of God whom they could not see. This of course
would not exclude the moral attributes manifested by Jesus, but which could not be manifested without some bodily
organization.

Again: “Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ Jesus: who, being in the form of God, thought it
not robbery to be equal with God.” Philippians 2:5,6. It remains to be told how Christ could be in the form of God,
and yet God have no form.

Once more “God, who at sundry times and in divers manners, spoke in time past unto the fathers by the
prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom also
he made the worlds. Who being the brightness of his glory, and the express image of His person,” etc. Hebrews 1:1-
3. This testimony is conclusive. It is an inspired declaration that God has a personal form; and to give an idea of
what that form is, it declares that Christ, just as we conceive of him as ascended up bodily on high, is the express
image thereof. It is said that the word person, should here be rendered “substance.” But this does not affect the
conclusion in the least; for if there is substance, there must be shape, and the only indication given in the Bible of
what that shape is, is the human form.

The evidence already presented shows that there is no necessity for supposing that the image of God, in
which man was created, consists of immortality; and Paul, in his testimony to the Romans, forever destroys the
possibility of making it apply to immortality. He says (Romans 1:22,23): “Professing themselves to be wise, they
became fools, and changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to
birds, and four-footed beasts, and creeping things.” The word here rendered “uncorruptible” is the same word that is
translated “immortal,” and applied to God in 1 Timothy 1:17. Now if God by making man in his image, stamped
him with immortality, man is just as uncorruptible as God himself. But Paul says that he is not so; that while God is
uncorruptible, or immortal, man is corruptible, or mortal. The image of God does not, therefore, confer immortality,
though it does indicate the high organization and godlike nature of man.

2. THE BREATH OF LIFE.
Another expression which is supposed by some to prove immortality for man, is the “breath of life,” as

applied to him in Genesis 2:7. Genesis 1:27 states, in general terms, the form in which man was created, as
contrasted with other orders of animal life. In Genesis 2:7 the process is described by which this creation was
accomplished. Finding no proof in the former passage that man was put in possession of immortality, we turn to the
latter text to examine the claims based upon that. The verse reads: “And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.”

Here the advocates of man’s natural immortality endeavor to make a strong stand, as it is very proper they
should do, unless they are prepared at once to abandon their theory. For certainly if in that inspired record which
describes the building up of man, the putting together of the different parts or constituent elements of which he is
composed, there is no testimony that he was clothed with immortality, and no evidence furnished upon which an
argument for such an attribute can be based, their whole system falls into irretrievable collapse. The claim asserted
on the strength of this passage is that man is composed of two parts: the body formed of the dust of the ground, and
an immortal soul placed therein by God’s breathing the breath of life into the nostrils of that dust-formed body. Two
representative men shall be allowed to speak on this point, and state the popular view. Thomas Scott, D. D., on
Genesis 2:7, says:
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“The Lord not only gave man life in common with the other animals which had bodies formed of the same
materials; but immediately communicated from himself the rational soul, here denoted by the expression of
breathing into his nostrils the breath of life.

Adam Clarke, D. D., on Genesis 2: 75 says:

“In the most distinct manner, God shows us that man is a compound being, having a body and soul
distinctly and separately created, the body out of the dust of the earth, the soul immediately breathed from God
himself.”

Critics speak of this expression in a different manner from theologians; for whereas the latter make it
confer immortality, and raise man in this respect to the same plane with his Maker, the former speak of it as
suggestive of man’s frail nature, and his precarious tenure of life itself. Thus Dr. Conant says:

“In whose nostrils is breath. Only breath, so frail a principle of life, and so easily extinguished!”

And in a note on Isaiah 2:22, where the prophet says,
Cease you from man, whose breath is in his nostrils: for wherein is he to be accounted of?” he adds:

“Not as in the common English version, ‘whose breath is in his nostrils,’ for where else should it be? The
objection is not to its place in the body, which is the proper one for it, but to its frail and perishable nature.”

To the same intent the psalmist speaks (Psalm 146:3,4):
Put not your trust in princes, nor in the son of man, in whom there is no help. His breath goes forth, he

returns to his earth; in that very day his thoughts perish.
But let us examine the claim that the breath of life,” which God breathed into man, conferred upon him the

attribute of immortality. There was nothing naturally immortal, certainly, in the dust of which Adam was composed.
Whatever of immortality he had, therefore, after receiving the breath of life, must have existed in that breath in itself
considered. Hence it must follow that the “breath of life” confers immortality upon any creature to which it is given.
Will our friends accept this issue? If not, they abandon the argument; for certainly it can confer no more upon man
than upon any other recipient. And if they do accept it, we will introduce to them a class of immortal associates not
very flattering to their vanity nor to their argument; for Moses applies the very same expression to all the lower
orders of the animal creation.,

In Genesis 7:15 we read: “And they went in unto Noah into the ark, two and two of all flesh, wherein is the
breath of life.” It must be evident to every one, at a glance, that the whole animal creation, including man, is
comprehended in the phrase all flesh. “ But verses 21 and 22 contain stronger expressions still 1 And all flesh died
that moved upon the earth, both of fowl, and of cattle, and of beast, and of every creeping thing that creeps upon the
earth, and every man. All in whose nostrils was the breath of life, of all that was in the dry land, died.”

Here the different orders of animals are named, and man is expressly mentioned with them; and all alike are
said to have had in their nostrils the “breath of life.” It matters not that we are not told in the case of the lower
animals how this breath was conferred as in the case of man. For the immortality, if there is any in this matter, must
reside, as we have seen, in the breath itself, not in the manner of its bestowal. And here it is affirmed that all
creatures possess it; and of the animals, it is declared, as well as of man, that it resides in their nostrils.

It is objected that in Genesis 2:7 the phrase “breath of life,” as applied to man, is plural, “breath of lives”
(see Clarke), meaning both animal life and that immortality which is the subject of our investigation. But, we reply,
it is in the same number in Genesis 7:22, where it is applied to all animals. And if the reader will look at the margin
of this latter text, he will see that the expression is stronger still, the breath of the spirit of life, or of lives. The same
plural form is also found in the expression, the tree of life, in Genesis 2:9.

The language which Solomon uses respecting both men and beasts, strongly expresses their common
mortality: “For that which befalls the sons of men befalls beasts; even one thing befalls them: as the one dies, so dies
the other. Yea, they have all one breath; so that a man [in this respect] hath no pre-eminence above a beast: for all is
vanity. All go unto one place; all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again. “ Ecclesiastes 3:19,20.

Thus the advocates of natural immortality, by appealing to Moses’ record respecting the breath of life, are
crushed beneath the weight of their own arguments; for if “the breath of life” proves immortality for man, it must
prove the same for every creature to which it is given. The Bible affirms that all orders of the animal creation that
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live upon the land, possess it. Hence our opponents are bound to affirm the immortality of birds, beasts, bugs,
beetles, and every creeping thing. We are sometimes accused of bringing man down, by our argument, to a level
with the beast. What better is this argument of our friends, which brings beasts and reptiles all up to a level with
man? We deny the charge that we are doing the one, and shall be pardoned for declining to do the other.

3. THE LIVING SOUL.

Finding no immortality for man in the breath of life which God breathed into man’s nostrils at the
commencement of his mysterious existence, it remains to inquire if it resides, as is so generally claimed, in the
“living soul,” which man, as the result of that action, immediately became. “And the Lord God formed man of the
dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.” Genesis 2:7.

On this point also it is proper to let the representatives of the popular view define their position. Professor
Mattison, on the Verse just quoted, says :

“That this act was the infusion of a spiritual nature into the body of Adam, is evident from the following
considerations: The phrase ‘breath of life,’ is rendered ‘breath of lives’ by all Hebrew scholars. Not only did animal
life then begin, but another and higher life which constituted him not only a mere animal, but a ‘living soul.’ He was
a body before; he is now more than a body, a soul and body united. If he was a ‘soul’ before, then how could he
become such by the last act of creation? And if he was not a soul before, but now became one, then the soul must
have been super added to his former material nature.” [1]

Dr. Clarke, on Genesis 2:7, as already quoted, says:

“In the most distinct manner, God shows us that man is a compound being, having a body and soul
distinctly and separately created: the body out of the dust of the earth, the soul immediately breathed from God
himself.”

To the same end, see the reasoning of Landis, Clark (D. W.), and others. Aware of the importance to their
system of maintaining this interpretation, they very consistently rally to its support the flower of their strength. It is
the citadel of their works, and they cannot be blamed for being unwilling to surrender it without a decisive struggle.
For if there is nothing in the inspired record of the formation of man that record which undertakes to give us a
correct view of his nature. To show that he is endowed with immortality, their system is not only shaken to its
foundation, but even the foundation itself is swept entirely away.

The vital point, to which they bend all their energies, is somehow to show that a distinct entity, an
intelligent part, an immortal soul, was brought near to that body as it lay there perfect in its organization, and thrust
therein, and then immediately began through the eyes of that body to see, through its ears to hear, through its lips to
speak, and through its nerves to feel. Query: Was this soul capable of performing all these functions before it entered
the body? If it was, why thrust it within this prison-house? If it was not, will it be capable of performing them after it
leaves the body?

Heavy drafts are made on rhetoric, in favor of this super added soul. Figures of beauty are summoned to
lend their aid to the argument. An avalanche of flowers is thrown upon it to adorn its strength, or perchance to hide
its weakness. But when we search for the logic, we find it a chain of sand. Right at the critical point, the argument
fails to connect; and so, after all their expenditure of effort, after all their lofty flights and sweating toil, their
conclusion comes out blank assumption. Why? Because they are endeavoring to reach a result which they are
dependent upon the text to establish, but which the text directly contradicts. The record does not say that God
formed a body, and put therein a super added soul, to use that body as an instrument; but he formed man of the dust.
That which was formed of the dust was the man himself, not simply an instrument for the man to use when he
should be put therein. Adam was just as essentially a man before the breath of life was imparted, as after that event.
This was the difference: before, he was a lifeless man; afterward, a living one. The organs were all there ready for
their proper action. It only needed the vitalizing principle of the breath of life to set them in motion. That came, and
the lungs began to expand, the heart to beat, the blood to flow, and the limbs to move; then were exhibited all the
phenomena of vital physical action; their, too, the brain began to act, and there were exhibited all the phenomena of
mental action,- perception, thought, memory, will, etc.

The engine is an engine before the motive power is applied. The bolts, bars, cylinders, pistons, cranks,
shafts, and wheels are all there. The parts designed to move are ready for action. But all is silent and still. Apply the
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steam, and it springs, as it were, into a thing of life, and gives forth all its marvelous exhibitions of velocity and
power.

So with man. When the breath of life was imparted, which as we have seen, was given in common to all the
animal creation, that simply was applied which set the machine in motion. No separate and independent organization
was added, but a change took place in the man himself. The man became something, or reached a condition which
before he had not attained. The verb “became” is defined by Webster, “To pass from one state to another. To enter
into some state or condition by a change from another state or condition, or by assuming or receiving new properties
or qualities, additional matter, or a new character.” And Genesis 2:7 is then cited as an illustration of this definition.
But it will be seen that none of these will fit the popular idea of the super added soul; for that is not held to be
simply a change in Adam’s condition, or a new property or quality of his being, or an addition of matter, or a new
character, but a separate and independent entity, capable, without the help of a higher existence than with it. The boy
becomes a man, the acorn, an oak; the egg, an eagle; the chrysalis, a butterfly; but the capabilities of the change all
inhere in the object which experiences it. A super added, independent soul could not have been put into man, and he
be said to have become that soul. Yet it is said of Adam, that he, on receiving the breath of life, became a living
soul. An engine is put into a ship, and by its power propels it over the face of the deep; but the ship, by receiving the
engine, does not become the engine, nor the engine the ship. No sophistry, even from the darkest depths of its
alchemy, can bring up and attach to the word “become” a definition which will make it mean, as applied to any kind
of body, the addition of a distinct and separate organization to that body.

To the inquiry of Professor Mattison, If he was a soul before, then how could he become such by
the last act of creation?” it may be replied: The antithesis is not based upon the word “soul,” but upon the word
living. This will become evident by trying to read the passage without this word “And the Lord God breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a soul.” That is not it. He became a living soul. He was a soul before,
but not a living soul. To thus speak of a lifeless soul, may provoke from some a sneer; nevertheless, the Hebrews
sou1 used the terms. (See Numbers 6:6 Dead body, The same in Leviticus 21:11; Numbers 19:13; Haggai
2:13.)

Kitto, in his Religious Encyclopedia, under the term Adam, says:

“And Jehovah God formed the man (Hebrew, the Adam) dust from the ground, arid blew into his nostrils
the breath of life, and man became a living animal. Some of our readers may be surprised at our having translated
nephesh chaiyah by ‘living animal.’ There are good interpreters and preachers, who, confiding in the common
translation, ‘living soul,’ have maintained that here is intimated a distinctive pre-eminence above the inferior
animals, as possessed of an immaterial and immortal spirit. But, however true that distinction is, and supported by
abundant argument from both philosophy and the Scriptures, we should be acting unfaithfully if we were to assume
its being contained or implied in this passage.”

The abundant argument from both philosophy and the Scriptures for man’s immortal spirit, may be more
difficult to find than many suppose. But this admission that nothing of the kind is implied in this passage, is a
gratifying triumph of fair and candid criticism over a very popular, but wholly unfounded religious dogma.

But we are not left to our own reasoning on this point; for inspiration itself has given us a comment upon
the passage in question; and certainly it is safe to let one inspired writer explain the words of another.

Paul, in 1 Corinthians 15:44 and onward, is contrasting the first Adam with the second, and our present
state with the future. He says, “There is a natural body, and there is a spiritual body. And so it is written, The first
man Adam was made a living soul; the last Adam was made a quickening spirit.” Here Paul refers directly to the
facts recorded in Genesis 2:7. In verse 47 he tells us the nature of this man that was made a living soul: “The first
man is of the earth, Adam: the second man is the Lord from heaven.” In verse 49 he says, “And as we have borne
the image of the earthy, have been, like Adam, living souls, we shall also bear the ‘image of the heavenly,” when
our bodies are fashioned like unto his glorious body. Philippians 3:21. In 1 Corinthians 15:50,53 he tells us why it is
necessary that this should be done, and how it will be accomplished: “Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God, neither does corruption inherit incorruption.” “For this corruptible must put on
incorruption, and this mortal must put on immortality.”

Putting these declarations all together, what do we have? We have a very explicit statement that this first
man, this living soul which Adam was made, was of the earth, earthy, did not bear the image of the heavenly in its
freedom from a decaying nature, did not possess that incorruption without which we cannot inherit the kingdom of
God, but was wholly mortal and corruptible. Would people allow these plain and weighty words of the apostle their
true meaning upon this question, it would not only summarily arrest all controversy over the particular text under
consideration. But leave little ground, at least from the teachings of the Scriptures, to argue for the natural
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immortality of man.
But the term “living soul,” like the breath of life, is applied to all orders of the animate creation; to beasts

and reptiles as well as to man. The Hebrew words are nephesh; and these words are in the very first chapter of
Genesis four times applied to the lower orders of animals: Genesis 1:20,21,24,30. On Genesis 1:21, Dr. Adam
Clarke offers this comment:

“Nephesh chaiyah: a general term to express all creatures endued with animal life, in any of its infinitely
varied gradations, from the half-reasoning elephant down to the stupid potatoe, or lower still, to the polyp, which
seems equally to share the vegetable and animal life.”

This is a valuable comment on the meaning of these words. He would have greatly enhanced the utility of
that information, if he had told us that the words “living soul,” as applied to man in Genesis 2:7, are the very same
words that are rendered “living creatures,” and applied to the lower orders of animals in chapter 1.

Professor Bush,’ in his notes on Genesis 2:7, says:

“The phrase ‘living soul’ is in the foregoing narrative repeatedly applied to the inferior orders of animals,
which are not considered to be possessed of a “soul” in the sense in which that term is applied to man. It would seem
to mean the same, therefore, when spoken of man that it does when spoken of beasts; viz., an animated being, a
creature possessed of life and sensation, and capable of performing all the physical functions by which animals are
distinguished, as eating, drinking, walking, etc. . . . Indeed, it may be remarked that the Scriptures generally afford
much less explicit evidence of the existence of a sentient, immaterial principle in man, capable of living and acting
separate from the body, than is usually supposed.”

And there is nothing in the term “living” to imply that the life with which Adam was then endowed would
continue forever; for these living souls are said to die. Revelation 16:3: “And every living soul died in the sea.”
Whether this means men navigating its surface, or the animals living in its waters, it is equally to the point as
showing that that which is designated by the term living soul,” whatever it is, is subject to death.

Staggered by the fact (and unable to conceal it) that the term “living soul” is applied alike to all animals,
the advocates of man’s immortality then undertake to make the word “became” the pivot of their argument. Man
became a living soul, but it is not said of the beasts that they “became” such; hence this must denote the addition of
something to man which the animals did not receive. And in their anxiety to make this appear they surreptitiously
insert the idea that the animal life of man is derived from the dust of the ground, and that something of a higher
nature was imparted to man by the breath of life which was breathed into him, and the living soul which he became.
Thus Mr. Landis, in his work, “The Immortality of the Soul,” page 141, says: “Hence something was to be added to
the mere animal life derived from the dust of the ground.” [2] Now Mr. L. ought to know, and knowing, ought to
have the candor to admit that no life at all is derived from the dust of the ground. All the life that Adam had was
imparted by the breath of life which God breathed into his nostrils, which breath all breathing animals, no matter
how they obtained it, possessed as well as he.

No emphasis can be attached to the word became for everything that is called a living soul must by some
process have become such. Whatever was or is, first became what it was or is.

Take the case of Eve. She was formed of a rib of Adam, made of pre-existent matter. It is not said of her
that God breathed into her nostrils the breath of life, or that she became a living soul; yet no one claims that her
nature was essentially different from Adam’s, with whom she was associated as a fitting companion.

And it will be further seen that this word became can have no value in the argument unless the absurd
principle be first set up as truth, that whatever becomes anything must forever remain what it has become.
Remember that the question before us is, whether or not man’s soul is immortal, and will live forever despite all
contingencies. He might reach a certain condition, and lose it again. The fact that lie had reached it, would not prove
that he would forever retain it. (See the argument on the use of the word “image” in the New Testament, presented
in the first part of this chapter.) Now if it should be conceded (which it is not) that man, by becoming a “living soul”
became exempt from death so long as he retained that position, the real and vital question whether he must always
remain so, would still be untouched.

4. Bible use of the Terms, “Immortal, and Immortality.”

IT is unnecessary to remind the reader that the main object of this study concerning the nature and destiny of man, is
to ascertain what the Bible teaches on this question. And as the Bible is our only source of instruction, so its
testimony must be the last source of appeal. We have seen that neither in the record of man’s creation, nor in any of
the expressions used concerning it, is there any evidence that man is by nature immortal. But may it not be that in its
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use of the terms “immortal” and “immortality,” it has somewhere said that man is immortal, or has at least
predicated immortality of him? It would be most natural to suppose that if man is immortal, the Bible would
somewhere announce so important a fact. Let us then inquire what use the Bible makes of these terms immortal and
immortality. How frequently does it use them? To whom does it apply them? Of whom does it make immortality an
attribute? Does it affirm it of man or any part of him?

Should one, without opening the Bible, endeavor to form an opinion of its teachings from the current
phraseology of modern theology, would he not conclude it to be full of declarations in the most explicit terms, that
man is in possession of an immortal soul and deathless spirit. For the popular religious literature of today, which
claims to be a true reflection of the declarations of God’s word, is full of these expressions. Glibly they fall from the
lips of the religious teacher. Broadcast they go forth from the religious press. Into orthodox sermons and prayers,
they enter as essential elements. They are appealed to as the all-prolific source of comfort and consolation in case of
those who mourn the loss of friends by death. We are told that those who go into the grave are not dead for we are
told in poetic strain, “There is no death; what seems so is transition;” they have only changed to another state of
being, only gone before. For the soul is immortal, the spirit never dying; and it cannot for a moment cease its
conscious existence.

This is all right provided the Bible warrants such declarations. But it is far from safe to conclude without
examination that the Bible does warrant them. For whoever has read church history knows that it is little more than a
record of the unceasing attempts of the great enemy of all truth to corrupt the practices of the professors of
Christianity. And to pervert and obscure the simple teachings of God’s word, with the absurdities and mysticism of
heathen mythology. It has been only by the utmost vigilance that any Christian institution has been preserved, or any
Christian doctrine saved, free from some of the corruption of the great systems of false religions which have always
held by far the greater portion of the human family in their chains of darkness and superstition. And if you arraign
the creeds of the multitudinous Protestant sects as containing many unscriptural dogmas, it is only what every one of
them does in reference to all the others.

To the law, then, and to the testimony. What say the Scriptures on the subject of immortality? The reader is
requested to take note of three facts, and the conclusion which inevitably follows from them:

FACT 1
The terms immortal and immortality are not found in the Old Testament, either in our English version or in

the original Hebrew. There is, however, one expression in Genesis 3:4, which is, perhaps, equivalent in meaning,
and was spoken in reference to the human race; namely, “Thou shall not surely die.” But unfortunately for believers
in natural immortality, this declaration came from one whom no person would like to acknowledge as the author of
his creed. It is what the Devil said to Eve, the terrible deception by means of which he accomplished her fall, and so
brought death into the world and all our woe. But does not the New Testament supply this seemingly unpardonable
omission of the Old, by many times affirming that all men have immortality?

Remembering, thoughtful reader, the many times you have heard and read that all men were in possession
of an immortal soul, how many times do you think the New Testament declares that you have such an immortal
soul? One hundred times? No. Fifty? No. Ten? No. Five? No. Twice? No! ONCE? NO!! Does not the New
Testament then apply the term immortal to anything? Yes; and this brings us to:

FACT 2
The term immortal is used but once in the New Testament, in the English version, and is then applied to

God. The following is the passage: 1 Timothy 1:17: “Now unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only wise
God, be honor and glory forever and ever. Amen.”

The original word, however, (aphthartos) from which immortal is here translated, occurs in six other
instances in the New Testament, in every one of which it is rendered incorruptible.” The word is defined by
Greenfield, “Incorruptible, immortal, imperishable, undying, enduring.” The following is a complete list of the texts
where it is found:

APHTHARTOS (IMMORTAL).

Romans 1:23, the glory of the uncorruptible God. 1 Corinthians 9:25, a corruptible crown; but we an incorruptible.
15:52, the dead shall be raised incorruptible. 1 Timothy 1:17, the King eternal, immortal, invisible. 1 Peter 1:4, to an
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inheritance incorruptible. 1 Peter 2:3, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible. 3: 4, that which is not corruptible.
According to these references it will be seen that this word is used, first, in Romans 1:23, to describe God:

“And changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four-
footed beasts, and creeping things. “ Here man is placed in contrast with God. God is incorruptible, or immortal, but
man is corruptible, or mortal.

It is used in 1 Corinthians 9:25 to describe, not the soul of man, but the heavenly crown of the overcomer:
“And every man that strives for the mastery is temperate in all things. Now they do it to obtain a corruptible crown;
but we an incorruptible.”

It is used in 1 Corinthians 15:52 to describe the immortal bodies of the redeemed: “In a moment, in the
twinkling of an eye, at the last trump. For the trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall be raised incorruptible, and we
shall be changed.”

It is used in 1 Timothy 1:17 to describe God, as already quoted.
It is used in 1 Peter 1:4 to describe the inheritance reserved in heaven for the overcomer: “To an inheritance

incorruptible, and undefiled, and that fades not away, reserved in heaven for you.” Nothing about an immortal soul
thus far in the list.

It is used in 1 Peter 1:23 to describe the principle by which regeneration is wrought in us: “Being born
again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which lives and abides forever.”

It is used in 1 Peter 3:4 to describe the heavenly adorning which all should labor to secure: “But let it be the
hidden man of the heart, in that which is not corruptible, even the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit, which is in
the sight of God of great price.”

And these, are all the instances of its use. In no one of them is it applied to man or any part of him, as a
natural possession. But does not the last text affirm that man is in possession of a deathless spirit? The words
“incorruptible” and “spirit” both occur, it is true, in the same verse; but they do not stand together, another noun and
its adjectives coming in between them; they are not in the same case, “incorruptible” being in the dative, and “spirit”
in the genitive. They are not of the same gender, “incorruptible” being masculine or feminine, and “spirit” neuter.
What is it which is in the sight of God of great price? The ornament of a meek and quiet spirit. What is the nature of
this ornament? It is not destructible like the laurel wreath, the rich apparel, the gold and gems, with which the
unsanctified man seeks to adorn himself; but it is incorruptible, a disposition molded by the Spirit of God, some of
the fruit of that heavenly tree which God values. Does man by nature possess this incorruptible ornament, this meek
and quiet spirit? No; for we are exhorted to procure and adopt this instead of the other. This and this only, the text
affirms. To say that this text proves that man is in possession of a deathless spirit, is no more consistent nor logical
than it would be to say that Paul declares that man has an immortal soul, because in his first epistle to Timothy
(chapter 1:17) he uses the word immortal, and in his first epistle to the Thessalonians (chapter 5:23) he uses the
word “soul.” The argument would be the same in both cases.

FACT 3
The word immortality occurs but five times in the New Testament, in our English version. The following

are the instances: -
In Romans 2:7 it is set forth as something for which we are to seek by patient continuance in well-doing:

“To them who by patient continuance in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality [God will render],
eternal life.” This shows that we do not possess immortality here; for if we do, how can we be exhorted to seek for
it?

In 1 Corinthians 15:53-54: it is twice used to describe what this mortal must put on before we can inherit
the kingdom of God: “For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put on immortality. So
when this corruptible shall have put -on incorruption, and this mortal shall have put on immortality, then shall be
brought to pass the saying that is written, Death is swallowed up in victory.”

In 1 Timothy 6:16 it is applied to God, and the sweeping declaration is made that he alone has it: “Who
only hath immortality, dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto; whom no man hath seen, nor can see:
to whom be honor and power everlasting. Amen.”

In 2 Timothy 1:10 we are told from what source we receive the true light concerning it, which forever cuts
off the claim that reason or science can demonstrate it, or that the oracles of heathenism can make it known to us.
“But is now made manifest by the appearing of our Savior Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death, and bath brought
life and immortality to light through the gospel.”

How has Christ brought life and immortality to light? Answer: By abolishing death. There could have been
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no life nor immortality without this; for the human race was hopelessly doomed to death through sin. Then by what
means and for whom has he abolished death? Answer: “He has abolished it by dying for man and rising again, a
victor over death. And he has wrought this work only for those who will accept of it through him; for all who reject
his proffered aid, will meet at last the same fate that would have been the lot of all had Christ never undertaken the
work of redemption in our behalf. Thus through the gospel - the good news of salvation by his sufferings and death -
he has brought to light the fact, not that all men are by nature in possession of immortality, but that a way is opened
whereby we may at last gain possession of this inestimable boon.

As with the word “immortal,” so with the word immortality; it occurs in the Greek, in a few instances,
where it is not translated immortality in the English version. There are two words from which the English term is
rendered. These are athanasia and aptharsia. The former, athanasia., is defined by Greenfield and Robinson simply
immortality,” and is so translated in every instance. It occurs only three times, and the following are the instances of
its use.

ATHANASIA (IMMORTALITY).
1 Corinthians 15:53, Must put on immortality.
1 Corinthians 15:54, shall have put on immortality.
1 Timothy 6:16, who only has immortality.
The latter word, aptharsia, is defined by the same authorities, incorruptibility, incorruptness; by

implication, immortality.” The following is a complete list of the texts where it occurs

APHTHARSIA (IMMORTALITY).
Romans 2:7. Seek for glory, honor, and immortality.
1 Corinthians 15:42, it is raised in incorruption.
1 Corinthians 15:50, neither does Corruption inherit incorruption.
1 Corinthians 15:53, must put on incorruption.
1 Corinthians 15:54, shall have put on incorruption.
Ephesians 6:24, love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity.
2 Timothy 1:10, brought life and immortality to light.
Titus 2: 7, gravity, sincerity.

In addition to remarks already made on Romans 2:7 and 2 Timothy 1:10, where this term is rendered, in our
version, “immortality,” we may add that in 1 Corinthians 15:42 it refers to the body after the resurrection from the
dead. And in verses 50,53, and 54 of the same chapter, it is that incorruption which cannot be inherited by
corruption. That is, by our present mortal condition. And it is that which this corruptible must put on before we can
enter into the kingdom of God. In Ephesians 6:24 it is used to describe the love we should bear to Christ, and in
Titus 2:7 the quality of the doctrine we should hold; in both of which instances it is translated “sincerity.”

We now have before us all the testimony of the Bible relative to the use of the words immortal and
immortality. So far from being applied to man, the terms are used, as in Romans 1:23, to point out the contrast
between God and man. God is incorruptible, or immortal; man is corruptible, or mortal. But if the real man, the
essential being, consists of an un-decaying soul, a deathless spirit, he, too, is in this respect incorruptible, and this
contrast could not be drawn. Immortality is placed before us as an object of hope for which we are to seek, a
declaration which would he a fraud and deception if we already have it. The word is used to distinguish between
heavenly and eternal objects, and those that are earthly and decaying. In view of these facts, no candid mind can
dissent from the following confusion. So far as its use of the terms immortal and immortality is concerned, the Bible
nowhere says that man is immortal; nowhere says that he has immortality. And it contains no evidence that he has in
his nature any incorruptible, undying principle, but everywhere asserts just the reverse, by applying these terms in
every instance to other objects.

5. THE WORDS “SOUL” AND “SPIRIT”

THE discussion of Genesis 2:7 (as in foregoing pages) brings directly before us for solution the question,
What is meant by the terms soul and spirit, as applied to man? Believers in unconditional immortality point
triumphantly to the fact that the terms soul and spirit are applied to human beings, and seem to regard that as settling
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the question, and raising an insuperable barrier against all further discussion. This arises simply from their not
looking into this matter with sufficient thoroughness to see that all we question in the case is the popular definition
that is given to these terms. We do not deny that there is a soul and a spirit pertaining to man; we only say that if our
friends will show that the Bible anywhere attaches to them the meaning with which modern theology has invested
them, they will supply what has thus far been a perpetual lack, and forever settle this controversy. The trouble is,
men borrow from heathen philosophy and their own imagination, the conception of an immaterial, immortal entity,
and call it the soul; then when they find the term used in the Bible, they attach to it their own definition, and call the
question settled. This is not only illogical, but wicked.

What do theologians tell us these terms signify? Buck, in his theological dictionary, says: “Soul, that vital,
immaterial, active substance or principle in man whereby he perceives, remembers, reasons, and wills.” On spirit, he
says: “An incorporeal being or intelligence; in which sense God is said, to be a spirit, as are the angels and the
human soul.” On man, he says: “The constituent and essential parts of man created by God are two, body and soul.
The one was made out of dust; the other was breathed into him.” This soul, he further says, “is a spiritual
substance;” and then, apparently feeling not exactly safe in calling that a substance which he claims to be
immaterial, he bewilders it by saying subsistence, and then adds, “immaterial, immortal. “

This position must strike one as considerably open to criticism. On this definition of a soul, how can it be
denied to the lower animals? For they perceive, remember, reason, and will. And if spirit also means the “human
soul,” the question arises, Has man two immortal elements in his nature? For the Bible applies both terms to him at
the same time. Paul, to the Thessalonians, says: “And I pray God your whole spirit and soul and body be preserved
blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Does Paul here use tautology, by applying to man two terms
meaning the same thing? That would be a serious charge against his inspiration. Then has man two immortal parts,
soul and spirit both? This would evidently be overdoing the matter; for, where one is enough, two are a burden. And
further: on this hypothesis, would these two immortal parts exist hereafter as two independent and separate beings?

This idea being preposterous, one question more remains. Which of these two is the immortal part ? Is it the
soul or the spirit? It cannot be both; and it matters not to us which is the one chosen. But we want to know what the
decision is as between the two. If it is said that what we call the soul is the immortal part, then such texts as
Ecclesiastes 12:7: “The spirit shall return unto God who gave it.”. And Luke 23:46: “Into thy hands I commend my
spirit,” etc., must be given up as proof of any such immortal part. For these texts do not use the term soul. On the
other hand, if it is claimed that it is the spirit which is the immortal part, then such texts as Genesis 35:18: “And it
came to pass, as her soul was in departing, (for she died)”. and 1 Kings 17:21: “Let this child’s soul come into him
again,” must be given up as favoring man’s immortality; for they do not use the term spirit.

And, further, if the body and soul are both essential parts of a man, as Mr. B. affirms, how can either exist
as a distinct, conscious, and perfect being without the other?

Foreseeing these difficulties, Smith, in his Bible Dictionary, distinguishes between soul and spirit, thus:
“Soul (Hebrew nephesh). One of three parts of which man was anciently believed to consist. The term is

sometimes used to denote the vital principle, sometimes the sentient principle, or seat of the senses, desires,
affections, appetites, passions. In the latter sense, it is distinguished from (pneuma) the higher rational nature. This
distinction appears in the Septuagint, and sometimes in the New Testament. 1 Thessalonians 5:23. Then he quotes
Olshausen on 1 Thessalonians 5:23, as saying: “For whilst the verb (soul) denotes the lower region of the spiritual
man, comprises, therefore, the powers to which analogous ones are found in animal, life also, as understanding,
faculty, memory, fancy, includes those capacities which constitute the true human life.”

So it seems that, according to these expositors, while the Hebrew nephesh, and the Greek psuche, usually
translated soul, denote powers common to all animal life. The Hebrew (ruash) and the corresponding Greek
(pneuma), so often translated spirit, signify the higher powers, and consequently that part which is supposed to be
immortal.

To these no one is at liberty to attach any arbitrary meaning. Their signification must be determined by the
sense in which they are used in the sacred record; and whoever goes beyond that, does violence to the word of God.

NEPRESH

Nephesh - Defined. Gesenius, the standard Hebrew lexicographer, defines nephesh as follows : -
“1. Breath. 2. The vital spirit, as the Greek psuche, and Latin anima, through which the body lives; i. e., the

principle of life manifested in the breath.” To this lie also ascribes “whatever has respect to the sustenance of life by
food and drink, and the contrary.” 3. The rational soul, mind, animus, as the seat of feelings, affections, and
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emotions. 4. Concerning living thing, animal in which is the nephesh, life.”
Parkhurst, author of a Greek and a Hebrew lexicon, says: -
“As a noun, nehphesh hath been supposed to signify the spiritual part of man, or what we commonly call

his soul. 1 must for myself confess that 1 can find no passage where it bath undoubtedly this meaning. Genesis
35:18; 1 Kings 17:21,22; Psalm 16:10, seem fairest for this signification. But may not nehphesh, in the three former
passages be most properly rendered, breath, and in the last, a breathing, or animal frame?

Taylor, author of a Hebrew concordance, says that nephesh “signifies the animal life, or that principle by
which every animal, according to its kind, lives. Genesis 1:20,24,30. Which animal life, so far as we know anything
of the manner of its existence, or so far as the Scriptures lead our thoughts, consists in the breath (Job 41:21; 31:39)
and in the blood. Leviticus 17:11,14. This will suffice for definition. Now for its use.

Nephesh as used in the Scriptures. - The word nephesh occurs 745 times in the Old Testament, and is
translated by the term “soul” about 473 times. In every instance in the Old Testament where the word “soul” occurs,
it is from nephesh, with the exception of Job 30:15, where it comes from (n’dee-bah), and Isaiah 57:16, where it is
from (n’shah-maa). But the mere use of the word “soul” determines nothing; for it cannot be claimed to signify an
immortal part, until we somewhere find immortality affirmed of it.

Besides the word soul, nephesh is translated life and lives, as in’ Genesis 1:20,30, in all 118 times. It is
translated person, as in Genesis 14:21, in all 29 times. It is translated mind, as in Genesis 23:8, in all 15 times. It is
translated heart, as in Exodus 23:9, in all 15 times. It is translated body, or dead body, as in Numbers 6:6, in all 11
times. It is translated will, as in Psalm 27:125 in all 4 times. It is translated appetite, as in Proverbs 23:2, twice; lust,
as in Psalm 78:18, twice; thing, as in Leviticus 11:10, twice.

Besides the foregoing, it is rendered by the various pronouns, and by the words, breath, beast, fish,
creature, ghost, pleasure, desire, etc., in all forty-three different ways. Nephes is never rendered spirit.

Nephesh Is mortal. This soul (nephesh) is represented as in danger of the grave. Psalm 49:14,15; 89:48; Job
33:18,20,22; Isaiah 38:17. It is also spoken of as liable to be destroyed, killed, etc. Genesis 17:14; Exodus 31:14;
Joshua 10:30,32,35,37,39, etc.

PSUCHE

Psuche Defined. Greenfield gives to psuche the following definition
“Breath; life; i. e., the animal soul, principle of life; Luke 12:19,20; Acts 20:10; life; i. e., the state of being

alive, existence (spoken of natural life); Matthew 2:20; 6:25; and by implication, of life as extending beyond the
grave; Matthew 10:39; John 12:25; by metonymy, that which has life, a living creature, living being; 1 Corinthians
15:45; spoken of a man, person, individual; Acts 2:41.”

Bagster’s Analytical Greek Lexicon gives substantially the same definition, as follows : -
“Breath: the principle of animal life; the life, Matthew 2:20; an inanimate being, 1 Corinthians 15:45; a

human individual, soul, Acts 2:41; the immaterial soul, Matthew 10:28; the soul as the seat of religious and moral
sentiment, Matthew 11:29; the soul as a seat of feeling, Matthew 12:18; the soul, the inner self, Luke 12:19.,”

Psuche as Used in the Scriptures. The word soul in the New Testament comes invariably from the Greek ,
psuche; which word occurs 105 times. It is translated soul, 58 times; life 40 times; mind 3 times; heart twice; us
once; and you once; six different ways.

RUAHH

Ruahh Defined. For the definition of this word we appeal again to Gesenius
1. Breath, a breathing, blowing; i.e., (a) breath of the nostrils, a snuffing, snorting; (b) breath of the mouth.

Often of the vital breath, breath of life; Genesis 6 :17; (c) breath of air, air in motion. 2. The vital spirit, breath of
life. 3. The rational soul, mind, spirit; (a) as the seat of the affections; (b) in reference to the disposition, the mode of
feeling and acting; (c) of will, counsel, purpose; (d) more rarely of the understanding. 4. The Spirit of God.

Ruahh as Used in the Scriptures. -This word occurs in the Old Testament 142 times. The word spirit, in
every instance of its occurrence in the Old Testament, 234 times, is from this word, except in Job 26:1 and Proverbs
20:27, where it is from shahmah. Besides being rendered 232 times spirit, it is translated wind 97 times, breath 28
times, smell 8 times, mind 6 times, blast 4 times, also anger, courage, smell, air, etc.; in all sixteen different ways.
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Spirit in the New Testament is from the Greek pneuma in every instance.

PNEUMA

Pneuma Defined. Robinson, in his Greek Lexicon of the New Testament, defines this word to mean, primarily, 1. A
breathing, breath, breath of air, air in motion. 2. The spirit of man; i.e., the vital spirit, life, soul, the principle of life
residing in the breath breathed into men from God, and again returning to God. “ Parkhurst, in his Greek Lexicon,
says: “It may be worth remarking that the loading sense of the old English word ghost’ [which in Matthew 27:50;
John 19:30, and ninety other places is from this word [pneuma] is breath; . . . that ghost is evidently of the same root
with gust of wind. And that both these words are plain derivatives from the Hebrew, to move with violence; whence
also gust, etc.”

Pneuma as Used in the Scriptures. This word occurs in the New Testament 385 times; and besides being
rendered spirit 385 times, is rendered ghost 92 times, wind once, and life once; four different ways.

There is another word rendered spirit, in the Old Testament, and that is -

NASHAH-MAH

N’shah-mah, Defined- Gesenius gives to this word the following definitions : -
1. Breath, spirit, spoken of the breath of God, i.e., (a) the wind; (b) the breath, breathing, of his anger; (c)

the spirit of God, imparting life and wisdom. 2. Breath, life, of man and beasts; Genesis 2: 7; and breathed into his
nostrils, the breath of life; more fully, Genesis 7:22. Hence, anima, the vital spirit. 3. The mind, the intellect. 4.
Concrete, living thing, animal.

N’shah-mah as used in the Scriptures- This word occurs in the Old Testament 24 times. It is 17 times
rendered “breath,” 3 times “blast,” twice “spirit,” once “soul,” and once “inspiration;” five different ways.

We now have before us the definitions and use of the words from which “soul” and “spirit” are translated.
From the facts presented, we learn that a large variety of meanings attaches to them; and that we are at liberty,
wherever they occur, to give them that definition which the sense of the context requires. But when a certain
meaning is attached to either of these words in one place, it is not saying that it has the same meaning in every other
place.

By a dishonorable perversion on this point, some have tried to hold up to ridicule the advocates of the view
here defended. Thus, when we read in Genesis 2: 7, that Adam became a living soul,” the sense demands, and the
meaning of the word soul will warrant, that we then apply it to the whole person; Adam, as a complete being, was a
“living soul.” But when we read in Genesis 35:18, “And it came to pass, as her soul was in departing (for she died),”
we give the word, according to another of its definitions, a more limited signification, and apply it, with the
lexicographer Parkhurst, to the “breath of life.”

But, strange to say, doctors of divinity have on this point descended to such trifling as the following:
“Materialists tell us that ‘soul’ means the whole man. Then let us see how it will read in Genesis 35:18 And it came
to pass, as her whole man was in departing (for she died).’ “ Or they will say, “Materialists tell us that soul means
the breath; then let us try it in Genesis 2:7. And Adam became a living breath.”

Such a course, while it is no credit to their mental acumen, is utterly disastrous to all their claims of candor
and honesty in their treatment of this important subject. But in the whole list of definitions, and in the entire use of
the words, we find nothing answering to that immaterial, independent, immortal part, capable of a conscious,
intelligent, active existence out of the body as well as in.

It will be noticed also that some of the definitions are determined by the theological views extant upon this
subject; as, for instance, when psuche is defined to mean the immaterial soul, and Matthew 10:28 is quoted to prove
it. We shall find, when we come to an examination of that passage, that no such immaterial thing can be there
referred to. But let it be marked that in all the definitions of the words “soul” and “spirit,” and in all the instances of
their use in the Scriptures, they are never owe described or referred to as existing, or capable of existing without a
body. Dr. Me Cullock’ says “There is no word in the Hebrew language that signifies either soul or spirit in the
technical sense of implying something distinct from the body.”

And now we would commend to the attention of the reader another stupendous fact, the bearing of which
he cannot fail to appreciate. We want to know if this soul, or spirit, is immortal. The Hebrew and Greek words from
which they are translated, occur in the Bible, as we have seen, seventeen hundred times. Surely, once at least, in that
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long list, we shall be told that the soul is immortal, if this is its high prerogative. Seventeen hundred times we
inquire if the soul is once said to be immortal or the spirit deathless. And the invariable and overwhelming response
we meet is, -Not once! Nowhere, though used so many hundred times, is the soul said to be undying in its nature, or
the spirit deathless. Strange and unaccountable fact, if immortality is an inseparable attribute of the soul and spirit!

An attempt is sometimes made to parry the force of this fact by saying that the immortality of the soul, like
that of God, is taken for granted. We reply, The immortality of God is not taken for granted. Although this might be
taken for granted if anything could be so taken, yet it is directly asserted that God is immortal. “Now unto the King
eternal, immortal,” etc., 1 Timothy 1:17; it The King of kings, and Lord of lords; who only has immortality,” etc. 1
Timothy 6:15,16. Let now the advocates of the soul’s natural immortality, produce one text where it is said to have
immortality, as God is said to have it (1 Timothy 6:16), or where it is said to be immortal, as God is said to be (1
Timothy 1:17), and the question is settled. But this cannot be done; and the ignoble taken-for-granted “ argument
falls dead to the floor.

6. Concerning the Human Spirit

EXAMINATION OF ALL THE TEXTS IN THE BIBLE, IN WHICH THE TERM “SPIRIT” IS USED IN A
WAY WHICH IS SUPPOSED TO PROVE THAT IT CAN EXIST IN A CONSCIOUS STATE SEPARATE
FROM THE BODY, AND THAT IT IS IMMORTAL.

THE first of these is that oft-quoted declaration by Solomon, that

1. THE SPIRIT RETURNS TO GOD.

Ecclesiastes 12:7: “Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was : and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it.
“ It is natural for men to appeal first and most directly to those sources from which they expect the most efficient
help. So the advocates of man’s natural immortality, when put to the task of showing what scriptures they regard as
containing proof of their position, almost invariably make their first appeal to the text here quoted.

In the examination of this text, and all others of a like nature, let it ever be remembered that the question at
issue is, Has man in his nature a constituent element which is an independent entity, and which, when the body dies,
keeps right on in uninterrupted consciousness, being capable of exercising in a still higher degree out of the body all
the functions of intelligence and activity which it manifested through the body, and destined, whether a subject of
God’s favor or of his threatened and merited wrath, to live so long as God himself exists?

Does this text assert anything of this kind? Does it state that from which even such an inference can be
drawn? We invite the reader to go with us, while we endeavor to consider carefully what the text really teaches.
Those who hold that man has a spirit which can exist in a conscious, intelligent condition, separate from the body,
appeal to this passage as direct testimony in favor of that view. Let us see how far we can go with them

1. Solomon, under a series of beautiful figures, speaks in Ecclesiastes 12:1-7 of the lying down of man in
death. Granted.

2. Dust, that is, the body, and the spirit are spoken of as two distinct things. Granted.
3. At death, the spirit leaves the body. Granted.
4. The spirit is disposed of in a different manner from the body. Granted.
5. The spirit returns to God. Granted.
6. This spirit is therefore conscious after the dissolution of the body. Not granted. Where is the proof of

this? Here our paths begin, to diverge. But how could the spirit return to God, it is asked, if it was not conscious?
Answer: In the manner Job describes: “If he [God] set his heart upon man, if he gather unto himself his spirit and his
breath; all flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn again unto dust.” Job 34:14,15. This scripture Speaks of
God’s gathering to himself the breath” of man - something which no one supposes to be capable of a separate,
conscious existence. Moreover, this spirit and breath, given for awhile to man, God calls his own; and depriving
man of it, he calls “gathering it to himself,” an expression fully as strong as that contained in the words, “the spirit
shall return unto God who gave it.” This proposition we are therefore compelled to reject as unsustained.

7. The next claim is that this spirit is therefore to exist forever. From this conclusion we must also dissent.
It is not expressed and does not seem to be even in the remotest manner implied. Thus the only two propositions
which are vital to the position for which our friends contend, are wholly assumed.

But if the word spirit “ here does not mean what it is popularly supposed to mean, what is its signification?
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and what is it that returns to God? It will be noticed that that which returns to God is something which God at first
“gave” to man. And Solomon introduces it in a familiar manner, as if alluding to something already recorded and
well understood. He makes evident reference to the creation of man in the beginning. His body was formed of the
dust; and in addition to this, what did God do for man, or what did he give unto him? He breathed into his nostrils
the breath of life. This is the only spirit that is distinctly spoken of in the record as having been given by God to
man. No one claims that this, like the body, was from the dust or returns to dust, but it does not therefore follow that
it is conscious or immortal

Landis (p. 133) falls into this wrong method of reasoning. He says : -

“If the soul were mortal, it, too, would be given up to the dust; it would return also to the earth. But, God
affirms that it does not return to the earth; and therefore it is distinct from the mortal and perishable part of man.”

The breath of life, to be sure, is distinct from the body, and did not come from the dust of the ground; but to
say that it can exist in a conscious state independent of the body, and that it must live forever, is a leap in logic most
marvelous to behold.

But still it is asked, If spirit” here means 1 the breath of life, “ how or in what sense does it return to God?
Landis, (p. 150) thus falsely treats this point also: “How can the air we breathe,” he asks, “return to God?” The
answer is that between the breath of life, as imparted to man by God, vitalizing the animal frame, and air considered
simply as ail element, we apprehend there is a broad distinction. Solomon is showing the dissolution of man by
tracing back the steps taken in his formation. The breath of life was breathed into Adam in the beginning, by which
he became a living soul. That breath of life is withdrawn from man, and as a consequence he becomes inanimate -a
lifeless soul again. Then the body, deprived of its vitalizing principle, goes back to the dust out of which it had been
formed.

That the “breath of life” came from God to man, none will deny. Do they ask how it returns to him? Tell us
how it came from him, and we will tell how it returns. In the same sense in which it came from God to man, in that
sense it returns to God again. That is all there is of it. The explanation is perfectly simple, because one division of
the problem is comprehended just as easily as the other. It is an easy thing to turn off with a flippant sneer an
explanation which, if allowed to stand, takes the very breath of life “ out of a cherished theory.

But there is a grave objection lying against the popular exposition of this text, which must not pass
unnoticed. It is involved in the question, What was the state or condition of this spirit before God gave it to man?
Was it an independent, conscious, and intelligent being before it was put into man, as it is claimed that it is after man
gets through with it, and it returns to God? Solomon evidently designs to state, respecting all the elements of which
man is composed, as is expressly stated of the body, that they resume the original condition in which they were
before they came together to form the composite being-man. We know it is argued that the expression respecting the
body, that it returns to the dust as it was, is good ground for an inference that the spirit returns not as it was; but
every principle of logic requires the very opposite conclusion. For, having set the mind upon that idea of sameness
of condition respecting the body, and then referring us to the source from whence the spirit came, and stating that it
goes back to that source, the language is as good as an affirmation that it goes back to its original condition also, and
must be so understood unless an express affirmation. is made to the contrary. The question is therefore pertinent,
Was this spirit before it came into man, a conscious being, as it is claimed to be after it leaves him? In other words,
have we all had a conscious pre-existence? Is the mystery of our Lord’s incarnation repeated in every member of the
human race? Yes! If popular theologians rightly explain this text. And the more daring or reckless spirits among
them, seeing the logical sequence of their reasoning, boldly avow this position.

Mr. Landis (to whom is made occasional reference as a fair exponent of the popular theory) recoils at the
idea of pre-existence, and claims (p. 147) that the spirit does not return as it was, but acquires a moral character, and
so is changed from what it was when first created and given to man! Oh! Then, when man’s body is formed, a spirit
is created (from what ?) and put into it! Where did he learn this? To what new revelation has he had access to
become acquainted with so remarkable a fact? Or whence derives he his authority to manufacture statements of this
kind? His soul swells with indignation over some whom he styles “materialists,” and whom he accuses of
manufacturing scripture. Thou that says a man should not, does thou? Nothing is said of the “creation of a spirit” in
connection with the formation of the body. Take the case of Adam: the body having been formed, God by an
agency, not created for the purpose, but already existing with himself, endowed it with life, and Adam became a
living soul.

Having thus artfully introduced the idea that the spirit was created for the occasion, Mr. L. takes up this
reasoning which shows that if the spirit is conscious after leaving the body, it must have been conscious before it
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entered the body. And, applying to it a term doubtless suggested by his own feelings in view of the assumptions to
which he was himself obliged to resort, calls it “silly.” Nevertheless here is the rock on which their exposition of this
text is inevitably and hopelessly dashed to pieces. The popular view is wrong, because it inevitably implies the pre-
existence of the spirit.

There is another consideration not without its bearing on this question. The words, “And the spirit shall
return unto God who gave it,” are spoken promiscuously of all mankind. They apply alike to the righteous and the
wicked. If the spirit survives the death of the body, the spirits of the righteous would, as a natural consequence,
ascend to God, in whose presence, they are promised fullness of joy. Psalm 16:11. But do the spirits of the wicked
go to God also? If so, for what purpose do they go to him? The immediate destination usually assigned to them is the
lake of fire. Is it said that they first go to God to be judged? Then the question arises, Where does the Bible once
affirm that a person is judged when he dies? On the contrary, the Scriptures invariably place the Judgment in the
future, and assert in the most explicit terms “that God has appointed a day for that purpose.” Acts 17:31.

Thus the Bible doctrine of the Judgment is directly contradicted by this popular misconception of the text
under notice. According to the Scriptures, no man has yet received his final judgment; yet according to the view
under examination, the spirits of all who have ever died, good and bad, righteous and wicked, have all gone to God.
For what purpose, we ask again, have the spirits of the wicked gone to him? Are they there still? Does God so deal
with rebels against his government; that is, keep them with him, or give them heaven from one to six thousand years,
more or less, and hell afterward? Or have they been judged and sent to hell already? Then there is no place for a
future general Judgment, which the Scriptures declare there is to be. A view which introduces such inconsistencies
into God’s dealings with his creatures, surely cannot stand.

How infinitely preferable that view which alone the record warrants; that is, that the “spirit” which returns
to God who gave it, is the “breath of life,” that agency by which God vivifies and sustains these physical frames.
This breath of life, so far as the record goes, is just what God did give and all he did give to man in the beginning.
The definition of the term sustains such an application. This spirit, without doing violence to either thought or
language, can return to God in the same sense in which it came from him. And this view should be adopted, above
all other considerations, because it harmonizes all the record, and avoids those inconsistencies and contradictions in
which one finds himself inevitably involved the very moment he undertakes to make the spirit mean a separate
entity, conscious in death, and immortal in its nature.

2. FORM WHENCE COMES THE SPIRIT?

Another text claimed to be positive proof that man has a spirit which is above and beyond the power of
death, is Zechariah 12:1: “The burden of the word of the Lord for Israel, said the Lord, which stretched forth the
heavens, and laid the foundations of the earth, and formed the spirit of man within him.”

As to the nature of this “spirit” which God forms in man, its characteristics and attributes, this text affirms
nothing. Above all, respecting the main inquiry, Is this spirit immortal? The text is entirely silent. Why, then, is it
introduced? Because it contains the word “spirit.” But, as has been shown, nothing is proved by the mere use of the
words soul and spirit, till some affirmation can be found in the Scriptures that these terms signify an independent
entity, which has the power of uninterrupted consciousness, and the endowment of immortality. For men to take
these terms, and give them definitions, and clothe them with attributes which are the offspring of pagan philosophy,
or figments of their own imagination, and then claim that because the Bible uses these terms, it sustains their views,
is, to say the least, a very unworthy display of logic. But, from the persistency with which this course is followed by
those of the so-called orthodox view, one might conclude that it is the only way they have of sustaining their
position.

God formed the spirit of man within him. So the text asserts. The word form is from the Hebrew, (yatsar),
which means “to form, to fashion,” and the participle (yitsdr) is used to signify a “molder, potter.” The Septuagint
translates it by the word plasso. The definition of this word, as given by Liddell and Scott, is, To form, mold, shape,
Latin fingere, strictly used of the artist who works in soft substances, such as earth, clay, wax.” The word, then,
signifies giving shape and form to something already in existence; for the artist does not create his clay, wax, etc.,
but only changes its form. The second definition seems, however, to be more applicable to the case in hand. Thus,
generally, to bring into shape or form, to mold and form the mind or body by care, diet, and exercise. “ Thus God
makes man the crown of creation by forming in him (through a superior organization of the brain) an intellectual and
moral nature; and we can still farther form or mold it by care and cultivation. There is nothing here to favor the idea
of the creation of a separate, immaterial, and immortal entity, and its introduction from without into the human
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frame.

This text is illustrated by Job 32:8 “But there is a spirit in man: and the inspiration of the Almighty gives
them understanding;” not (gives it [the spirit] understanding” as it is often quoted. That is, men are endowed with a
superior mental organization; and by means of that, God gives them understanding.

Since, however, Zechariah 12:1 is used by immaterialists to prove that souls are specially created, it raises
the question, which may as well be considered in this connection as any other, whence the spirit, whatever it is, is
derived. In the text under consideration, the present tense is evidently used for the past; and hence it might be read,
“The burden of the word of the Lord . . . which stretched forth the heavens, and laid the foundations of earth, and
formed the spirit of man within him.” If now this means the creation of an immortal entity to be added to man,
called his spirit, it applies only to the first man, the man formed at the creation of the world. The question then
remains, How do all succeeding members of the human race get an immortal spirit? Is it by a special act of creation
on the part of God, or is it by generation from father to son. Has God, for every member of the human race since
Adam. By special act created a soul or spirit? They who say he has, contradict Genesis 2:2, which declares that all
God’s work of creation, so far as it pertains to this world, finished in the first week of time. Surely that work was not
finished if it is certain that God has been at work ever since, creating human souls as fast as bodies were brought
into existence to need them, the greater part of the time thousands of them every day.

Has God thus made himself the servant of the human race, to wait upon their will, caprice, and passions for
how many of the inhabitants of this earth are the offspring of the foulest iniquity and the most unbridled lust! Does
God hold himself in readiness to create souls which must come from his hand immaculate and pure, to be thrust into
such vile tenements at the bidding of godless lust? The reader will pardon the irreverence of the question, for the
sake of an exposure of the absurdity of that theory which necessitates it. Again, who stands ready to thrust the soul
into the new body just in the nick of time?

But if we say that the soul is transmitted in the natural process of generation with the body, then what
becomes of its incorruptibility and immortality? for “that which, is born of the flesh is flesh” John 3:6. And Peter
says (1 Peter 1:23-25): “Being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which
lives and abides forever. For all flesh, is as grass, and all the glory of man as the flower of grass. The grass withers,
and the flower thereof falls away: but the word of the Lord endures forever. “

There could hardly be a plainer testimony that man as a whole is mortal and perishable. He is born of
corruptible” seed. But more than this, it is added, “All flesh is as grass.” Should it be said that this means simply the
body, we reply that the term “flesh” is frequently used in the New Testament to signify the whole man. Thus,
Romans 3:20: “BY the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified.” Paul does not here talk about the
justification of bones, sinews, nerves, and muscles; he refers to the whole responsible man. In the same sense the
term is used in many other passages. But Peter himself, in the passage just quoted, cuts off its application
exclusively to the body; for after saying that “all flesh is as grass,” he continues, “and all the glory of man as the
flower of grass.” The glory of man must include all that is noble and exalted about his nature. If the soul is the
highest and most godlike part of man, it is included in this glory; but lo ! it is all like the flower of the grass, -
transitory and perishable.

The word mortal, which means “liable to death,” occurs five times in our English version ; and in every
instance it is used to describe the nature of the real man. Romans 6:12; 8:11; 1 Corinthians 15:53,54; 2 Corinthians
4:11. It occurs in the original in one other instance (2 Corinthians 5:4), where it is rendered “mortality.”

The texts usually relied upon to prove that souls are immediately created, are Ecclesiastes 12:7; Isaiah 57
16; Zechariah 12:1. The first of these was examined in the last chapter. The word translated “form” in the last of
these passages, as shown in this present chapter, is not a word that signifies “to create,” but only to put into form,
mold, and fashion. Isaiah 57:16 speaks of the souls which God has “made.” But there are numerous other texts, as
Job 10:8-11; Isaiah 44:2; 64:8; Jeremiah 1:5, etc., which speak in the same manner of the body. But if such
expressions can be used with respect to the body, produced by the natural process of generation, the same expression
with reference to the soul contains no proof that that is not also transmitted with the body.

God said to our first parents, and the commission was repeated to Noah after the flood, “Be fruitful and
multiply.” Multiply what? Themselves, of course. Did that mean that they should multiply bodies, and God would
multiply souls to fit them? -Nothing of the kind; but they were to multiply beings having all the characteristics,
endowments, and attributes of themselves. So Adam (Genesis 5:3) -begat a son in his own likeness, after his image;
and called his name Seth.” This son was like Adam in all respects, having all the natures that Adam possessed, and
that which was begotten by Adam was called Seth. But according to the doctrine of creationism, Adam begat only a
body, and God created a soul, which is the real man, and called his name Seth, and put it into that body. Neither this
text nor any other gives countenance to any such absurdity. If the soul is the seat of a person’s mental and moral
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qualities, and is a separate creation from the body, how does it happen that children resemble their parents so much
in these particulars? On the ground of creation, it would not be so.

‘Some prominent theologians, both ancient and modern, have adopted the doctrine of transduction, that is,
that the soul, like the body, is the product of natural generation as opposed to that of creationism, believing the latter
to be contrary to philosophy and revelation, but the former to be in harmony with both. In “Wesley’s Journal,” vol.
V,page 10, is found the following entry:

“I read and abridged an old work on the origin of the soul. I never before saw anything on the subject so
satisfactory. I think the author proves to a demonstration that God has enabled man, as all other creatures, to
propagate his whole species, consisting of soul and body.

The testimony of Richard Watson (“Institutes, “ pp. 362, 363) is equally explicit. He says:-

“A question as to the transmission of this corruption of nature from parents to children has been debated
among those who, nevertheless, admit the fact; some contending that the soul is ex traduce; others that it is by
immediate creation. It is certain that, as to the metaphysical part of this question, we can come to no satisfactory
conclusion. The Scriptures, however, appear to be more in favor of transduction. ‘Adam begat a son in his own
likeness. “That which is born of the flesh is flesh,” which refers certainly to the soul as well as to the body. . . . The
tenet of the soul’s descent appears to have most countenance from the language of Scripture. And it is no small
confirmation of it that when God designed to incarnate his own Son, he stepped out of the ordinary course, and
formed a sinless human nature immediately by the power of the Holy Ghost.”

The evidence is thus rendered conclusive from both reason and Scripture, that the soul is transmitted
through the process of generation with the body. What then, we ask again, becomes of its immortality? For “that
which is born of the flesh is flesh,” and mortality cannot generate itself to a higher plane, and beget immortality.
This is not saying that mind is matter; for the results of organization are not to be confounded with the matter of
which the organization is composed.

3. WHO KNOWS THE SPIRIT OF MAN?

With the words “who knows” Solomon here introduces, in Ecclesiastes 3:21, a very important question
respecting the spirit of man. He says “Who knows the spirit of man that goes upward, and the spirit of the beast that
goes downward to the earth?” Deeming this a good foundation, the advocates of natural immortality proceed to
build thereon. They take it to be, first, a positive declaration that the spirit of man does go up, and that the spirit of
the beast does go downward to the earth. Then the superstructure is easily erected thus: Solomon must have believed
that man had a spirit capable of a separate and conscious existence in death; and this spirit, in the hour of
dissolution, ascends up on high, and goes into the presence of God. It therefore survives the stroke of death, and is
consequently immortal.

Here they rest their argument; but we would like to have them proceed; for the text speaks of the spirit of
the beast, which must also be disposed of. If the spirit of man, because it separates from him and goes up, is
conscious, is not the spirit of the beast, because it separates from it and goes down, conscious also? There is nothing
in the supposed fact that man’s spirit goes up, which can by any means show it to be conscious, any more than there
is in the fact that the spirit of the beast goes down, to show it to be conscious. But if the spirit of the-beast survives
the stroke of death, then all beasts have just as much immortality as man has. This line of argument, therefore,
proves too much, and that which proves too much would better be abandoned.

But is not the word “spirit,” as applied to the beast, a different word in the original from the one translated
“spirit” and applied to man? No; they are both from the same original word, and that word is mii (ruakh), the word
from which “spirit” is translated in the Old Testament in every instance with two exceptions, as has been already
explained. A beast has the same kind of spirit that man has.

Immaterialists feel the weight of the stunning blow which this fact gives to the popular view, and endeavor
to parry its force by the following desperate resort. Solomon, they Say, is here describing the state of doubt and
perplexity through which he had formerly passed; and, to use their own words,’ in this perplexity he attributes to
both man and beast a ruahh. But they say that Solomon got over this state of doubt and uncertainty, and never again
attributed a ruahh to beasts. Thus they are obliged to resort to the position that Solomon, with all his wisdom, was a
skeptic, and wrote down his skepticism in this passage; and somehow it secured a place upon the sacred page as a
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part of inspiration! But before lie got through the book, he experienced a change of heart, and then (chapter 12:7)
could tell the truth about man’s spirit, that it went directly to God. But, unfortunately, he has left on record no
indication of these two conditions of mind, nor of his transition from one to the other. He simply had no occasion to
speak of beasts again in such a connection, and hence, no occasion to speak of their ruahh. What we regard as the
Bible view of man’s nature is not unfrequently denonimated infidelity by the popular theologians of the present day
; but it strikes us as rather a hold position to go back and accuse the sacred writers themselves of laboring under a
spirit of in infidelity when they penned these sentiments. But if they were not infidels when they wrote, it is not
infidelity to believe their writings.

But if we take Solomon’s words to be a declaration that the spirit of man does go up, his question even then
would imply a strong affirmation that we are ignorant of, its essential qualities. Who knows this spirit? Who can tell
its nature? Who can describe its inherent characteristics? Who can tell how long it shall continue to exist? On these
vital points, the text, granting all that is claimed for it, is entirely silent.

But, further, if this text asserts that the spirit of man goes up to God, it will be noticed again that it is
spoken promiscuously of all. Then the same queries would arise respecting the spirits of the wicked, for what
purpose they go to God, and the same objections would lie against that view, that were stated in the examination of
Ecclesiastes 12:7 in previous paragraphs of this work.

To arrive, however, at the correct meaning of Ecclesiastes 3:21, a brief examination of the context is
necessary. In verse 18 Solomon expresses a desire that the sons of men may see that they themselves are “beasts” -
not that he intended to be understood that man is in no respect superior to a beast; for no one, inspired or not, above
the level of an idiot, would make such an assertion in view of man’s more perfect organization, his reasoning
faculties, his moral nature, and above all, his future prospects, if righteous. He simply means, as plainly expressed in
the next verse, that in one respect, namely, their vital organization and their dissolution in death, man possesses no
superiority over the other orders of animated existence. 9 For,” he says, (that which befalls the sons of men befalls
beasts; even one thing befalls them: as the one dies [here is the point of similarity], so dies the other; yea, they have
all one breath [ruahh, the same word that is rendered “spirit” in verse 21], so that a man [in this respect] hath no pre-
eminence above a beast. . . . All go unto one place [is that place heaven? and is this a declaration that all, men and
beasts alike, go there?] all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again.”

Thus definite and positive is the teaching of Solomon that, in respect to their animal life, here upon earth,
and their condition in death, men and beasts are exactly alike. And now can we suppose that, after having thus
clearly expressed his views of this matter, he proceeds in the very next sentence to contradict it all, and assert that in
death there is a difference between men and beasts? That men do have a pre-eminence? That all do not go to one
place? That the spirit of mail goes up conscious to God, and the spirit of the beast goes down to perish in the earth?
This would be to make the wisest man that ever lived, the most stupid reasoning that ever put pen to paper.

How, then, is his language in verse 21 to be understood? Answer: Understand it as a question, whether the
spirit of man goes up, and the spirit of the beast down, as some asserted in opposition to the views which he taught.
John Milton, author of “Paradise Lost,” so translates it: “Who knows the spirit of a man [am sursum ascendat],
whether it goes upward?” The Douay Bible renders the passage thus: “Who knows if the spirit of the children of
Adam ascend upward, and if the spirit of the beasts descend downward?” The Septuagint, the Vulgate, the Chaldee
Paraphrase, the Syriac, and the German of Luther give the same reading.

This puts the matter in quite a different light, and saves Solomon from self contradiction; but alas for the
immaterialist! It completely overturns the fabric of immortality which he builds thereon.

The notion prevailed in the heathen world that man’s spirit ascended up to be with the gods (and this is the
foundation of heathen mythology), but the spirit of the beast went down to the earth. It was the old lesson taught by
that unreliable character in Eden, “You shall not surely die,” but “Be shall be as gods.” Solomon contradicts all this
by stating the truth in the case, namely, that death reduces man and beast alike to one common condition. Then he
asks, Who knows that the opposite heathen doctrine is true, that the spirit of man goes up, and that of the beast
down? He had declared that they all went to one place, in accordance with God’s original sentence, “Thou shall
surely die;” now he calls for evidence, if there be any, to show that the opposite doctrine is true. Thus he smites to
the ground this pagan notion by putting it to the proof of its claims, for which no proof exists. Only by perversion
are they made to bolster up a doctrine which he intended them condemn.

4. COMMITTING THE SPIRIT TO GOD.

There is another class of expressions respecting the word spirit, which properly comes under consideration
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at this point. The first is Psalm 31:5, where David says: “Into your hands commit my spirit.” Our Lord used similar
language, perhaps borrowed from this expression of David’s, when, expiring on the cross, he said, “Father, into thy
hands I commend m spirit.” Luke 23:46. And Stephen the martyr, in the same line of thought, sent up this expiring
prayer: “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” Acts 7:59. What was it which David and our Lord wished to commit into the
hands of God, and Stephen into the hands of Christ? “A conscious entity,” our friends would say; “the living and
immortal part of man; for nothing less could properly be committed to God.” Thus Mr. Landis (page 131) asks:
“What was it then? The mere life which passed into nonentity at death? And can any one suppose they would have
commended to God a nonentity? This would be a shameless trifling with sacred things.” But David, on one occasion
(1 Samuel 26:24), prayed that his life might be much set by, or be precious, in the eyes of the Lord. That which is
precious in his sight, it seems, might very properly be commended to his keeping, especially when for his sake it
was to be taken away from one by one’s enemies. And in the very psalm (31) in which he commits his “spirit” to
God, he does it in view of the fact that his enemies had devised to take away his life. Verse 13.

It is a fact that the same or similar acts are spoken of frequently as done in reference to the life, that are said
to be done in reference to the spirit. Can a person commit his spirit to God? So he can commit to him the
preservation of his life. Thus David says (Psalm 64:l): “Preserve my life.” What! Mr. Landis would exclaim,
preserve a nonentity? Jonah prayed (chapter 1:3), “0 Lord, take, I beseech thee, my life from me. ‘I Christ says (John
10:15): “I lay down my life for the sheep;” and in John 13:38 he asks Peter, Wilt thou lay down thy life for my
sake?”

Thus our “life” is something that we can commit to another for safe keeping; it can be taken away from us;
we can give it up, or lay it down. Is it, therefore, a distinct entity, conscious in death? If it is not, then, equivalent
expressions applied to the “spirit” do not prove that to be conscious in death, and immortal. For they prove the same
in the one case as in the other; and whatever they fail to prove in the one case, they fail to prove also in the other.

But if the spirit, as is claimed, lives right along after death, just as conscious as before, and a hundred fold
more active, capable, intelligent, and free, where would be the propriety of committing it to God in the hour of
death, any more than at any point during its earthly existence? There would be none whatever. Entering upon that
permanent, higher life, it would be much more capable of caring for itself than in this earthly condition. The
expression bears upon its very face, evidence that those who used it desired to commit something into the care of
their Maker which was about to pass out of their possession. To commit something into his hands for safe keeping
until they should be brought back from the state of unconsciousness and inactivity into which they were then falling.
And what was that? It was what they were then losing; namely, their life, their pneuma, which Robinson defines as
meaning, among other things, The principle of life residing in the breath, breathed into man from God, and again
returning to God. “ And when the life is thus given up to God by his people, where is it? “Hid with Christ in God.”
Colossians 3:3. And when will the believer receive it again “When Christ, who is our life, shall appear.” Verse 4.
Then Stephen will receive from his Lord that which, while dying, he besought him to receive. Then they who for
Christ’s sake have lost their life (not merely their bodies while their life continues right on), will have that life
restored to them again, to be enjoyed eternally in the world to come.

5. THE SPIRITS OF JUST MEN MADE PERFECT.

“But you are come unto Mount Zion, and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an
innumerable company of angels, to the general assembly and church of the first born, which are written in heaven,
and to God the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus the mediator of the new
covenant, and to the blood of sprinkling, that speaks better things than that of Abel.” Hebrews 12:22-24.

With a great show of confidence, either pretended or real, the advocates of man’s immortality bring
forward this text in proof of their position. That portion of the foregoing quotation upon which they hang their
theory is the expression, “the spirits of just men made perfect,” which they take to be both a declaration and a proof
thereof, that the spirits of men are released by death, and thereupon are made perfect or glorified in the presence of
God in heaven. A little further examination of the language will show any one that such an assertion is not made in
the text, and that even such an inference cannot justly be drawn from it.

That Paul is here contrasting the blessings and privileges enjoyed by believers under the gospel
dispensation with those possessed by the Jews under the former dispensation, will probably not be questioned on
either side. “You are not come unto the mount that might be touched [Mount Sinai],” “and the sound of a trumpet,”
etc. That is, to that system of types and ceremonies instituted through Moses at Sinai, of which an outward
priesthood were the ministers, and Old Jerusalem the representative city; but you are come to Mount Zion, to the
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New Jerusalem, to Jesus, and to his better sacrifice. These things to which we are come, are the superior blessings of
the gospel, over what was enjoyed under the former dispensation. But where or how does the fact come in, as one of
these blessings, that man has a spirit which is conscious in death, and is made perfect by the dissolution of the body?
It will be seen that if this be a fact, it is brought in, at best, only incidentally. There is no proof of it in the
expression, spirits of just men made perfect,” in itself considered; for they could be made perfect at seine future
time, without supposing them conscious from death to the resurrection. The only proof that can here be found, then,
lies in the fact that we are said to have come to these spirits. This is supposed to prove that they must be spirits out
of the body, and that they must also be conscious. Then we inquire, How do we come to the spirits of just men made
perfect, and what is meant by the expression?

It is not difficult to determine how we come to all the other objects mentioned by Paul in the three verses
quoted; but how we come to the spirits of just men made perfect, according to the popular view of that expression, is
not so clear. If we mistake not, the common view will have to be modified, or the explanation never be given.

Let us see “You are come [or, putting it in the first person, since Paul brings these to view as present
blessings all through the gospel dispensation, we are come] unto Mount Zion, and unto the city of the living God,
the heavenly Jerusalem.” That is, we, in this dispensation, no longer look to Old Jerusalem as the center of our
worship, but we look above, to the New Jerusalem, where the sanctuary and Priest of this dispensation are. In this
sense, then, we are come to them.

“And to an innumerable company of angels. “ Angels are the assistants of our Lord in his work, who now
mediates for his people individually. Daniel 7:10. They are sent forth to minister to them who shall be heirs of
salvation. Hebrews 1:14. They are therefore more intimately concerned in the believer’s welfare in this dispensation
than in the old. We have thus come to their presence and ministration.

“To the general assembly and church of the first-born, which are written in heaven.” That is, we have now
come to the time when believers, of whatever nationality, whose names are recorded in the Lamb’s book of life in
heaven, constitute a general assembly, or compose one church. We do not now look to Jewish genealogies to find
the people of God; but we look to the record in heaven. And God now takes his people into covenant relation with
himself as individuals, and not as a nation. Thus we are come in this dispensation to the general assembly, the
church of the first-born.

“And to God, the Judge of all.” Directly, through the mediation of his Son, we draw near to God. Passing
over for a time the expression under discussion, “the spirits of just men made perfect,” we read on: “And to
Jesus the mediator of the new covenant.” We now come to Jesus, the real mediator, instead of to the typical
priesthood of the former dispensation, which were only types of the true.

“And to the blood of sprinkling, that speaks better things than that of Abel.” That is, there is now
ministered for us the blood of Jesus, the better sacrifice, which takes away from us sin in fact, instead of the blood of
beasts, which took it away only in figure.

It can readily be seen how we come to all these things under this dispensation; how these are all privileges
and blessings under the gospel, beyond what was enjoyed in the former dispensation. But now, if the expression, the
“spirits of just men made perfect,” means disembodied spirits in the popular sense, how do we come to these as a
gospel blessing? This is what we would like to have our friends tell us. In what respect is our relation to our dead
friends, the supposed spirits of the departed, changed by the gospel? If there is any sense in which we may be said to
have come “ to these, any more than before, we would like to know it. Spiritualists might perhaps set up a claim
here; but even that would not hold; for, according to their view, our dead friends come to us, not we to them.

But again: when do we come into closest contact with a man’s spirit? Is it when that spirit is supposed to
have become disembodied, and has gone far away to dwell in the presence of God, and is to have no more to do
forever with anything that is done under the sun? Ecclesiastes 9:6. Is it not rather right here in this life, when the
spirit of a man through the eyes of that man, looks upon us, through his mouth speaks to us, and through his hands
handles us? Outside the ranks of Spiritualists, will any one say that we enjoy more intimate relations with a spirit
when it is out of the body than we do while it is in the body? A consideration of this point must convince any one
that the idea of coming to the “spirits of just men made perfect” cannot possibly be applied to spirits out of the body.

It will be noticed further that the text does not speak of spirits made perfect, but of men made perfect. The
Greek shows that the participle, “made perfect,” agrees with “the just,” or “just men,” and not with “spirits.” When,
then, we inquire, are men made perfect? There is a certain sense in which they are made perfect in this life through
the justification of the blood of Christ, and sanctification of his Spirit. And they are made perfect in an absolute
sense, as in Hebrews 11:40, only when they experience the final glorification, and their corruptible bodies are made
like unto Christ’s most glorious body. Philippians 3:21.

If it is said that the text refers to this latter perfection, then it is placed beyond the resurrection, and affords
no proof of a conscious, disembodied spirit. If it refers to the former, then it applies to persons still in this state, and
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not in death. To one or the other it must refer; and apply it which way we may, it does not bring to view a
disembodied spirit conscious in death. Therefore it fails entirely to prove the point in favor of which it is adduced.

In harmony with the context, it can only be applied to the present state, to men in this life, to a blessing
peculiar to the gospel, to the justification and sanctification which the believer now enjoys through Christ. And in
this sense it is easy to see how we come to it, as to all the other things mentioned by Paul. We come to the
enjoyment of this blessing ourselves, and to communion and fellowship with those who are also in possession of it.

Finally, to show that this is not a view devised to meet any exigency of the position here advocated, a name
can be appealed to, in its support, which will have great weight with all, and will be final authority with many: the
name of Dr. Adam Clarke. On this text, he says:

“In several parts of this epistle [to the Hebrews], the just man, signifies one who has a full knowledge of
the Christian system, who is justified and saved by Christ Jesus; and are the adult Christians, who are opposed to the
babes in knowledge and grace. (See chapter 5:12-14; 8:11; Galatians 4:1-3.) The spirits of just men made perfect, or
the righteous perfect, are the full-grown Christians; those who are justified by the blood and sanctified by the Spirit
of Christ. Being come to such implies that spiritual union which the disciples of Christ have with each other, and
which they possess how far so ever separate; for they are all joined in one Spirit (Ephesians 2: 18); they are in the
unity of the Spirit (Ephesians 4:3,4). And of one soul (Acts 4:32). This is a unity which was never possessed even by
the Jews themselves in their best state; it is peculiar to real Christianity; as to nominal Christianity, wars and
desolations between man and his fellows are quite consistent with its spirit.”

Although these remarks are a sufficient explanation of the text, we quote also the following paragraph from
Dr. Clarke’s note at the end of Hebrews 12, as found in the original edition of his work:

“Only the high priest, and he but one day in the year, was permitted to approach God under the Old
Testament dispensation; but under the New, every believer in Jesus can come even to the throne, each has liberty to
enter into the holiest by the blood of Jesus, and to real Christians alone it can be said, You are come to God, the
Judge of all, to him you have constant access, and from him you are continually receiving grace upon grace. We
have already seen that “the righteous perfect,” or “just men made perfect,” is a Jewish phrase, and signified those
who had made the farthest advances in moral rectitude. The apostle uses it here to point out those in the church of
Christ who had received the highest degrees of grace, possessed most of the mind of Christ, and were doing and
suffering most for the glory of God. Those who were most deeply acquainted with the things of God and the
mysteries of the gospel, such as the apostles, evangelists, the primitive teachers, and those who presided in and over
different churches. And these are termed the “spirits of the just perfected,” because they were a spiritual people,
forsaking earth, and living in reference to that spiritual rest that was typified by Canaan.”

6. THE SPIRITS IN PRISON

For Christ also bath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God, being put
to death in the flesh, but quickened by the Spirit. By which also he went and preached unto the spirits in prison;
which sometime were disobedient, when once the long-suffering of God waited in the days of Noah, while the ark
was a preparing, wherein few, that is, eight souls, were saved by water.” 1 Peter 3:18-20.

The advocates of natural immortality are not long in finding their way to this passage. Here, it is claimed,
are “spirits” brought to view, out of the body; for they were the spirits of the antediluvians. And they were conscious
and intelligent; for they could listen to the preaching of Christ, who, by his conscious spirit, while his body lay in the
grave, went to their prison and preached to them.

Let us see just what conclusions the popular interpretation of this passage involves, that we may test its
claims by the Scriptures. 1. It is held that these were disembodied spirits, but they were the spirits of wicked men;
for they were disobedient in the days of Noah, and perished in the flood. 2. They were consequently in their place of
punishment, the place to which popular theology assigns all such spirits immediately on their passing from this state
of existence, the burning, quenchless hell of fire and brimstone. 3. The spirit of Christ went into this hell to preach to
them. These are the facts that are to be cleared of improbabilities, and harmonized with the Scriptures, before the
passage can be made available for the popular view.

But the bare suggestion of so singular a transaction as Christ’s going to preach to these spirits under these
conditions, immediately gives rise to the query, for what purpose Christ should take pains to go down into hell, to
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preach to damned spirits there. And what message he could possibly bear to them. The day of their probation was
past; they could not be helped by any gospel message: then why preach to them? Would Christ go to taunt them by
describing before them blessings which they could never receive? Or by raising in their bosoms hopes of a release
from damnation, which he never designed to grant?

These considerations fall like a mighty avalanche across the way of the common interpretation. The
thought is felt to be almost an insuperable objection, and many are the shifts devised to get around it. One thinks that
the word “preached” does not necessarily mean to “preach the gospel,” notwithstanding almost every instance of the
use of the word in the New Testament describes the preaching of the gospel by Christ or his apostles. But that Christ
went there to announce to the lost that his sufferings had been accomplished, and the prophecies concerning him
fulfilled. But what possible object could there be in that? How would that affect their condition? Was it to add
poignancy to their pain by rendering their misery doubly keen? And were there not devils enough in hell to perform
that work, without making it necessary that Christ should perform such a ghostly task, and that, too, right between
those points of time when he laid down his life for our sins, and was raised again for our justification?

Another thinks these were the spirits of such as repented during the forty days’ rain of the flood. That they
were with the saved in paradise, a department of the tinder world where the spirits of the good are kept (the Elysium,
in fact, of ancient heathen mythology), but that they still felt uneasy on account of having perished [that is, lost their
bodies] under a divine judgment,” and “were now assured by Jesus that their repentance had been accepted.”

Such resorts show the desperate extremities to which the popular exposition of this passage is driven, and
afford aid and comfort to the Romish purgatory.

Others frankly acknowledge that they cannot tell what, nor for what purpose, Christ preached to the lost in
hell. So does Landis (page 236). But he says it makes no difference if we cannot tell what he preached nor why he
preached, since we have the assurance that he did go there and preach. Profound conclusion! Would it Dot be better,
since we have the assurance that he preached, to conclude that he preached at a time when preaching could benefit
them, rather than at a time when we know that it could not profit them, and there could be no occasion for it
whatever?

The whole issue thus turns on the question, When was this work of preaching performed? Some will say,
“While they were in prison, and that means the state of death, and shows that the dead are conscious, and can be
preached to.” Then, we reply, the dead can also be benefited by preaching, and led to repentance; ‘and then the
Romish doctrine of purgatory springs at once full fledged into our creed; and not only that, but that worse than the
Romish purgatory, the modern doctrine of probation after death, is sustained.

But does the text affirm that the preaching was done to these spirits while they were in prison? May it not
be that the preaching was done at some-previous time to persons who were, when Peter wrote, in prison, or, if you
please, in a state of death? So it would be true that the spirits were in prison when Peter makes mention of them, and
yet the preaching might have been done to them at a former period, while they were still in the flesh and could be
benefited by it. This is the view taken of the passage by Dr. Clarke. He says

“He went and preached] By the ministry of Noah one hundred and twenty years.”

Thus he places Christ’s going and preaching by his spirit in the days of Noah, and not during the time his
body lay in the grave. Again, he says: -

“The word “spirits,” is supposed to render this view of the subject improbable, because this must mean
disembodied spirits; but this certainly does not follow; for the spirits of just men made perfect (Hebrews 12:23)
certainly means righteous men, and men still in the church militant. And the Father of spirits (Hebrews 12:9) means
men still in the body; and the God of the spirits of all flesh (Numbers 16:22 and 27:16) means men not in a
disembodied state.”

The preaching was certainly to the antediluvians. But why, according to the popular notion, should Christ
single out that class to preach to, about twenty-four hundred years afterward, in hell? The whole idea is forced,
unnatural, and absurd. The preaching that was given to them was through Noah, who, by the power of the Holy
Ghost (1 Peter 1:12), delivered to them the message of warning. Let this be the preaching referred to, and all is
harmonious and clear; and this interpretation the construction of the original demands. For the word rendered in our
version, “were disobedient,” is simply the aorist participle; and the dependent sentence, “when once the long
suffering of God waited in the days of Noah,” limits the verb “preached” rather than the participle. The whole
passage might be translated thus: “In which also, having gone to the spirits in prison, he preached to the then
disobedient ones, when once [or at the time when] the long suffering of God waited in the days of Noah.” Christ is
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said to have preached, because it was Christ’s Spirit in Noah. Noah was his representative; and according to the
Latin maxim, “What one does through another, he does himself,” the preaching of Noah by this means, was the
preaching of Christ.

But in what sense were they in prison? In the same sense in which persons in error and darkness are said to
be in prison. Isaiah 42:7: “To open the blind eyes, to bring out the prisoners from the prison, and them that sit in
darkness out of the prison house.” Also Isaiah 61:1: “The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me; because the Lord hath
anointed me to preach good tidings unto the meek. He hath sent me to bind up the broken-hearted, to proclaim
liberty to the captives, and the opening of the prison to them that are bound.” Christ himself declared (Luke 4:18-21)
that this scripture was fulfilled in his mission to those here on earth who sat in darkness and error, and under the
dominion of sin. So the antediluvians were shut up under the sentence of condemnation. Their days were limited to a
hundred and twenty years; and their only way of escape from impending destruction was through the preaching of
Noah. Genesis 6:3.

So much with reference to the spirits to whom the preaching was given. Now we affirm further that Christ’s
Spirit did not go anywhere to preach to anybody while he lay in the grave. If Christ’s Spirit, the real being, the
divine part, did survive the death of the cross, then -

1. We have only a human offering as a sacrifice for our sins; and the claim of Spiritualists, which no
Christian can hear without a shudder, is true, that the blood of Christ is no more than that of any man.

2. Then Christ did not pour out his soul unto death., and make it an offering for sin, as the prophet declared
that he would do (Isaiah 53:10,12); and his soul wits not sorrowful even unto death, as he himself affirmed that it
was. Matthew 26:38.

3. The text says Christ was quickened by the Spirit; and between his death and quickening no action is
affirmed of him; and hence for any one to affirm that lie wits alive and active during this time, is only assumption.
There can be no doubt but the “quickening” here brought to view was his resurrection. The Greek word is it very
strong one, “to impart life, to make alive.” He was put to death in the flesh, but made alive by the Spirit. Mr. Landis
(page 232) labors hard to turn this word from its natural meaning, and make it signify, not giving life, but continuing
alive. It is impossible to regard this as anything better than unmitigated sophistry. The verb is a regular, active verb.
In the passive voice it expresses an action received. Christ did not continue alive, but was made alive by the Spirit.
Then lie was for a time dead. How long? From the cross to the resurrection. Romans 1:4. So he says himself in
Revelation 1:18: “I am he that lives, and was dead.” Yet men will stand up, and for the purpose of sustaining a pet
theory, rob the world’s Offering of all its virtue, and nullify the whole plan of salvation, by declaring that Christ
never was dead!

The word “quicken” is the same that is used in Romans 8:11: “But if the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus
from the dead, dwell in you, he that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken your mortal bodies by his
Spirit that dwells in you.” God brought again our Lord from the dead by the Holy Spirit; and by the same Spirit are
his followers to be raised up at the last day.

But that Christ went anywhere in Spirit, or did any action 1 is what the Scriptures between his death and
quickening, nowhere affirm, and what Do man has a right to claim.

Mr. Landis (page 235) argues that this preaching could not have been in the days of Noah, because the
events narrated took place this side the death of Christ. Why did he not say this side the resurrection of Christ? Oh!
That would spoil it all. But the record shows upon its very face that if it refers to a time subsequent to Christ’s death,
it was also subsequent to his resurrection; for if events are here stated in. chronological order, the resurrection of
Christ, as well as his death, comes before his preaching. Thus, (1) he was put to death in the flesh;” (2) “Was
quickened by the Spirit,” which was his resurrection, as no man with any show of reason can dispute; and (3) “went
and preached to the spirits in prison.” So the preaching does not come in, on this ground, till after Christ was made
alive from the dead.

Some people seem to treat the Scriptures as if they were given to man that he might exercise his inventive
powers in trying to misunderstand or pervert them to avoid the doctrines they teach. But no inventive power that the
human mind has yet developed will enable a man, let him plan, contrive, devise, and arrange as he may, to fix this
preaching of Christ between his death and resurrection. If he could fix it there, what would it prove? The man of sin
would rise up and bless him from his papal throne, for proving his darling purgatory. Such a position may do for
Mormons, Mohammedans, pagans, and papists; but let no -Protestant try to defend it, and not hang his head for
shame. Mr. Landis says that “Mr. Dobney and the rest of the fraternity conveniently forget that there is any such
passage [as 1 Peter, 3:19] in the word of God.” But we cannot help thinking that it would have been well for him,
and saved a pitiful display of distorted, not to say dishonest, logic, if he had been prudent enough to forget it too.

Another testimony in favor of the correct view, which is entitled to respectful consideration, may here be
introduced. It is from Alvah Hovey, D. D., of Newton Theological Seminary, and is issued in a pamphlet entitled,
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“State of Men after Death,” published by the American Baptist ]Publication Society, ]Philadelphia. He contends that
those to whom Christ went and preached, were those who were disobedient in the days of Noah, and that he
preached during the time when Noah was preparing the ark. And he declares that 1 neither human reason, nor the
word of God give a shadow of support “ to the assumption that any who have not repented of sin in the present life,
will be likely to do so in the intermediate state. From his argument we quote the following passages (pp. 82-86):

“It seems to me that the apostle intended to represent the going and preaching as belonging to the same
period of time with the disobedience and long suffering. The participle may be rendered “when they were
disobedient” just as a similar participle is translated by Hackett, Conant, Noyes, and Alford (Acts 19:2). “Did you
receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?” Nay, it is possible that the phrase “spirits in prison,” was Peter’s
customary designation for the ungodly of former times, even when he was referring to their earthly career. . . if the
Spirit, then, was Christ’s Spirit, the preaching of the illuminated prophet was Christ’s preaching, and any contempt
or disobedience to that preaching, was contempt or disobedience to him. . . . But if the preaching referred to by Peter
was accomplished in hades, it is not so easy to understand why the contemporaries of Noah are singled out as the
particular spirits addressed. [If this view be taken of it. he says,] we have no knowledge whatever of the message
delivered by Christ in spirit; if he went and preached to the dead in hades, we are profoundly ignorant of what he
announced. And it is not surprising that those who adopt this theory, differ greatly, as to the nature of his supposed
message.”

7. A SPIRIT HATH NOT FLESH AND BONES

There are a few other texts which contain the word “spirit,” an explanation of which may be properly introduced at
this point:

Luke 24:39: “Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I myself: handle me and see; for a spirit hath not flesh
and bones, as you see me have.” These are the words of Christ as on one occasion he met with his disciples after his
resurrection; and as lie then possessed a spiritual body which is given by the resurrection, it is claimed that his words
prove the existence of spirits utterly disembodied, in the popular sense. But we inquire, What did the disciples
suppose they saw? Verse 37 states: “They supposed they had seen a spirit;” and on this verse Greenfield puts in the
margin the word phantasma instead of pneuma, and marks it as a reading adopted by Griesbach. They supposed they
had seen a phantom, apparition, specter. This exactly corresponds with their action when, on another occasion,
Christ came to them walking on the sea (Matthew 14:26; Mark 6:49), and they were affrighted and cried out,
supposing it was a “spirit,” where the Greek uses “phantom” in both quotations. The Bible nowhere countenances
the idea that phantoms or specters have any real existence; but the imagination and superstition of the human mind
have ever been prolific in such conceptions. The disciples were of course familiar with the popular notions on this
question. And when the Savior suddenly appeared in their midst, coming in without lifting the latch, or making any
visible opening, as spiritual bodies are able to do, their first idea was the superstitious one of an apparition or
specter, and they were affrighted.

Now when Jesus, to allay their fears, told them that a spirit had not flesh and bones as he had, he evidently
used the word “spirit” in the sense of the idea which they then had in their minds. Namely, that of a phantom; and
though the word pneuma is used, which in its very great variety of meanings may be employed, perhaps, to express
such a conception, we are not to understand that the word cannot be used to describe bodies like that which Christ
then possessed. He was not such a spirit as they supposed; for a pneuma, such as they then conceived of in the sense
of a phantom had not flesh and bones as he had. Bloomfield, on verse 37, says:

“It may be added that our Lord meant not to countenance those notions, but to show his hearers that,
according to their own notions of spirits, he was not one.”

8. NEITHER ANGEL NOR SPIRIT

Acts 23:8: “For the Sadducees say that there is no resurrection, neither angel, nor spirit: but the Pharisees
confess both,” Paul declared himself, in verse 6, to be a Pharisee. And in telling what they believed (verse 8), it is
claimed that Paul plainly ranged himself on the side of those who believe in the separate, conscious existence of the
spirit of man. But does this text say that the Pharisees believed any such thing? Three terms ‘are used in expressing
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what the Sadducees did not believe, “resurrection, angel, and spirit.” But when the faith of the Pharisees is stated,
these three are reduced to two: “The Pharisees confess both.” Both means only two, not three. Now what two of the
three terms before employed unite to express one branch of the faith of the Pharisees? Evidently the terms “angel
and spirit;” for they believed that there were “angels” and “spirits” in the unseen world, but not disembodied human
spirits; inasmuch as they believed in the “resurrection,” by which alone human beings are to live again.

Appeal is made to the incident here narrated to try to array the apostle Paul on the side of the popular view
that there are disembodied human spirits in conscious existence in the spirit world. But before this can be done, it
must be shown that the Pharisees entertained such a belief, and that the apostle avowed himself a Pharisee in this
respect. But we apprehend that neither of these points can be proved; for had they believed this, they would have
had no use for the doctrine of the “resurrection.” It appears from verse 6 that Paul avowed himself a Pharisee only so
far as pertained to their views of the resurrection of the dead. This seems to be plainly implied by the manner in
which he joins his two affirmations together: “I am a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee: of the hope and resurrection of
the dead I am called in question.” He certainly was not a Pharisee in the broad acceptation of the term; for he was a
Christian, and, from a. theological point of view, not a Jew at all. Now whatever the Pharisees may have believed
concerning spirits, it in nowise involves the apostle so far as this narrative is concerned. But there is no evidence
here that they believed in disembodied human spirits. When they say (verse 9), “If a spirit or an angel hath spoken to
him,” they doubtless refer to his experience on his way to Damascus, with which they were familiar, and used those
two words in apposition. A voice had called to him from heaven. He did not claim that it was an angel. There were
other spirit organizations in the heavenly world besides angels, without supposing disembodied human spirits; hence
they say, “If a spirit or an angel hath spoken to him.” This incident therefore furnishes no support to the popular
view; for the whole issue before them was not concerning the condition of man in death, but concerning the
resurrection of the dead.

9. DESTROY FLESH-SAVE THE SPIRIT

1 Corinthians 5:5: “To deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be
saved in. the day of the Lord Jesus.” Although this text is quoted to prove the separate, conscious existence of a part
of man between death and the resurrection, the reader cannot fail to notice that the time when the spirit is saved, is in
the day of the Lord Jesus, when the resurrection takes place. This text proves nothing, therefore, respecting the
condition of the spirit previous to that time; and, so far as our present purpose is we might dismiss it with this
remark; but a word or two more may serve to free the text still further from difficulty. What is meant by delivering
the person to Satan? And what is the destruction of the flesh? Satan is the god of this world; and if any mail is a
friend of this world, he is on the side of Satan and an enemy of God. The church is the body of Christ, and belongs
to him. A person committing the deeds spoken of ill this chapter must be separated from that body, and given back
to the world. He is thus delivered unto Satan. This is for the destruction of the flesh. The flesh is often used to mean
the carnal mind. Galatians 5:19-21. The spiritually minded mail has crucified or destroyed the flesh. Now a person
who desires eternal life, when he finds himself set aside from the church and placed back in the world, the kingdom
of Satan, on account of his having the carnal mind, understands that to gain eternal life he must then put away the
carnal mind, or crucify and destroy the flesh. If he does this, he becomes spiritually minded, joined again to the body
of Christ; and the old man, the flesh, being destroyed, he, as a spiritually minded man, will be saved in the day of the
Lord Jesus. Spirit we understand to be used in contrast with the flesh, the one denoting a person in a carnal state, the
other in a spiritual. To deal with a person as the apostle here directs, set him aside from the church till he sees and
repents of his sins, is often the only way to save him. In the day of the Lord Jesus, a person is saved by having his
body fashioned like unto Christ’s glorious body, not destroyed. Philippians 3:21. The destruction spoken of in the
text cannot therefore be the literal destruction of the body in contrast with the disembodied spirit. The true condition
which the apostle desired such an one to reach, is expressed in Romans 8:10: “And if Christ be in you, the body is
dead because of sin; but the Spirit is life because of righteousness.”

7. Concerning The Human Soul

EXAMINATION OF ALL THE TEXTS IN THE BIBLE, IN WHICH THE TERM “SOUL” IS USED IN A
WAY WHICH IS SUPPOSED TO PROVE THAT IT CAN EXIST IN A CONSCIOUS, INTELLIGENT
CONDITION, INDEPENDENTLY OF THE BODY, AND THAT IT IS IMMORTAL.
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1. DEPARTURE AND RETURN OF THE SOUL

WE have now examined all those passages in which the word “spirit” is used in such a manner as to furnish
what is claimed to be evidence of its uninterrupted consciousness after the death of the body. We have found them
all easily explainable in harmony with other positive and literal declarations of the Scriptures, that the dead know
not anything, that when a man’s breath goes forth and he returns to his earth, his very thoughts perish, and that there
is no wisdom nor knowledge nor device in the grave to which we go. And so far the unity of the Bible system of
truth on this point is unimpaired, and the harmony of the testimony of the Scriptures is maintained.

We will now examine those scriptures in which the term “soul” is supposed to be used in a manner to show
that it is a separate entity in man, immortal in its nature, and able to exist as well out of the body as in. The first of
these is Genesis 35:18, which speaks of the death of Rachel, and says And it came to pass, as her soul was in
departing, (for she died) that she called his name Ben-oni.” This is adduced as evidence that the soul departs when
the body dies, and lives on in an active, conscious condition.

Luther Lee, in his day a prominent Wesleyan Methodist, wrote on this passage:

“Her body did not depart. Her brains did not depart. There was nothing which departed which could
consistently be called her soul, only on the supposition that there is in man an immaterial spirit which leaves the
body at death.”

We may offset this assertion of Luther Lee’s with the following criticism from Professor Bush:

“As her soul was in departing. Hebrew, “in the going out of her soul, or life.” Greek, “in her sending out
her life.” The language legitimately implies no more than the departing, or ceasing, of the vital principle, whatever
that be. In like manner, when the prophet Elijah stretched himself upon the dead child (1 Kings 17:21), and cried
three times, saying, ‘0 Lord my God, . . . let this child’s soul come into him again,’ he merely prays for the return of
his physical vitality.”

The Hebrew word here translated 11 soul “ is nephesh, rendered in the Septuagint by psuche; and it is
unnecessary to remind those who have read the chapter on “Soul and Spirit” that these words mean many other
things besides “body” and “brains.”

They often signify that which can be said to leave the body, as we shall presently see, rendering entirely
uncalled for the supposition of an immaterial spirit, which Mr. Lee makes such haste to adopt.

What, then, did depart? And what is the plain, simple import of the declaration? We call the reader’s
attention again to the criticism of Parkhurst, the lexicographer, on this passage should read something like this: And
the Lord heard the voice of Elijah, and the child came back and took possession of his body again, and the body
revived.” This is the popular view. Mark the chasm between it and the Scripture record.

Verse 17 tells what had left the child, and what it was therefore necessary for the child to recover before he
could live again. “His sickness was so sore,” says the record, “that there was no breath left in him.” That was the
trouble: the “breath of life” was gone from the child. And when Elijah comes to pray for his restoration, he asks, in
the most natural manner possible, that the very thing that had left the child, and thereby caused his death, might
come into him again, and cause him to live; and that was simply what verse 17 states, the breath of life.”

Thus in neither of these passages do we find any evidence of the existence of an immaterial, immortal soul,
which so confidently claims the throne of honor in the temple of modern orthodoxy.

2. CAN THE SOUL BE KILLED?

Matthew 10:28: “And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him
which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”
Luke records the same sentiment in these words:

And I say unto you my friends, Be not afraid of them that kill the body, and after that have no more that
they can do. But I forewarn you whom you shall fear: Fear him, which after he hath killed hath power to cast into
hell; yea, I say unto you, Fear him.” Luke 12:4,5.

This is considered a stronghold by all immaterialists. The estimate which they put upon these texts is thus
expressed by Mr. Landis (p. 181)
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“This text (Matthew 10:28), therefore, must continue to stand as the testimony of the Son of God in favor
of the soul’s immortality, and his solemn condemnation of the soul-ruining errors of the annihilation and Sadducean
doctrine.”

The reply comes, without calling, on this wise: Mr. L. evidently applies the argument to a wrong issue; for
what ever it may teach concerning the intermediate state, it is most positively against the doctrine of eternal misery.
And the consequent immortality of the soul. It teaches that God can destroy the soul in hell; and there Is no force in
our Lord’s warning unless we understand it to affirm that he will thus destroy the souls-of the wicked. We never
could with any propriety be warned to fear a person because he could do that which lie never to do, and never would
do. We are to fear the civil magistrate to such a degree, at least, as not to offend against the laws, because he has
power to put those laws into execution, and visit upon us inherited punishment, but our fear is to rest not simply
upon the fact that he has power to do this, but upon the certainty that he will do it if we guilty of crime. Otherwise
there could be no cause for fear, and no ground for any exhortation to fear.

Now we are to fear God, that is, fear to disobey him, because he is able to destroy body and soul in hell.
And what is necessarily implied in this? It is implied that he certainly will do this in the cases of all those who do
not fear him enough to comply with his requirements. So the text is a direct affirmation that the wicked will be
destroyed, both soul and body, in hell.

The next inquiry is, What is the meaning of the word destroy? We answer that, take the word soul “to mean
what we will, the word destroy here has the same meaning and the same force as applied to the soul that the word
kill has as applied to the body in the sentence before. Whatever killing does to the body, destroying does to the soul.
Don’t fear men, because they cannot kill the soul as they kill the body; but fear
God, because he can and will kill the soul (if wicked) just as men kill the body. But every one well understands what
it does to the body to kill it. It deprives it of all its functions and powers of life and activity. It would do the same to
the soul to destroy it, supposing the soul to be what is popularly believed. The word here rendered “destroy” is
appolluo, and is defined by Greenfield, “to destroy, to kill, to put to death,” etc.

Having seen that the text affirms in the most positive manner the destruction of soul and body, or the
complete cessation of conscious existence, for all the wicked, in hell, we now inquire whether it teaches a conscious
existence for the soul in the intermediate state? This must be, it is claimed, because man cannot kill it. But the
killing which God inflicts, according to the popular view, is torment in the flames of hell, and that commences
immediately upon the death of the body. Let us, then, see what the Scriptures testify concerning the receptacle of the
dead and the place of punishment.

The word “hell” in our English version is from three different Greek words. These words are Hades,
Gehenna, and tartaroo, a verb signifying to thrust down to Tartarus. These all designate different places; and the
following full list of the instances of their occurrence in the New Testament, will show their use.

Hades occurs in the following passages

Matthew 11:23, shall be brought down to hell.
16:18, the gates of hell shall not prevail,

Luke 10:15, shall be thrust down to hell.
16: 23, in hell he lifted up his eyes.

Acts 2:27, wilt not leave my soul in hell.
2:31, his soul was not left in hell.

1 Corinthians 15:55, 0 grave, where is thy victory?
Revelation 1:18, have the keys of hell and of death.

6:8, was Death and Hell followed.
20:13, death and hell delivered up the dead which were in them.
20:14, death and hell were cast into the lake, of fire.

Gehenna signifies Gehenna, the valley of Hinnom, near Jerusalem, in which fires were kept constantly
burning to consume the bodies of malefactors and the rubbish which was brought from the city and cast therein. It is
found in the following Places :

Matthew
5:22, shall be in danger of hell fire.
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5:29, whole body should be cast into hell.
5:30, whole body should be cast into hell.
10:28, destroy both soul and body in hell.
18:9, having two eyes to be cast into hell fire.
23:15, more the child of hell than yourselves.
23:33, how can you escape the damnation of hell?
Mark
9:43, having two hands to go into hell.
9:45, having two feet to be cast into hell.
9:47, having two eyes to be cast into hell fire.
Luke
12:5, hath power to cast into hell.
James 3:6, it is set on fire of hell.

TarTaroo is used only in the following text “God spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to
hell.” 2 Peter 2:4.

From these references it will be seen that hades is the place of the dead, whether righteous or wicked, from
which they are brought only by a resurrection. Revelation 20:13. On the contrary, Gehenna is the place into which
the wicked are to be cast alive with all their members, to be destroyed soul and body. These places, there fore, are
not to be confounded together.

Now the punishment against which the text warns us is not a punishment in hades, the state or place of the
dead, but in Gehenna, which is not inflicted till after the resurrection. Therefore we affirm that the text contains no
instruction whatever concerning the condition of man in death, but passes over the entire period from the death of
the body to the resurrection. And this is further evident from the language in which Luke records the passage: “Be
not afraid of them that kill the body, and after that have no more that they can do. But 1 will forewarn you whom
you shall fear: Fear him, which after he hath killed hath power to cast into hell.”

Luke does not use the term “soul” at all; yet he expresses the same sentiment as Matthew. Man can kill the
body, or destroy this present life; but he can accomplish no destruction beyond that. But God is able not only to kill
the body, or destroy the present life, but he can cast into Gehenna, or destroy, the life that we may have beyond the
resurrection. These two things alone the text has in view. And now when we remember that psuche, the word here
rendered “soul,” means life, either the present or future, and is forty times in the New Testament so rendered, the
text is freed from all difficulty. The word “kill,” to be sure, is not such as would naturally be used in connection with
“life;” but the word “destroy,” which is among the definitions of the original word, apokteino, can be appropriately
used with “life.” Thus: Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to destroy the future life; but rather fear
him who is able to destroy the body, and put an end to all future life, in hell. And it is worthy of notice that the
destruction in hell here threatened is not inflicted upon a person without his body. Nothing is said about God’s
destroying the soul alone: but it is at some point beyond this life, when the person again has a body; which is not till
after the resurrection.

Another declaration from the lips of our Lord, found in Matthew 16:25,26, will throw some light on our
present subject For whosoever will save his life shall lose it: and whosoever will lose his life for my sake shall find
it. For what is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul? Or what shall a man give in
exchange for his soul.” The word “soul” should here be rendered “life.” What shall a man give in exchange for his
life? That is, his future life. Dr. Clarke, (in verse 26, says: “On what authority many here translate the word psuche
in the 25th verse, “life,” and in this verse, “SOUL”, I know not; but am certain it means “life” in both places.

Verse 39 of Matthew 10 is also a good comment on verse 28, now under notice He that finds his life shall
lose it: and he that loses his life for my sake shall find it.” Here the same word, psuche, rendered soul “ in verse 28,
is twice used, and rendered “life.” The teaching of the passage is very evident. “He that finds his life shall lose it;”
that is, he that rejects Christ for the sake of preserving this present life shall loose it (the future psuche) in the world
to come; “and he that loses his life for my sake shall find it. That is, he that will follow Christ, though it cost him his
present life (psuche), shall find it (psuche) in the world to come. For man cannot touch that life; as in verse 28, they
may kill the body, deprive us of this present life; but they cannot destroy the, pneuma that remains to God’s children
after this, that is, the life to come.

Rendering psuche as it is rendered in verse 28, this 39th verse would read: “He that finds his soul shall lose
it; and he that loses his soul for my sake shall find it. “Let us now take the expressions to “find” or “save the soul,”
and to “lose the soul,” in the sense of popular theology, and see how ridiculous the teaching of the passages above
referred to would be. Whosoever will save his soul (to save the soul meaning to save it from hell) shall lose it (that
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is, shall go into hell torments); but whosoever will lose his soul (suffer eternal misery) for my sake shall find it (shall
be saved in heaven). This makes utter nonsense of the passage, and so is sufficient condemnation of the view which
makes such an interpretation necessary.

The passage simply refers to the present and future life. Thus: Whosoever will save his life (that is, will
deny Christ and his gospel for the sake of avoiding persecution, or the-loss of his present life), shall lose it (the
future life) in the world to come, when God shall destroy both soul and body in Gehenna. But he who shall lose his
present life, if need be, for the sake of Christ and his cause, shall find it (the boon of immortality) in the world to
come, when eternal life is given to all the overcomers.

Here the life is spoken of as something which can be lost and found again. Between the losing and finding,
no one can claim that it maintains a conscious existence. And what is meant by finding it? Simply that God will
bestow it upon us in the future, beyond the resurrection. What, then, is meant by the expression that man cannot kill
it? Simply the same thing, that God will, in the resurrection, endow us with life again, a life which it is beyond the
power of man to take from us.

The life of all men is in the hands of God. The body was formed of the dust, but the “life” was imparted by
God. Man, by sin, has made this present life a temporary one. But through the plan of salvation, by which the human
race was placed upon a second probation after Adam’s fall, with the privilege of still gaining eternal life, a future
life is decreed for all; for there shall be a resurrection of the just and the unjust. With the righteous, this life will be
eternal; for they have secured the forgiveness of all their sins through Jesus Christ; but with the wicked it will soon
end in the second death. For they have thrown away their golden privilege, and clung to their sins, the wages of
which is death. Evil men may, by persecution, hasten the close of the Christian’s present temporary life, may cut it
short by killing the body, for some years before it would close ill the natural course of events. But that future life,
which in the purpose of God is as sure as his own throne, they cannot touch.

The exhortation is to those who are striving to serve God, and who thereby are liable to lose their present
lives at the hands of wicked men, for the truth’s sake. Fear them not, though with the bloody arm of persecution they
may deprive you of the present life; for the life which is to come, they cannot reach.

And the warning is to the wicked, that unless they fear God more than they fear men, and ‘are governed by
his glory more than by worldly considerations, lie will bring their existence to ail utter end in the fire of Gehenna.

The text, therefore, so far from proving the existence in man of an independent, death -surviving, entity
called the immortal soul, speaks only of the present and future life. And, passing over the entire period between
death and the resurrection, then promises the righteous a life which man cannot destroy, and affirms that the wicked
shall utterly cease to be, in the second death.

3. THE SOULS UNDER THE ALTAR

In Revelation 6:9-11 is another instance where the word “soul” is used in a manner which many take to be
proof that there is ill man a separate entity, conscious in death, and capable in a disembodied state, of performing all
the acts, and exercising all the emotions, which pertain to this life. The verses referred to read:

And when he had opened the fifth seal, I saw under the altar the souls of them that were slain for the word
of God, and for the testimony which they held. And they cried with a loud voice, saying, How long, 0 Lord, holy
and true, does thou not judge and avenge our blood on them that dwell on the earth? And white robes were given
unto every one of them; and it was said unto them, that they should rest yet for a little season, until their fellow
servants also and their brethren, that should be killed as they were, should be fulfilled.”

On the hypothesis of the popular view, what conclusions must we draw from this testimony?
1. It is assumed that these souls were in heaven then the altar under which John saw them must have been

the “altar of incense,” as that is the only altar brought to view in heaven. Revelation 8:3. But the altar spoken of in
the text, is evidently the altar of sacrifice upon which they were slain. Therefore to represent them as under the altar
of incense, which was never used for sacrifice, is both incongruous and unscriptural.

2. We must conclude that they were in a state of confinement, shut up under the altar - not a condition we
would naturally associate with the perfection of heavenly bliss.

3. Solomon says of the dead, that their love, their hatred, and their envy is now perished. Ecclesiastes 9:6.
But that makes no difference; for here are the souls of the holy martyrs still smarting with resentment against their
persecutors, and calling for vengeance upon their devoted heads. Is this altogether consistent? Would not the



HERE AND HERE AFTER

www.ThreeAngels.com.au 40

superlative bliss of heaven swallow up all resentment against those who had done them this good, though they meant
them harm, and lead them to bless rather than curse the hand that had hastened them thither?

But further: the same view which puts these souls into heaven, puts the souls of the wicked, at the
termination of this mortal life, into the lake of fire, where they are racked with unutterable and unceasing anguish, in
full view of all the heavenly host. In proof that the worlds of bliss and torment are held to be in full view of each
other, we have only to refer to the common interpretation of the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, in which
Abraham in bliss and the rich man in torment, are supposed not only to behold each other, but to converse together.
But is it so? If it is not, then the popular exposition of that parable must be abandoned. But that supposed stronghold
will not readily be surrendered. It is proper, therefore, to look at the bearing it has upon the case before us.

According, then, to the orthodox view, the persecutors of these souls were even then, or certainly soon
would be, enveloped in the flames of hell, right before their eyes, every fiber of their being quivering with a
keenness of torture which no language can express, and of which no mind can adequately conceive.

Here they were in. their agony, in full view of these souls of the martyrs, and their piercing shrieks of
infinite and hopeless woe, ringing in their ears-for the rich man and Abraham, as we have seen, could converse
together across the gulf. And was not the sight of all this woe enough to satisfy the most insatiate desires for
vengeance? Is there a fiend in hell who could manifest the malevolence of planning and praying for greater
vengeance than this? Yet these souls are represented, even under these circumstances, as calling upon God to avenge
their blood on their persecutors, and saying, “How long?” as if chiding the tardy movements of Providence, in
commencing or intensifying their torments. Such is the character which the common view attributes to these holy
martyrs, and such the spirit with which it clothes a system of religion, the chief injunction of which is to forgive, and
the chief law of which is mercy. Does it find endorsement in any breast in which there remains a drop of even the
milk of human kindness?

These souls pray that their blood may be avenged an article which the uncompounded, invisible, and
immaterial soul, as generally understood, is not supposed to possess.

These are some of the difficulties we meet, some of the camels we have to swallow in taking down the
popular view.

But it is urged that these souls must be conscious; for they cry to God. How easily our expositors forget that
language has any figurative use, when they wish it to be literal, or that it is ever used literally, when they wish it to
be figurative. There is supposed to be such a figure of speech as “personification,” in which, under certain
conditions, life, action, and intelligence are attributed to inanimate objects. Thus the blood of Abel is said to have
cried to God from the ground. Genesis 1:9,10. The stone cried out of the wall, and the beam out of the timber
answered it. Habakkuk 2:11. The hire of the laborers, kept back by fraud, cried and the cry entered into the ears of
the Lord of sabaoth. James 5:4. So these souls could cry, in the same sense, and yet be no more conscious than
Abel’s blood, the stone, the beam, or the laborer’s hire.

So incongruous is the popular view, that Albert Barnes makes haste to set himself right on the record as
follows: -

“We are not to suppose that this literally occurred, and that John actually saw the souls of martyrs
beneath the altar, for the whole representation is symbolical. Nor are we to suppose that the injured and the
wronged in heaven actually pray for vengeance on those who wronged them, nor that the redeemed in heaven
will continue to pray with reference to things on earth but it may be fairly inferred from this that there will be as
real a remembrance of the wrongs of the persecuted, the injured, and the oppressed, as If such a prayer was
offered there. And that the oppressor has as much to dread from the divine vengeance, as if those whom lie has
injured should cry in heaven to the God who hears prayer, and who takes vengeance.”

But it is said that white robes were given them; hence it is further urged that they must be conscious. But
this no more follows than it does from the fact that they cried, What were the circumstances? This scene is located at
the opening of the fifth seal, and the souls brought to view are those who had been martyred under preceding papal
persecutions. They had gone down to the grave in the most ignominious manner. Their lives had been
misrepresented, their reputations tarnished, their names defamed, their motives maligned, and their graves covered
with shame and reproach, as containing the dishonored dust of the most vile and despicable characters. Thus the
church of Rome, which then. molded the sentiments of the principal nations of the earth, spared no pains to make
her victims an abhorring unto all flesh.

But the Reformation commenced its work. It soon began to be seen that the Romish Church was the corrupt
and disreputable party, and those against whom it vented its rage were the good, the pure, and the true. The work
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went on among the most enlightened nations, the reputation of the church going down, and that of the martyrs
coming up, until the corruption of the papal abomination were fully exposed, and that huge system of iniquity stood
before the world in all its naked deformity, while the martyrs were vindicated from all the aspersions under which
that anti-Christian church had sought to bury them. Then it was seen that they had suffered, not for being vile and
criminal, but “for the word of God and for the testimony which they held.” Then their praises were sung, their
virtues admired, their fortitude applauded, their names honored, and their memory cherished. And thus it is even to
this day. White robes have then been given unto every one of them.

The whole trouble on such passages as this, we conceive to arise from the theological definition of the word
“soul.” From that definition, one is led to suppose that this text speaks of an immaterial, invisible, immortal essence
in man, which soars into its coveted freedom on the death of its hindrance and clog, the mortal body. No instance of
the occurrence of the word in the original Hebrew or Greek will sustain such a definition. It oftenest means “life”
and is not infrequently rendered person.” It applies to the dead as well as to the living, as may be seen by reference
to Genesis 2:7, where the word “living” need not have been expressed were life an inseparable attribute of the soul.
And to Numbers 19:13, and many other passages where the Hebrew literally reads, “dead soul.”

The reader is also referred to a previous chapter on Soul and Spirit. From the definitions there given, it is
evident that the word “soul” may mean, and the context requires that it here should mean, simply the martyrs, those
who had been slain; the expression, “the souls of them,” being used to designate the whole person. They were
represented to John as having been slain upon the altar of papal sacrifice on this earth, and lying dead beneath it. So
Dr. Clarke, on this passage, says, “The altar is upon earth, not in heaven.” They certainly were not alive when John
saw them under the fifth seal; for he again brings to view the same company in almost the same language, and
assures us that the first time they live after their martyrdom, is at the resurrection of the just. Revelation 20:4-6.
Lying there, victims of papal bloodthirstiness and oppression, the great wrong, of which their sacrifice was the
evidence, called upon God for vengeance. They cried, or their blood cried, even as Abel’s blood cried, to God from
the ground.

Thus all becomes clear and plain when we treat the Bible as we would treat any other book; that is, let
figures have their place, and perform their office; but let all figurative language be explained by the literal. Before
this simple rule, the strongholds of man’s natural immortality go down one after another like cardboard breastworks
before a charge of modern artillery.

4. BODY, SOUL, AND SPIRIT

1 Thessalonians 5:23: “And the very God of peace sanctify you wholly; and I pray God your whole spirit
and soul and body be preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Because the words “soul” and
“spirit” are here used, the common reader, misled by the popular definitions given to these terms, is apt to take this
text at once as a recognition of such an immortal part of man as current theology pictures before us. But it will be
noticed that here are two terms, each of which is, at different times, thrust forward as meaning the immortal part of
man. In the face of this text, one or the other of these terms must now be surrendered as bearing that signification;
for surely man has not two immortal parts. Here, then, it must be conceded that either the term, “spirit” does not
signify an immaterial and immortal part of man, or that the term “soul” does not signify any such part. Now one
term has just as much claim to be considered an immortal part of man as the other, and whichever one is surrendered
as not signifying such part, it will be just as easy to disprove the claims of the other. Three terms here are applied to
man, with the evident idea of giving enough to make it sure that man’s entire being is intended. This is apparent
from the opening expression : “The very God of peace sanctify you wholly,” etc.; and later the use of the word
whole, conveys the same idea. Your whole spirit and [whole] soul and [whole] body. But it will be
noticed that no wish is expressed in regard to any one part independently of the others. Paul does not say, May your
spirit be preserved blameless, without the soul and body, or your soul without the spirit and body, or your body
without the soul and spirit. But the prayer takes in all three together as an inseparable compound, the whole
constituting the entire man. In the Bible description of man, there is no line of cleavage between these different
parts. It takes them all to make the whole responsible being.

If one feels that any exposition which does not locate these different parts, is unsatisfactory, it is very easy
to make such location. The body is composed of matter -it is a quantity of material; the organization into a condition
capable of being endowed with life, makes a “soul,” or an organized being; and the “spirit,” or “breath of life,”
gives it vitality; and as the result an organized, living, rational being appears. The material of which man is
composed, the organization and the life with which he is endowed, makes the whole being. The definitions of the
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terms as already shown, ‘will fully bear out this application. It is a periphrasis, or expression drawn out in full, to
describe the whole person. As such it is an unfortunate text for the popular view.

8. The Death of Adam

THUS far in these pages, the inquiry has been concerning the creation of man, and what was conferred upon him in
that creation in respect to life and immortality. It has been found that there is no expression used in the record of
man’s creation, or in immediate connection with it, which shows that he was endowed with an undying nature; that
the Bible nowhere -affirms that he is immortal, or has immortality. And that no text uses the terms “soul” and
“spirit,” in connection with man, in such a way as to show that he is in possession of anything answering to the
immaterial and immortal entity claimed for him by so-called orthodox teachers; but just the reverse. As a next step
in this study, it is pertinent to inquire concerning the death of man; that is, to what condition death reduces him; and
then the general testimony of the Scriptures concerning the condition of the dead may be examined. Let us, then, see
what is to be learned from the record of the death of Adam.

The inquirer into the nature of man and his condition in death, must ever turn with the deepest interest to
the record which has been given concerning the father of our race. In the first chapters of Genesis we have an
account of the origin of the human family, at once so simple and consistent that the jeers of skepticism fall harmless
at its feet, and science, in comparison, only makes itself ridiculous in trying to account for it in any other manner.
And in the sentence pronounced upon Adam, the first man, when he fell under the guilt of transgression, we are
shown to what condition death was designed to reduce all other men. In the creation and death of Adam, we have a
vivid account of the building up and the unbuilding of a human being; and this case, being the first and most
illustrious, must furnish the precedent and establish the rule for all the other members of the human family.

Of the creation of Adam and the elements of which he was composed., sufficient, perhaps, has already been
said. The record brings to view a formation made wholly of the dust of the ground. “And the Lord God formed man
of the dust of the ground.” This body was endowed with a high and noble organization, and was quickened into life
by the breath which the Lord breathed into its nostrils. . The body, before it was made alive, had no power to act; the
breath before it was breathed into the body, had no power of voluntary action. But when these two elements were
brought together, when this breath was breathed into this body, the body was quickened, the machinery was set in
motion, by this vital principle, and all the phenomena of physical life and mental action at once resulted.

The Author of this creative work would necessarily, as the ruler over all, require the creatures of his hand to
obey him. But he would not convey them to do so; for only a spontaneous love, and a voluntary and willing
obedience can constitute true service. He therefore placed the man whom he had formed, as was meet, upon a state
of probation, to test his loyalty to his Maker. The scene of his trial was the beautiful garden, in which was
everything that was pleasant to the sight and good for food; and over all that adorned or enriched his Eden home,
with one exception, he had unlimited control.

And this exception, the condition upon which he was to be tested, is thus definitely expressed And the Lord
God commanded the man, saying, “Of every tree of the garden thou may freely eat. But of the tree of the knowledge
of good and evil, thou shall not eat of it. For in the day that thou eats thereof thou shall surely die.” Adam and Eve
could not mistake the requirement of this law, nor fail to understand the intent of the penalty. And before Satan
could cause his temptation to make any impression on the mind of Eve, he had to contradict this threatening,
assuring her that they should not surely die. A question of veracity was thus raised between God and Satan; and,
strange to say, the theological world, in interpreting the penalty, have virtually, with the exception of a small
minority, sided with Satan. This is seen in the interpretation which is commonly put on this threatened penalty of
death, making it consist of three divisions. (1) Alienation of the soul from God, the love of sin, and the hatred of
holiness, called death spiritual (2) the separation of soul and body, called 1 death temporal. (3) Immediately after
death temporal, the conscious torment of the soul in hell, which is to have no end, which is called death eternal. The
Baptist Confession of Faith, art. 5, says

“We believe that God made man upright; but he, sinning, involved himself and posterity in death
spiritual, temporal, and eternal; from all which there is no deliverance but, by Christ.”

Let us look at the different installments of this penalty, and see if they will harmonize with the language in
which the original threatening is expressed; namely, “Thou shall surely die.” Adam incurred the penalty by sinning.
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After he had sinned, he was, as the result of his action, a sinner. But a state of sin is that state of alienation from God
which those of the orthodox school make to be a part of the penalty of his transgression. In this they confound the
punishment of sin with that which was simply its result, and thus practically give the sentence this profoundly
sensible reading In the day that thou sins, thou shall surely be a sinner! It will never do to charge such a construction
upon the sacred record; hence no more need be said about the claim that “death spiritual” was a part of the
threatened penalty. Let another point now be noticed.

Because Adam wickedly became a sinner, and brought himself into a state of alienation from God, the
doom was pronounced upon him, “Thou shall surely die.” Could this mean that he should suffer the punishment of
eternal death? If so, Adam never could have been ‘released therefrom. But he is to be released from the death
incurred by his transgression; for “in Christ,” the Scriptures assure us, all shall again “be made alive.”

These two installments, then, “death spiritual” and “death eternal,” utterly fail when brought to the test of
the language in which the sentence is expressed: one is not reasonable, and the other not possible.

Temporal death, then, alone remains to be considered; but the interpretation which is given to this
completely nullifies the penalty, and makes Satan to have been correct when he said, “Thou shall not surely die.”
Temporal death is interpreted to mean the separation of the soul from the body; the body alone to die, but the soul,
which is called the real, responsible man, to enter upon an enlarged and higher life, which is to continue forever. In
this case, there is no death; and the sentence should have read, In the day thou eats thereof, thou shall be freed from
the clog of this mortal body, and enter upon a new and eternal life. So said Satan, “You shall not surely die but you
shall be as gods;” and true to this assertion from the father of lies, the heathen have all along deified their dead men,
and worshiped their departed heroes. While modern poets have sung, “There is no death; what seems so is
transition.” If ever the skill of a deceiver, and the gullibility of a victim, were manifested in an unaccountable
degree, it is in this fact. That right in the face and eyes of the pale throng that daily passes down through the gate of
death, the Devil can make men believe that after all his first lie was true, and there is no such thing as death.

From these considerations, it is evident that nothing will meet the demands of the sentence but the cessation
of the life of the whole man. But that, says one, cannot be, for he was to die in the very day he ate of the forbidden
fruit; yet he did not literally die for nine hundred and thirty years. If this is an objection against the view here
advocated, it is equally such against every other. Take the threefold penalty above noticed. If death spiritual, death
temporal, and death eternal was the penalty, how much was fulfilled on the day he sinned? Not death eternal, surely,
and not death temporal, which did not take place for nine hundred and thirty years, but only death spiritual. But this
was only the first installment of the penalty, and far less decisive than the other two. The most that the friends of this
interpretation can say, therefore, is that the penalty began on that very day to be fulfilled. But as much can be said in
behalf of the view of temporal death only. “Dying, thou shall die,” reads the margin; which some understand to
mean, “Thou shall inherit a mortal nature, and the process of decay shall commence.” As soon as mail sinned, he
came under the sentence of death, and the work of dissolution began. He bore up against the encroachments of age
for nine hundred and thirty years, and then the work was fully accomplished.

But there need be no misunderstanding here; for the unfortunate event called forth such words from God,
and rendered such a course of action on his part necessary, as to set forth in the most unmistakable manner the
nature of the penalty lie had affixed to disobedience.

When Adam sinned, it remained for God to carry out that of which he had forewarned him. Adam must be
brought to account, and receive sentence for his deeds. Having before him the three guilty parties, the man, the
woman, and the serpent, God began with Adam “Has thou eaten of the tree whereof I commanded thee that thou
should not eat?” Adam acknowledged the crime, but laid the blame of it upon the woman. God then addressed the
woman, “What is this that thou has done?” and she laid the blame upon the serpent. God then turned to the serpent
and proceeded to sentence the parties, reversing the order, beginning with the serpent and ending with Adam. And
when the case of Adam came up, the narrative proceeds in these plain words: “And unto Adam he said, Because
thou has hearkened unto the voice of thy wife, and has eaten of the tree, of which I commanded thee, saying, Thou
shall not eat of it. Cursed is the ground for thy sake. In sorrow shall thou eat of it all the days of thy life. Thorns also
and thistles shall it bring forth to thee; and thou shall eat the herb of the field; in the sweat of thy face shall thou eat
bread, till thou return unto the ground. For out of it was thou taken: for dust thou art, and unto dust shall thou
return.” Genesis 3:11-19.

In these words the Lord himself gives us an authoritative interpretation of the penalty, from which there is
no appeal. Mark again the closing language of the sentence (Genesis 3:19): “In the sweat of thy face shall thou eat
bread, till thou return unto the ground; for out of it was thou taken: for dust thou art, and unto dust thou return.” The
return to dust is here made a subsequent event, to be preceded by a period of wearing toil. And being finally
overcome by the labors and ills of life, the person addressed was to return again to the dust from which he was
taken. With Adam, this process commenced on the very day he transgressed, and the penalty threatened, which
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covered all this condition of things from the beginning to the end, was executed in full when this process was fully
completed in Adam’s death, nine hundred and thirty years thereafter.

Two things are connected together in the penalty affixed to Adam’s disobedience. These are the words
“day” and “die:” “In the day that thou eats thereof thou shall surely die.” The dying, whatever view we take of it,
must at least include, temporal or literal death. But this was not accomplished on that very day. Therefore, to find a
death which was inflicted on that literal day, a figurative sense is given to the word “die,” and it is claimed that a
spiritual death was that day wrought upon Adam. But the inquiry arises, If either of these terms, day or die, is to be
taken figuratively, why not let the dying be literal and the day figurative, especially since the sentence which God
pronounced upon Adam, when he came up for trial, shows that literal death, and that only, was intended in the
penalty?

The use of the word day in such a sense meaning an indefinite period of time, is of frequent occurrence in
the Scriptures. An instance in point occurs in 1 Kings 2:36-46. King Solomon bound Shimei by an oath to remain in
Jerusalem, under the sentence that on the day he went out in any direction, he should be slain. After three years, two
of Shimei’s servants ran away to Gath, and he went after them. It was then told Solomon that Shimei had been to
Gath and returned. Solomon sent for him, reminded him of the conditions on which his life was suspended, and the
oath he had broken, and then commanded the executioner to put him to death.

Gath was some twenty-five miles from Jerusalem. That Shimei could go there, and get his servants, return,
be sent for by Solomon, and be tried and executed, all on the same day, is a supposition by no means probable, even
if it were possible. Yet in his death the sentence was fulfilled, that on the day he went out he should be slain;
because on the very day he passed out of the city, the only condition that held back the execution of the sentence
was removed, and he was virtually a dead man.

So with Adam. He was immediately cut off from the tree of life, his source of physical vitality. So much
was executed on that very day. Death was then his inevitable portion, to be accomplished within the limits of that
period covered by the word day. But it is claimed by some that the sentence in Genesis 3:19, was spoken only of the
body, not of the soul. The poetry of Longfellow

“Dust thou art, to dust returns, Was not spoken of the soul.”

takes much better with the people than the plain language of inspiration itself.
To whom, then, or to what, was this sentence addressed, “Dust thou art, and unto dust shall thou return”?

Let this question be carefully studied. Admitting that there is such a creature as the popular, independent, immortal
soul, was the language addressed to that, or to the body. If there is such a soul as this, what does it constitute, on the
authority of the friends of that theory themselves? It is held that it is the real, responsible, intelligent man. Watson
says, “It is the soul only which perceives pain or pleasure, which suffers or enjoys;” and D. D. Whedon says, “It is
the soul that hears, feels, tastes, and smells through its sensorial organs. “ The sentence, then, would be addressed to
that which could hear; the penalty would be pronounced upon that which could feel. The body, in the common view,
is only an irresponsible instrument, the means by which the soul acts. It can, of itself, neither see, hear, feel, will, nor
act. Who, then, will have the hardihood to assert that God addressed his sentence to the irresponsible instrument, the
body merely? This would be the same as if the judge in a criminal court should proceed deliberately to address the
knife with which the murderer had taken the life of his victim, and pronounce sentence upon that instead of upon the
murderer himself.

In the sentence, the personal pronoun “thy” is once, and the personal pronoun “thou” is five times, applied
to the “Adam” whom God addressed. “In the sweat of thy face shall thou eat bread, till thou return unto the, ground;
for out of it was thou taken: for dust thou art, and unto dust shall thou return.” When we address our fellow men by
the different personal pronouns of our language, what is the object we address? Is it not the conscious, intelligent,
responsible man, that which sees, feels, hears, thinks, acts, and is morally accountable? But this, in popular parlance,
is the “soul;” these pronouns must every time, then, stand for the soul. The pronouns “thy” and “thou,” in Genesis
3:19, must, therefore refer to Adam’s soul. If they do not mean the soul here, how does the same pronoun “thou,” in
Luke 23:43, mean the thief’s soul, when Christ said to him, “Today shall thou be with me in paradise”? Or the I and
my in 2 Peter 1:13, refer to Peter’s soul, as we are told they do, when he says, Knowing that shortly I must put off
this my tabernacle The friends of the popular view must be consistent and uniform in their interpretations. If in these
instances the pronouns do not refer to the soul, then these strong proof texts, to which the immaterialist always
appeals, are abandoned. If they do here refer to the soul, they must likewise, in Genesis 3:19, refer to the soul, and
the words, “Unto dust shall thou return,” must mean the soul. In that language, then, God addresses Adam’s soul;
and we have the authority of Jehovah himself, the Creator of man against whose sentence, and the sunlight of whose
word, it does not become puny mortals to oppose their shortsighted dictums, and the rush light of human reason that
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what the Bible means by man’s soul is wholly mortal, and that in the dissolution of death it goes back to dust again!
There is no avoiding this conclusion; and it forever settles the question of man’s condition in death. It shows that the
intermediate state must be one in which the conscious man has lost his consciousness, the intelligent man his
intelligence, the responsible man his responsibility, and in which all the powers of his being--mental, emotional, and
physical -have ceased to act.

No further argument need be introduced to show that the Adamic penalty was literal death, and that it
reduced the whole man to a condition of unconsciousness and decay. But a few additional considerations will show
that the popular view is cumbered with absurdities on every hand, so plain that they should have proved their own
antidote, and saved the doctors of theology from the preposterous definitions they have attached to death.

We have the authority of Paul for stating that through Christ the human family is released from all the
penalty incurred through Adam’s transgression. “As in Adam all die, oven so in Christ shall all be made alive.” If
the death in which we are involved through Adam, is “death spiritual, death temporal, and death eternal, “ then all
the human family are to be redeemed from these through Christ, and Universalism is a true doctrine.

Again: Christ tasted death for every man. He has redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a
curse for us. That is, Christ died the same death for us which was introduced into the world by Adam’s sin. Was this
death eternal? If so, the Savior is perished, and the plan of salvation must prove an utter failure. In Romans 5:12-14
occurs this remarkable passage:

Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men,
for that all have sinned: (for until the law sin was in the world: but sin is not imputed when there is no law.
Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, oven over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s
transgression, who is the figure of Him that was to come).

In the first part of the verse, Paul speaks of the death that came in by Adam’s sin, and then says that it
reigned from Adam to Moses over them that had not sinned. From this language, accepting the popular
interpretation of the Adam penalty, we must come to the intolerable conclusion that personally sinless beings from
Adam to Moses, were consigned to eternal misery! From such a sentiment, every fiber of our humanity recoils with
horror. The death threatened Adam was literal death, not eternal life in misery.

To the view that the Adamic penalty was simply literal death, many eminent men have given their
unqualified adhesion. John Locke says:

“By reason of Adam’s transgression, all men are mortal and come to die. . . . it seems a strange way of
understanding a law which requires the plainest and direct words, that by death should be meant eternal life in
misery. . . . 1 confess that by death, here, 1 can understand nothing but a ceasing to be, the losing of all actions of
life and sense. Such a death came upon Adam and all his posterity, by his first disobedience in paradise, under
which death they should have lain forever had it not been for the redemption by Jesus Christ.”

Isaac Watts, though he was a believer in the immortality of the soul, has the candor to say

“There is not one place of Scripture that occurs to me, where the word ‘death ‘ as it was threatened in
the law of innocence, necessarily signifies a certain miserable immortality of the soul, either to Adam, the actual
sinner, or to his posterity.”

Dr. Taylor says: -

“Death was to be the consequence of his [Adam’s] disobedience, and the death here threatened can be
opposed only to that life God gave Adam when he created him.”

With two more considerations we close this chapter. -
1. Adam was on probation. Life and death were set before him. “In the day that thou eats thereof thou shall

surely die,” said God. The only promise of life that he had in case of disobedience, came from one whom it is not
very flattering to the advocates of a natural immortality, to call the first inventor and natural ally of their system. But
had Adam been endowed with a natural immortality, eternal life could not have been suspended on his obedience.
But it was so suspended, as we learn from the first pages of Revelation. Immortality was, therefore, not absolute, but
contingent. Immortal he might become by obedience to God; disobeying, he was to die. He was not created either
mortal or immortal. Which lie should be, was to be decided by his own actions. He did disobey, and was driven from
the garden. And now,” said God, “lest he put forth his hand, and take also of the tree of life, and eat, and live
forever;” - therefore the cherubim and flaming sword were placed to exclude thereafter his approach to the life
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giving tree. Quite the reverse of an unconditional immortality is certainly brought to view here. Adam could
bequeath to his posterity no higher nature than lie himself possessed. The stream that, commencing just outside the
garden of Eden, has flowed down through the lapse of six thousand years, has certainly never risen higher than the
fountainhead; and we may be sure we possess no superior endowments, in this respect, to those of Adam.

2. The second consideration under this head is the exhortations we have in the word of God to seek for
immortality, if we would obtain it. “Seek the Lord, and you shall live,” is his declaration to the house of Israel.
Amos 5:6. “The wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.” Romans
6:23. Gift to whom? To every man irrespective of character? By no means; but gift through Christ, to them only who
are his. Again: “To them who by patient continuance in well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortality [God
will render], eternal life.” Romans 2:7. Varying the language of the apostle a little, we may here inquire, What a man
hath, why does he yet seek for? The propriety of seeking for that which we already have, is something in regard to
which it yet remains that we be enlightened by the advocates of the dominant theology. These testimonies from
inspired writers, show most positively that we have not immortality in this life, and that in death man does not soar
to heaven or sink to hell, but rests quietly in the dust of the earth till the resurrection shall call him thence.

9. Condition of Man in Death

FROM the testimony of the Scriptures concerning the death of Adam, already examined, it is clear that the
death which has “passed upon all men” reduces them to a state of inactivity and unconsciousness in the du4t of the
earth. This conclusion will be found to be strengthened and buttressed on every side by much other testimony which
the Bible furnishes on the condition of man in death.

First, the Bible clearly describes the place of the dead. The word used for this purpose in the Old Testament
is (sheol), and the corresponding word in the New Testament is hades. They denote, as their use proves, a place of
silence, secrecy, sleep, rest, darkness, corruption, and worms. They are names for the common receptacle of the
dead, both righteous and wicked. The righteous dead are there; for at the resurrection they raise the victorious shout,
“0 death, where is thy sting? 0 grave [Greek, hades], where is thy victory?” 1 Corinthians 15:55. And the wicked
dead are there: for at the resurrection to damnation, it is said that death and hell (Greek, hades) deliver them up.
Revelation 20:13. That the Hades of the New Testament is the sheol of the Old, is evident from Psalm 16, compared
with Acts 2:27. Thus, Psalm 16:10 says “Thou wilt not leave my soul in hell [Hebrew, sheol]; and the New
Testament makes a direct quotation of this passage, and for sheol uses the word hades. Acts 2:27.

1. All Alike Go into Sheol.
Thus Jacob says, I will go down into the grave [sheol] unto my son mourning.” Genesis 37:35.

Korah and his company went down into sheol. Numbers 16:30,33. All mankind go there. Psalm 89:48.

2. What Goes into Sheol.
Sheol receives the whole man bodily at death. Jacob expected to go down with his gray hairs to sheol.

Korah, Dathan, and Abiram went into sheol bodily. The soul of the Savior left sheol at his resurrection. Psalm 16:10;
Acts 2:27,31. David, when restored from dangerous sickness, testified that his soul was saved from going into sheol.
Psalm 30:2,3.

3. The Duration of Its Dominion.
Those who go down into sheol must remain there till their resurrection. At the Second Coming of’ Christ,

all the righteous are delivered from sheol. All the living wicked are then turned into sheol, and for one thousand
years it holds them in its dread embrace. Then it gives them up, and judgment is executed upon them. Revelation
20:11-15.

4. Location of Sheol.
It is in the earth beneath. It embraces the interior of the earth as the region of the dead ‘ and the place of
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every grave. Ezekiel 32:18-32. It is always spoken of as beneath, in the interior of the earth, or in the nether parts of
the earth. (See Numbers 16:30,33; Isaiah 5:14; 14:9-20; Ezekiel 31:15-18; 32:18-32.) Referring to the fires now
preying upon the interior parts of the earth, and which shall at last cause the earth to melt with fervent heat, the Lord,
through Moses, says: “For a fire is kindled in mine anger, and shall burn unto the lowest sheol, and shall consume
the earth with her increase, and set on fire the foundations of the mountains.” Deuteronomy 32:22. Jonah went down
into sheol when he descended into the depths of the waters, where none but dead men had ever been. Jonah 2:2.

5. Death Is Compared to Sleep.
There must, then, be some analogy between a state of sleep and a state of death, and this analogy must

pertain to that which renders sleep a peculiar condition. Our condition in sleep differs from our condition when
awake simply in this, that when we are soundly asleep, we are entirely unconscious. In this respect, then, death is
like sleep; that is, the dead are unconscious. This figure is frequently used to represent the condition of the dead.
Daniel 12:2: “Many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake Matthew 27:52: “Many bodies of the
saints which arose.” After Stephen beheld the vision of Christ, and was stoned to death, the record says (Acts 7:60)
“he fell asleep.” In 1 Corinthians 15:20, Christ is called the first-fruits of them that slept; and in verse 51 Paul says,
“We shall not all sleep.” Again, Paul writes to the Thessalonians (1 Thessalonians 4 :13,14), that he would not have
them ignorant concerning them which are asleep.

In verse 14 he speaks of them as asleep in Jesus, and explains what he means, in verse 16, by calling them
“dead in Christ.” And the advocates of the conscious state cannot dispose of these expressions by saying that they
apply to the body merely; for they do not hold that the consciousness which we have in life (which is the same that
we lose in death)- pertains to the body merely. Job plainly declares that they will not awake till the resurrection at
the last day. “Man dies, and wastes away: yea, man gives up the ghost, and where is he? As the waters fail from the
sea, and the flood decays and dries up: so man lies down, and rises not. Till the heavens be no more, they shall not
awake, nor be raised out of their sleep.” Such declarations as these are decisive concerning the condition of man in
death.

6. The Dead Are a Condition as though They Had Not Been.
So Job testifies; for he affirms that if he could have died in earliest infancy, like a hidden, untimely birth, he

would not have been. And in this respect he declared he would have been like kings, counselors, and princes of the
earth, who built costly tombs in which to enshrine their bodies when dead. To that condition he applies the
expression so often quoted, There the wicked cease from troubling; and there the weary be at rest.” Job 3:11-18.
And Obadiah (verse 16) speaks of the dead as in a condition “as though they had not been.”

7. The Dead Have No Knowledge.
Speaking of the dead man, Job says (chapter 14:21): “His sons come to honor, and he knows it not; and

they are brought low, but he perceives it not of them.” Surely, if the “real man” is conscious and intelligent in death,
he would follow the history of his sons with great interest. As this passage says that he does not, it follows that he
has no knowledge. Again, when the Lord was about to bring judgments upon Jerusalem, he told King Josiah that he
should go into his grave in peace, and that his eyes should not see the evil. 2 Kings 22:20. But would he not see it if
conscious in death? Most certainly. This proves, therefore, that he would not be conscious. Psalm 146:4: “His breath
goes forth, he returns to his earth; in that very day his thoughts perish.” David here refers to the weakness and
inability of men to be of service to their friends, because they are subject to death. They lose the breath of life, and
their bodies go back to dust. Then, says David, their thoughts perish. The word here rendered “thoughts,” means
more than simply one’s plans and purposes in life; it means the act of the mind in the process of thinking and
reasoning. In the day of one’s death, that power with him ceases or perishes. How, then, can there be any immortal
soul, surviving death? There cannot be. As proof that this is the intent of this passage, hear the words of Solomon,
David’s son, in Ecclesiastes 9:5,6: “For the living know that they shall die; but the dead know not anything. . . . Also
their love, and their hatred, and their envy, is now perished; neither have they any more a portion forever in anything
that is done under the sun.” Verse 10:1 “There is no work, nor device, nor knowledge ‘ nor wisdom, in the grave,
whither thou goes.” Evidence like this can neither be mistaken nor evaded. It is vain for the immaterialist to claim
that it applies to the body in distinction from an immortal soul; for they do Dot hold that the thoughts, which David
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says perish in death, belong to the body, but to the soul. And according to Solomon, that which knows when the man
is living, does not know when he is dead. There is no way for the immaterialist to avoid this testimony except to
deny that Solomon told the truth.

8. The Dead Are in the Dust of the Earth.
Job 17:13: “If I wait, the grave is mine house.” In chapter 14:14, he said, “All the days of my appointed

time will I wait, till my change come.” The change referred to must therefore be the resurrection, and he describes
his condition till that time, in the following language: “I have made my bed in the darkness. I have said to
corruption, Thou art my father: to the worm, Thou art my mother, and my sister. . . . when our rest together is in the
dust.” Job 17:13-16. The dead are not therefore in heaven or hell, but in the dust. Isaiah 26:19: “Thy dead men shall
live, together with my dead body shall they arise. Awake and sing, you that dwell in dust: for thy dew is as the dew
of herbs, and the earth shall cast out the dead.” Is it possible that the phraseology of this text can be misunderstood?
It speaks of the living again of dead men, of the arising of dead bodies, and of the earth’s casting out the dead. And
the command is addressed to them thus: “Awake and sing.” Who? You who are still conscious, basking in the bliss
of heaven, and chanting the high praises of God? No but, “You who dwell in dust;” you who are in your graves. If
the dead are conscious, Isaiah talked nonsense. If we believe his testimony, we must look into the graves for the
dead.

9. The Dead Have No Remembrance of God.
Psalm 6:5 “For in death there is no remembrance of thee: in the grave who shall give thee thanks?” Psalm

115:17: “The dead praise not the Lord, neither any that go down into silence.” These texts do not say that it is the
wicked only who do not remember and praise the Lord; but it applies to all who are “in death.” But who can suppose
that the righteous, if they are conscious in death, would not remember God and give him thanks? Good King
Hezekiah, when praising the Lord for adding to his days fifteen years, gives this as the reason why he thus rejoiced
(Isaiah 38:18,19). “For the grave cannot praise thee, death cannot celebrate thee: they that go down into the pit
cannot hope for thy truth. The living, the living, he shall praise thee, as I do this day: the father to the children shall
make known thy truth.” No stronger contrast between the living and the dead could be drawn than this. Modern
doctors of divinity have Hezekiah in heaven, praising God. He declared that when he was dead he could not do this.
Whose testimony is the more worthy of credit, that of the inspired king of Israel, or that of uninspired theologians
tangled in the meshes of a false theology, in the labyrinth of error and confusion? If we can believe Hezekiah, and
we think we can, the righteous dead do not praise their Maker as long as they are in their graves. They are therefore
wholly unconscious.

10. The Dead Are Not Ascended to the Heavens.
So Peter testifies respecting the patriarch David (Acts 2:29,34,35): “Men and brethren, let me freely speak

unto you of the patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and his sepulcher is with us unto this day. . . . For
David is not ascended into the heavens: but he said himself, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,
until I make thy foes thy footstool.” We call the special attention of the reader to the whole argument presented by
Peter, beginning with verse 24. Peter undertakes to prove from a prophecy recorded in the Psalms, the resurrection
of Christ. He says (verse 31): “He seeing this before spoke of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in
hell [hades, the grave], neither his flesh did see corruption.”

And how does he prove that David speaks of Christ, and not of himself? He proves it from the fact that
David’s soul was left in Hades, and His flesh did see corruption; and his sepulcher was with them to that day. For
David, he says, has not ascended into the heavens. Now if David’s soul did live right on in consciousness, if it was
not left in Hades, but did ascend into heaven, no man can show that David, in that psalm, did not speak of himself
instead of Christ. And then Peter’s argument for the resurrection of Christ would be entirely destroyed. But Peter,
especially when speaking as he was on this occasion, under the influence of the Holy Ghost, knew how to reason;
and his argument entirely destroys the dogma of the immortality of the soul. Thus the doctrine of the conscious state
of the dead is not only without any foundation in the Scriptures themselves, but it directly antagonizes some of the
most important doctrines of the Bible. David will in due time ascend to heaven, but it will be by a resurrection from
the dead. So he himself says (Psalm 17:15): “I shall be satisfied, when I awake [from the sleep of death] with thy
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likeness.”

11. Without a Resurrection, the Dead Are Perished.
This is the conclusion Paul draws in his masterly argument in 1 Corinthians 15, and it applies even to those

who have fallen asleep in Christ. Verses 16-18: “For if the dead rise not, then is not Christ raised: and if Christ be
not raised, your faith is vain; you are yet in your sins. Then they also which are fallen asleep in Christ are perished.”

As we read this testimony, we pause in utter amazement that any who profess to believe the Bible, should
cling with tenacity to the doctrine of the immortality of the soul, and conscious state of the dead, which so directly
contradicts it. If the souls of the dead live right on, are they perished? What! Perished? And yet living in a larger
sphere? Perished? And yet enjoying the attendant blessings of everlasting life in heaven ? Perished ? And yet at
God’s right hand where there is fullness of joy, and pleasures forevermore? Perish amid the ruins of the heathen
mythology from which it springs, that theory which thus lifts its dead men on high, contrary to the teachings of the
word of God!

Paul speaks of the whole being. As in Adam we die, so in Christ shall we be made alive. Is it conceivable
that Paul drops out of sight the real man, the soul which soars away to realms of light, and frames all this argument,
and talks thus seriously about the cast-off shell, the body, merely? The idea is utterly preposterous.

After stating that if there is no resurrection, we perish, he assures us that Christ is risen, and that there is a
resurrection for all. Then he takes up the resurrection of those who sleep in Christ, and tells us when that
resurrection shall be. It is to take place, not by the rising from this mortal coil of an ethereal, immaterial essence
when we die, but it is to be at the great day, when the last trump shall shatter this decrepid earth from center to
circumference.

The testimony on this point is well summed up by Bishop Law, who speaks as follows: -

“I proceed to consider what account the Scriptures give of that state to which death reduces us. And this
we find represented by sleep; by a negation of all life, thought, or action; by rest, resting place, or home, silence,
oblivion, darkness, destruction, or corruption.”

This representation is abundantly sustained, by the scriptures referred to. And by all these the great fact is
inscribed in indelible characters over the portals of the dark valley, that our existence is not perpetuated by means of
an immortal soul, but that, without a resurrection from the dead, there is no future life. Can. we do otherwise, reader,
than accept this conclusion

10. Objections Answered

EXAMINATION OF TEXTS SUPPOSED TO PROVE THE CONSCIOUS STATE OF THE DEAD.

1. GATHERED TO HIS PEOPLE.

THE pleasing doctrine that man can never die, though unfortunate in its parentage, is very tenacious of its life. In
treating this subject in previous chapters, we have found that the record of man’s creation brings to view no
immortal element as entering into his being that the Bible, in its use of the terms “immortal” and immortality, “
never employs them to express an attribute inherent in man’s nature. That no description of soul and spirit, and no
signification of the original words, will sustain the present popular definition of these terms. That the soul and spirit,
though spoken of in the Bible, in the aggregate, seventeen hundred times, are never once said to be immortal or
never dying. And that no text in which these words are supposed to be employed in such a manner as to show that
they signify an ever-conscious, immortal principle, can possibly be interpreted to sustain such a doctrine. And an
abundance of direct testimony has been introduced to show that the Bible teaches that the dead rest unconscious in
the grave till the resurrection.

Yet the dogma of natural immortality very reluctantly yields the ground. To a twentieth proof text, it will
cling even the more tenaciously, if the preceding nineteen are all swept away. Besides the texts already noticed,
there are a few other passages behind which it seeks refuge. And with alacrity we follow it into all its hiding places,
confident that in no passage in all the Bible can it find a shelter, but that into every one which it claims as its own, it
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has entered not by right of possession, but as an intruder and a usurper, and a short and speedy process of eviction
can be scripturally served upon it in every place.

Behind the obituaries of the patriarchs it seeks to shield itself. It is claimed, for instance, that the death of
Abraham is recorded in such a manner as to show that his conscious existence did not cease with his earthly life. We
might justly insist that believers in natural immortality should go farther back, and take the recorded close of the
lives of the antediluvian patriarchs as the basis of their argument. One of these, Enoch, was translated to heaven
without seeing death; and all the others, according to popular belief, went to heaven just as effectually, through
death. But how different is their record! Of Enoch it is said, that he “was not; for God took him;” while of the others
it is said, “And they died.” Surely these two records do not mean the same thing; and Enoch, whom God took, and
who is consequently alive in heaven, must be, judging from the record, in a different condition from those who died.

But to return to the case of Abraham. The record of his death reads: “Then Abraham gave up the ghost, and
died in a good old age, an old man, and full of years; and was gathered to his people.” On this verse, Landis (p. 130)
thus remarks

“What, then, is this gathering? Does it refer to the body or the soul? It cannot refer to the body, for while
his body was buried in the cave of Machpelah, in Canaan, his fathers were buried afar off; Terah, in Haran, in
Mesopotamia, and the rest of his ancestors far off in Chaldea. Of course, then, this gathering relates, not to the
body, but to the soul; he was gathered to the assembly of the blessed, and thus entered his habitation.”

To show how gratuitous, not to say preposterous, is this conclusion, we raise a query on two points: 1. Does
the expression, “gathered to his people,” denote that he went to dwell in conscious intercourse with them? 2. Were
his ancestors such righteous persons that they went to heaven when they died?

In answering these queries, the last shall be the first. It is a significant fact that Abraham had to be
separated from his kindred and his father’s house, in Order that God might make him a special subject of his
providence. And in Joshua 24:2 we are plainly told that his ancestors were idolators; for they served other gods.
Such being their character, death would send them, according to the popular view, to the regions of the damned. At
the time, then, of Abraham’s death, they were writhing amid the lurid waves of the lake of fire. And when Abraham
was gathered to them, if it was in the sense which the theology of our day teaches, he, too, was consigned to the
flames of hell! 0, to what absurdities will men suffer themselves to be led, blindfold, by a petted theory! God had
said to Abram (Genesis 15:15): “And. thou shall go to thy fathers in peace; thou shall be buried in a good old age.”
Was this the consoling promise that he should go to hell in peace in a good old age? And is the record of his death
an assertion that he has his place among the damned? Yes; if the immaterialist theory be correct. Children of
Abraham, arise! And with one mouth vindicate your righteous father from the foul aspersion. Renounce a theory as
far from heaven-born, which compels you thus to look upon the “father of the faithful.”

Does, then, the expression, “gathered to his people,” mean his personal, conscious intercourse with them?
If man has an immortal soul which lives in death, it must mean that; and if it does, Abraham is in hell. There is no
way of avoiding this conclusion, except by repudiating the idea that man has such a soul, and denying his conscious
happiness or misery while in a state of death.

But how, then, could he be gathered to his people? Answer: He could go into the grave into which they had
gone, into the state of death in which they were held. Jacob said, when mourning for Joseph, whom he supposed
dead: “I will go down into the grave, unto my son mourning,” not that he expected to go into the same locality, or
the same grave. For he did not suppose that his son, being as he then thought devoured by wild beasts, was in the
grave literally at all. But by the grave he evidently meant a “state of death;” and as his son had been violently
deprived of life, he too would go down mourning into the state of death; and this he calls going unto his son. In Acts
13:36 Paul, speaking of David, says that he “was laid unto his fathers.” This, all must acknowledge to be the exact
equivalent of being “gathered to his people;” then the apostle immediately adds, “and saw corruption.” That which
was laid unto his fathers, or was gathered to his people, saw corruption. Men may labor, if they choose, to refer it to
the immortal soul. But in that way they do it a very doubtful favor; for the success of their argument is the
destruction of their theory; and the soul is shown to be something which is perishable and corruptible in its nature.

The peaceful death of our father Abraham furnishes no proof of an immortal soul in man, and from his
hallowed resting-place no arguments for such a dogma can be drawn.

Another text may properly be considered in this connection: Psalm 90:10: “The days of our years are
threescore years and ten; and if by reason of strength they be fourscore years, yet is their strength labor and sorrow;
for it is soon cut off, and we fly away.”

On the authority of this text it is claimed that something flies away when our strength is cut off in death;
that that “something” is the immortal soul, and that if it flies away, it is therefore conscious; and if it thus survives
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the stroke of death, it is therefore immortal. Rather a numerous array of conclusions, and rather weighty ones, to be
drawn from the three words, “we fly away.” Let us look at David’s argument. The reason given why our strength is
labor and sorrow, is because it is soon cut off, and we fly away. If, now, our flying away means the going away of a
conscious soul, into heaven, for instance, if we are righteous, his argument stands thus: “Yet is their strength labor
and sorrow; for it is soon cut off, and we go to heaven.” Singular reasoning, this! But his argument is all consistent if
by flying away he means that we go into the grave, where Solomon assures us that there is no work, wisdom,
knowledge, nor device. Let us not abuse the psalmist’s reasoning.

The text plainly tells us what flies away; namely, we fly away. We is a personal pronoun, and includes the
whole person. According to Buck’s assertion that man is composed of, two essential elements, soul and body, the
man is not complete without them both; and the pronoun we could not be used to express either of them separately.
The text does not intimate any separation; it does not say that the soul flies away, or that the spirit flies away; but
we, in our undivided personality, fly away. To what place does the body, an essential part of the we, fly -To the
grave, and there only.

This is confirmed by Ecclesiastes 9:3 The heart of the sons of men is full of evil, and madness is in their
heart while they live, and after that they go to the dead.” Had this text read, “And after that they go away,” or “fly
away,” it would have been exactly parallel to Psalm 90:10; for no essential difference can be claimed between going
and flying. But here it is expressly told where we go: we go to the grave. What is omitted in Psalm 90:10 is here
supplied.

We may also add that the Hebrew word gooph, rendered “fly away,” signifies, according to Gesenius,
“First, to cover, specifically with wings, feathers, as birds cover their young. Secondly, to fly, properly of birds;
thirdly, to cover over, wrap in darkness; fourthly, to overcome with darkness, to faint, to faint away.”

The idea is plainly this: Though our days be fourscore years, yet is their strength labor and sorrow; for it is
soon cut off, and we ‘ sink away, go to the grave, and are wrapped in the darkness of death. Viewed thus, David’s
language is consistent, and his reasoning harmonious; but his language we pervert, and his logic we destroy, the
moment we try to make his words prove the separation from the body of a conscious soul at death.

2. SAMUEL AND THE WOMAN OF ENDOR

In all arguments for the continued life and consciousness of the dead, 1 Samuel 28:3-20 usually holds a
conspicuous place. In examining this scripture, we will look at (1) the narrative, (2) the claim that is based upon it,
(3) the character of the actors in the incident, (4) the facts to be considered, and (5) the conclusions to be drawn.

1. The Narrative. Samuel was a prophet of God in Israel from 1112-1058 before Christ. Saul was king of
Israel from 1096-1056 before Christ. Samuel anointed Saul to his office as king, and from time to time
communicated instruction to him from the Lord, as his counselor and adviser. At the time when the incident
recorded in 1 Samuel 28:3-20 occurred, Samuel was dead. There was war between the Israelites and the Philistines.
The Philistines pressed hard upon Israel. They gathered their forces together in Shunem, and Saul, assembling all
Israel to oppose them, pitched in Gilboa. Dismayed at the mighty array of the Philistine host, Saul’s heart sunk
within him, and he was sore afraid. In anxiety and trembling, he cast about him for help. He sought the Lord, but the
Lord answered him not. No dream was given; no token by Urim appeared; no prophet had a word from the mouth of
the Lord to meet the circumstances of his deep distress. He thought of his old-time friend, the prophet Samuel, to
whom he had so often gone, and who had so often directed his steps in times of doubt and danger. But Samuel was
dead, and how could he consult him?

There was in the land a class of people who claimed to have power to communicate with the dead. This
work, called necromancy (a pretended communication with the dead. - Webster), had been strictly forbidden by the
Lord. Leviticus 19:31; 20:27; Deuteronomy 18:9-12, etc. And Saul, in obedience to the command of the Lord
(Exodus 22:18), had cut off, so far as they could be found, all persons of that class out of the land. Yet a few still
practiced, with caution and secrecy, their ghostly orgies.

Whether Saul had ever believed in the reality of this work or not, we are not informed. But it is certain that
in his present extremity, his belief gave way to the pretensions of these necromancers, and the evil thought took
possession of him that lie could consult in this way with the prophet Samuel. So he inquired for a woman that had a
familiar spirit, and was told of one at Endor.

Disguising himself, in order that the woman, knowing Saul’s decree against witchcraft, might not fear to
communicate for him, and going secretly by night, he sought the woman. The woman being assured that no evil was
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intended and no punishment should happen to her, asked whom she should bring up. Saul answered, “Bring me up
Samuel.” And when she saw the object which her conjuration had evoked, she cried out with fear, and said to her
royal guest, “Why has thou deceived me? For thou art Saul.” He told her to fear not, but tell what she saw. She
answered, “An old man, covered with a mantle.” And Saul perceived, says the narrative, “that it was Samuel.”

Samuel asked Saul why he had disquieted him to bring him up: and Saul answered, that he might make
known what he should do; for the Philistines made war upon him, and God was departed from him, and he was sore
distressed. Samuel then asked him why he came to him, since God had departed from him, and had become his
enemy. Then he proceeded to tell him that the kingdom was rent out of his hand because he had failed to obey the
Lord; that the Philistines should triumph in the battle; and that on the morrow he and his sons should die. This was
the finishing stroke to the already breaking heart of Saul; and, utterly overwhelmed with his calamities, he fell
senseless to the earth.

Such are the essential facts brought to view in the narrative. Let us now look at what is claimed from them.
2. The Claim. This can be expressed in few words. It is claimed that Samuel actually appeared on this

occasion, and that therefore the dead are conscious, or that there is a spirit in man that lives on in consciousness
when the body dies and, therefore again, the soul is immortal.

The validity of this claim rests very much on the question whether the transaction here recorded was
wrought by the power of God or by the Devil. If by God, then the representation was a true one; if by the Devil, we
may look for deception; for he commenced his work by becoming the father of all the lies in the world, and
continues it by assiduously circulating them. We will therefore consider

3. The Character of the Actors. These actors were, first, the woman who had a familiar spirit; and familiar spirits are
spirits of devils. Compare Numbers 25:1-3; Psalm 106:28; and 1 Corinthians 10:20. This work of dealing with
familiar spirits, God had declared to be an abomination to him; he had expressly forbidden it, and sentenced to death
all who practiced it.

The other chief actor in this scene was Saul. And what was his condition at this time? He had so long lived
in violation of divine instruction that God had departed from him, and answered him no more by dreams, nor by
Urim, nor by prophets, which were the ways he had himself appointed to communicate with his people. Query:
Would the Lord refuse to communicate with him in ways of his own appointing, and then come to him by means the
use of which he had expressly forbidden? We see, then, that neither of the actors in this scene were persons through
whom, or for whom, we should expect the Lord to work. We will therefore notice further

4. The Facts to be Considered.

a. The wonders wrought on this occasion were all accomplished by the familiar spirit with whom this
woman consorted. There were two things for this spirit to do. (1) Either to bring up in reality the dead person that
was called for. Or (2) to counterfeit the dead man so perfectly that those who were conversing with the familiar
spirit would believe that they were conversing with ‘their dead friend.

b. That it was not Samuel, but the familiar spirit personating Samuel, that appeared, is evident from the fact
that this supposed Samuel, before holding any communication with Saul, put the woman on her guard, telling her
that her guest was none other than Saul himself. This is shown by the fact that the woman, as soon as she saw him,
cried out with fear, not because Samuel really appeared, contrary to her expectations, as some have supposed. For
she did not cry out, “Samuel has come, indeed! But because of what the appearance told her; for she immediately
turned to Saul, and said, “Why has thou deceived me? for thou art Saul.” This would not be the work of the real
Samuel, to put the woman on her guard, to aid her in her unholy work of incantation.

c. According to the claim based on this transaction, it was Samuel’s immortal soul that appeared on this
occasion; but its appearance was, according to the description of the woman, an old man covered with a mantle. Do
immortal souls go about in this way, in the form of old men covered with mantles? This renders it still more evident
that it was the familiar spirit, imitating Samuel as he appeared while here upon earth.

d. Saul did not see Samuel at all. But does it not read that “Saul perceived that it was Samuel”? Yes; but
perceived how? Not by the sight of the eyes, but from the woman’s description. The words “I saw,” as applied to the
woman, verse 12, and 14 perceive, as applied to Saul, verse 14, are from two words in the Hebrew. The first is raad,
which signifies to look, see, view; the second is from yada which means to become informed, to be made aware of.
The Septuagint maintains the same distinction. The woman actually saw the appearance before her; and here the
word eido is used, which signifies, according to Liddell and Scott, to see, behold, look at. But when it is said that
Saul perceived, the word is gignosko, which signifies, according to the same authority, to know, perceive, gain
knowledge of, observe, mark, be aware of, see into, understand, by an operation of the mind. In harmony with this
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view, is Saul’s language to the woman: “What saw thou?” and “What form is he of?” If any should say that Saul
might have seen all that the woman saw if he had not been prostrate upon the ground, it is sufficient to reply that it
was not till after he asked these questions that he stooped with his face to the ground, and bowed himself. Verse 14.
If Samuel had actually been present, Saul could have seen him as well as the woman. How completely had Saul now
fallen into the snare! He was willing this abandoned woman should be for him both eyes and ears in matters of the
greatest moment.

e. The appearance which the woman saw, came up out of the earth. Was that Samuel’s immortal soul? Are
these souls in the earth? We supposed that is, are we not told? That they are in the heavenly glories of the world
above.

Is it said that, as the form came up out of the earth, Samuel had a resurrection? Then the conscious soul
theory is abandoned. But if this was a resurrection of Samuel, how could he come up out of the ground here at
Endor, near the sea of Galilee, when he was buried in distant Ramak (verse 3), near Jerusalem? And if the old man
was raised from the dead, what became of him? Did he go through the pains of a second dissolution, and enter the
grave again? If so, well might he complain to Saul for disquieting him to bring him up!

g. This pretended Samuel told Saul that he and his sons would be with him the following day. Verse 19. If
he was an immortal spirit in glory, how could Saul, whom God had rejected because of his sins, go to be with him
there?

4. Another sacred writer mentions this event in Saul’s life, and assigns it as one of the two reasons why he
was given up by the Lord to die. 1 Chronicles 10:13.

5. Conclusion. What conclusions are inevitable from the foregoing facts? It is first of all evident that
Samuel was not present on that occasion, either as an immortal spirit from the third heaven, or as one resurrected
from the dead. For -

a. It is not consistent to suppose that God, having refused to answer Saul’s petitions when presented in any
legitimate way, would have respect to them when presented through this forbidden channel.

b. It is not consistent to suppose that an immortal soul from glory would come up out of the earth, as did
the form which the woman evoked with her forbidden incantations.

c. It is inconsistent to suppose that Samuel was resurrected bodily here in Endor, when he was buried in
Ramah.

d. If he was raised, it must have been by God or the Devil. But the Devil cannot raise the dead, and it is
evident that God would not, at least in answer to these agencies, the use of which he had forbidden under pain of
death. God would not thus raise UP his servant to talk with Saul on the Devil’s own ground.

e. It is incredible that such a man as Samuel, who held witchcraft as such a heinous sin (1 Samuel 15: 23),
should first hold friendly converse with this abandoned woman in the midst of her incantations, and put her on her
guard, before delivering his message to Saul.

f. It is the boldest assumption to suppose that any one, through this agency of the Devil, would have power
to summon at will any immortal soul from glory, or to raise any one from the dead, or that this woman, through her
diabolical incantations, would have power to behold the holy Samuel, while Saul could see nothing.

But is it not said that the woman saw Samuel? Yes; and here is the only seeming difficulty in all the
narrative. We find these four expressions: 14 The Woman saw Samuel, verse 12; and Samuel said to Saul, verse 15;
then said Samuel, verse 16; and, because of the words of Samuel, verse 20. And how could it be so written, it is
asked, if Samuel was not there, and the woman did not see him, and he did not say the things here recorded?

Answer: This is easily explained by a very common law of language. Consider the circumstances. The
woman stood ready to bring up any one that might be called for. She believed, of course, that the one called for
came, just as mediums nowadays believe the forms they see are those of their departed friends. Samuel was called
for, and this mantled old man appeared. The woman supposed it was Samuel; and Saul supposed it was Samuel; and
then, according to the general law of the language of appearance, the narrative proceeds according to their
supposition. When it says Samuel, it only means that form that appeared, which they supposed to be Samuel.

Secondly, the conclusion is apparent that this was only a manifestation of ancient necromancy, sorcery,
witchcraft, or Spiritualism; a wholesale deception palmed off upon his dupes by the Devil in disguise. Between the
ancient and modern manifestations there is this difference. Then the Devil had to pretend to bring up the dead from
the ground; for the people then believed that the dead were in the lower regions of the earth; now he pretends to
bring them down from the upper spheres. For the prevailing belief now is that those regions are populous with the
conscious spirits of the departed.

Let no one then appeal to the workings of the witch of Endor to prove the immortality of the soul, unless he
is prepared to claim openly that the Bible is a fiction. That ancient necromancy was a divine practice; and that
modern Spiritualism, with all its blasphemies and corruption, is the only reliable oracle of truth and purity.
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3. THE TRANSFIGURATION - MATTHEW 17: 1-9.

When our Lord was transfigured on a high mountain of Galilee, before Peter and James and John, there
appeared with him two other glorified personages, talking with him. These, the inspired narrator says, were Moses
and Elias, and such the disciples at once knew them to be. Luke 9:30-33.

With what pleasure does the immaterialist meet with an account of any manifestation or action on the part
of those who have long been dead; because it has so specious an appearance of sustaining his views, or at least of
furnishing him ground for ail argument. For, says he, the person was dead, and this manifestation was by his
conscious spirit, or immortal soul.

So far as the case of Elias is concerned, as he appeared at the transfiguration, it affords that theory no
benefit; for he, having been translated, never saw death, and so could appear in the body with which he ascended.
This is conceded by all and for this reason his case is never put in as a witness on this question, except by those who
are so unfamiliar with the record as to suppose that he, too, once died, and here appeared as a disembodied spirit.

But with Moses the case is different; for we have in the Bible a plain account of his death and burial; yet
here he appeared on the mount, alive, active, and conscious; for he talked with Christ. And so, with an air of
triumph, perhaps sincere, Landis asks (p. 181), What then have our opponents to say to this argument? For they must
meet it, or renounce their theory.

Were we Sadducees, denying the resurrection, and any future life beyond the grave, this case would lie as
an insuperable barrier across our pathway. But so long as the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead is taught in the
Bible, the incident is not necessarily against those who deny the existence of any such thing as a conscious,
disembodied human spirit, since the presence of Moses on the mount can be accounted for on the hypothesis that he
had been raised from the dead.

This scene was either a representation, made to pass before the minds of the disciples, or it was a reality as
it appeared. The view that it was merely a representation, receives some countenance from the fact that it is called a
vision. Tell the vision to no man, said Christ; and, while the word vision is sometimes applied to real appearances,
as in Luke 24: 43, it also is taken to represent things that do not yet exist, as in John’s vision of the new heavens and
new earth. Again: Luke says that they (Moses and Elias) appeared in glory. Our Lord himself has not yet attained
unto the full measure of glory that is to result to him from his work of redemption (1 Peter 1:11; Isaiah 53:11). And
it may well be doubted, likewise, if any of his followers have reached their full state of glory. If, then, the expression
quoted from Luke refers to the future perfected glory of the redeemed, we have another evidence that this was only a
representation, like John’s visions of future scenes of bliss, and not then a reality. But, if this was only a vision, no
argument can be drawn from it for the intermediate existence of the soul for, in that case, Moses and Elias need not
have been even immaterially present.

But let us consider it a reality. Then the presence of Moses can be accounted for by supposing his
resurrection from the dead. Against this hypothesis our opponents have nothing to offer but their own assertions; and
they seem determined to make up in the amount of this commodity what it lacks in conclusiveness. Thus Landis
says: Moses had died and was buried; and as his body had never been raised from the dead, he of course appeared as
a disembodied spirit. And Luther Lee says:

So far as Moses is concerned, the argument is conclusive. But against these authorities, we bring forth
another on the other side, as weighty, at least, as both of them together. Dr. Adam Clarke says on the same passage,
The body of Moses was probably raised again, as a pledge of the resurrection.

Before presenting an argument to show that Moses was raised, let us look at one consideration which
proves beyond a peradventure that what appeared on the mount was not Moses’ disembodied spirit. It will be
admitted by all that the transfiguration was for the purpose of presenting in miniature the future kingdom of God, the
kingdom of glory. Thus Andrews says: -

“The Lord was pleased to show certain of the apostles, by a momentary transfiguration of his person, the
supernatural character of kingdom, and into what new and higher conditions of being both he and they must be
brought ere it would come. . . . They saw in the ineffable glory of his person, and the brightness around them, a
foreshadowing of the kingdom of God as it should come with power; and Were for a moment eyewitnesses of his
majesty. 2 Peter 1:16.”

Who are to be the subjects in this heavenly kingdom? Answer: The righteous living who are translated at
Christ’s coming, and the righteous dead who are raised from their graves at that time. Will there he any disembodied
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spirits there? None; for the accepted theory on this question of theology is that at the resurrection, which precedes
the setting up of this kingdom, the disembodied spirits of the human family again take possession of their
reanimated bodies. Of this kingdom, the transfiguration was a representation. There was Christ, the glorified king;
there was Elias, the representative of those who are to be translated; and there was Moses. But if it was simply his
disembodied soul, then there was a representation of something that will not exist in the kingdom of God at all; and
the representation was an imperfect one, and so an utter failure. But if Moses was there in a body raised from the
dead, then the scene was harmonious and consistent, he representing, as Dr. Clarke supposes, the righteous, dead
who are to be raised, and Elias, the living who are to be translated.

The question now turns upon the resurrection of Moses from the dead; and if Scriptural evidence can be
shown that Moses was thus raised, this passage immediately changes sides in this controversy. That Moses was
raised we think is to be necessarily inferred from Jude 9, which reads: Yet Michael the archangel, when contending
with the Devil he disputed about the body of Moses, dared Dot bring against him a railing accusation, but said, The
Lord rebuke thee.” It will be noticed that this dispute was about the body of Moses. Michael (Christ, John 5:27-29; 1
Thessalonians 4:16) and the Devil each claimed, it appears, the right to do something with his body.

Some have endeavored to reconcile Jude’s testimony with the idea of the non-resurrection of Moses, by
claiming that the Devil wished to make known to the children of Israel the place of Moses’ burial, in order to lead
them into idolatry; and that the contention between him and Michael had reference to this. Such a conjecture,
however, cannot be entertained, as in this case the contention would have been about the grave of Moses, rather than
about his body.

But this dispute did have reference solely to the body of Moses. Then we inquire further what dispute the
Devil could have had on this point ; for what has he to do with the bodies of men? He is said to have the power of
death; hence the grave is his dominion, and whoever enters there he claims as his lawful prey. On the other hand,
Christ is the Life-giver, whose prerogative it is to bring men out from under the power of death. The most natural
conclusion, therefore, is that the dispute look place on this very point, that it had reference to the bringing back to
life of that dead body, which the Devil would naturally wish to keep, and claim the right to keep, in his own power.
But Christ rebuked the adversary, and rescued his victim from his grasp. This is the necessary inference from this
passage, and, as such, is entitled to weight in this argument.

The chief objection to this view is this: If Moses was raised so many years before the resurrection of Christ,
how can Christ be called the first-fruits of them that slept, as in 1 Corinthians 15:20,23 how can he be said to be the
first that should rise from the dead, as in Acts 26:23 or be called the first begotten, and first begotten of the dead, as
in Hebrews 1:6 and Revelation 1:5 or the first-born among many brethren, the first-born of every creature, and the
first-born from the dead, as in Romans 8:29 and Colossians 1:15,18?

In answering these queries, we first call attention to an important fact: Several individuals, of whom we
have explicit account, were raised to life before the resurrection of Christ. The following cases may be cited: (1) the
widow’s son (1 Kings 17:22). (2) The son of the Shunammite (2 Kings 4:35); (3) the unknown man raised to life by
touching the bones of Elisha (2 Kings 13:21); (1) the son of the widow of Nain (Luke 7:14); (5) the rulers daughter
(Luke 8:50,55); and (6) Lazarus.

These instances cannot be disposed of by making a distinction between a resurrection to mortality and one
to, immortality; for where does the Bible make any such distinction in these cases, or in the resurrection per se? Or
where does it give even an affirmation of anything of the kind? Christ, in sending word to John of the results of his
work, told the disciples to tell him, among other things, that the dead were raised up. And when the wicked are
restored to life (which will be to mortal life only), it is called a resurrection, no less so than the restoration of the
righteous to eternal life. (See John 5:29; Acts 24:15; Revelation 20:5.) Therefore in the matter of being raised from
the dead, the Bible recognizes no distinction in the act itself on account of the different conditions to which the
different classes are raised. Hence the cases referred to above, were resurrections from the dead just as really as
though they had been raised to immortality; and the distinction which some attempt to make, is thus shown to be
wholly gratuitous, and is excluded from the controversy.

The objection now lies just as much against the cases of those of whose resurrection we have the most
explicit account, as against that of Moses. And the question next to be met is, Can those passages which declare that
a number of the dead were raised before the resurrection of Christ, and those which speak of Christ as the first to be
raised, be shown to be free from contradiction?

It will be noticed that the objection, so far as the words first-fruits, first-begotten, and first-born are
concerned, rests wholly upon the supposition that these words denote exclusively priority in time. It instantly
vanishes when the fact is presented that these words are not confined to this meaning.

Christ is called the It first-fruits “ in 1 Corinthians 15:20,23, solely in reference to his being the antitype of
the wave-sheaf, and. in contrast with the great harvest that will take place at his second coming. This word is used in
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different senses, as we learn from James 1:18 and Revelation 14:4, where it cannot have reference to antecedence in
time. This is all that need be said on this word.

The word rendered first-begotten and first-born is prototokos. This word is defined by Robinson thus
Properly the first-born of father or mother. And, as the first-born was entitled to certain prerogatives and privileges
over the rest of the family, the word takes another meaning; namely, I first-born, the same as the first, Me chief, one
highly distinguished and pre-eminent. So of Christ, as the beloved Son of God. Colossians 1:15. Greenfield’s
definition is similar. This word is used in the same sense in the Septuagint. In Exodus 1:22 Israel is called the first-
born; and in Jeremiah 31:9 Ephraim is called the first-born; but, in point of time, Esau was before Israel, and
Manasseh before Ephraim. Their being called the first-born must therefore be owing to the rank, dignity, and station,
to which they had attained.

And hence the conclusion is not without foundation that these words, when applied to Christ, denote the
preeminent rank and station which he holds in the great work, rather than the order of time in which his resurrection
occurred, a point to which no importance whatever can be attached. All hinges upon Christ, and all is accomplished
by his power, and by virtue of his resurrection. He stands out foremost and pre-eminent in all these displays,
whether they take place before or after his advent to this world.

There is, however, in Acts 26:23, another and a different expression, and one which presents, apparently,
the greatest difficulty of any. The verse reads: That Christ should suffer, and that he should be the first that should
rise from the dead, and should show light unto the people, and to the Gentiles. As it stands in our common version, it
is difficult to reconcile this statement with the fact that a number were raised from the dead previous to the
resurrection of Christ, as already noticed. And we are led to wonder why Paul, knowing of all these cases, should
make such a statement. But if we mistake not, the original presents a different idea.

We call the attention of those familiar with the Greek, to this passage, and submit that it can be properly
rendered as follows. That Christ was to suffer, [and] that first from [or by] the resurrection of the dead he was to
show light to the people and to the Gentiles.”

Bloomfield, in his note on this verse, says that the words may be rendered either after the resurrection from
the dead, or by the resurrection; but the latter is preferable. And Wakefield translates it thus That the Christ would
suffer death, and would be the first to proclaim salvation to this people and to the Gentiles by a resurrection from the
dead.

This is in accordance with what the same apostle declared to Timothy (2 Timothy 1:10), that Christ brought
life and immortality to light through the gospel. And viewed in this light, the text is freed from all difficulty. It
simply teaches that Christ would be the first to demonstrate before the people, by a resurrection from the dead,
future life and immortality for the redeemed.

The resurrection of Lazarus, and other similar cases, though they might show that the power of death could
be so far broken as to give us a new lease of mortal life, shed no light on our existence beyond this mortal state. And
the resurrection of Moses, supposing him to have been raised, was not a public demonstration designed to show
people the path to a future life. So far as we have any account, no one knew that he had been raised till he appeared
upon the mount of transfiguration. Christ was the first one to show to the world, by his rising from the dead, the
great light of life and immortality beyond the grave.

Thus the last seeming objection against the idea that Moses had a resurrection, is taken away; while in its
favor we have his appearance on the mount, and the language of Jude, which can be explained on no other ground.

Let us then take that view which a consistent regard for Scriptural harmony demands, though another
supposed strong pillar on which rests the dogma of the immortality of the soul, goes down before it into the very
dust.

We may add, as a conclusion to this section, that Dr. Kendriek, the editor of Olshausen’s Commentary, in a
note in reference to the transfiguration, takes the position that the words of the Savior in Matthew 16:28, the Son of
Man coming in his kingdom, refer to the transfiguration, which is immediately introduced, and hence that the
transfiguration is thus regarded as a type of the Savior’s future glory in his kingdom.

And Olshausen himself takes the narrative to be literal, and explains it on the hypothesis of the resurrection
of Moses. He says:

“For if we assume the reality of the resurrection of the body, and its glorification, truths which assuredly
belong to the system of Christian doctrine, the whole occurrence presents no essential difficulties. The appearance of
Moses and Elias, which is usually held to be the most unintelligible point in it, is easily conceived of as possible, if
we admit their bodily glorification.”
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4. THE GOD OF THE LIVING

Christ quotes to the Jews a declaration from the Old Testament that God is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, and then adds, God is not the God of the dead, but of the living. From this it is argued that therefore
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are living; but they are living, of course, as immaterial, disembodied, immortal spirits;
for their bodies are in the grave.

The occasion on which these words were spoken is described in Matthew 22:23-32. To understand the
words of Christ, we must understand fully the point at issue, and what his words were designed to prove; and to do
this, we must look carefully at the whole narrative: -

The same day came to him the Sadducees, which say that there is no resurrection, and asked him, saying,
Master, Moses said, If a man die, having no children, his brother shall marry his wife, and raise up seed unto his
brother. Now there were with us seven brethren: and the first, when he had married a wife, deceased, and, having no
issue, left his wife unto his brother: likewise the second also, and the third, unto the seventh. And last of all the
woman died also. Therefore in the resurrection whose wife shall she be of the seven? For they all had her. Jesus
answered and said unto them, You do err, not knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God For in the resurrection
they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven. But as touching the.
resurrection of the dead, have you not read that which was spoken unto you by God, saying, 1 am the God of
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob? God is not the God of the dead, but of the living.

What, then, was the point at issue between Christ and the Sadducees? Verse 23:41 The same day came to
him the Sadducees, which say that there is no resurrection, and asked him, etc. The Sadducees professed to believe
the writings of Moses, but denied the resurrection. Christ also believed the writings of Moses, but taught the
resurrection. Here, then, was a fair issue between them. They hear him teaching the resurrection; and to object their
faith to his, they refer to the law of Moses concerning marriage, and then state either an actual occurrence, or at least
one which was possible, which would answer their purpose just as well. Namely, that seven brothers, one after
another, according to the instruction of Moses to which they refer, had all been the husbands of one woman, and all
died. Now arises a problem which they no doubt thought would completely overthrow the doctrine of a resurrection
which Christ taught; namely, how will this matter be arranged in the resurrection, when all the parties are made alive
again together? Whose wife shall she be then?

Let it be noticed that the controversy between Christ and the Sadducees had no respect whatever to an
intermediate state, nor does their query or Christ’s answer have any reference to such a state. They do not inquire
whose wife she is now, or which of the men’s immortal souls claims her immortal soul in the spirit world; but,
whose wife shall she be in the resurrection (a future event)? Christ tells them that they err, not knowing the
Scriptures, nor the power of God.” And then, to defend himself and condemn them out of their own mouths, he
proceeds to prove out of the writings of Moses-what? a conscious, intermediate state ? - No ; but the resurrection of
the dead. But as touching the resurrection of the dead,” says he (as touching the dead, that they rise” says Mark; and
Q that the dead are raised,” says Luke), 11 have you not read that which was spoken unto you by God, saying, I am
the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaae, and the God of Jacob? God is not the God of the dead, but of the living.”

Let it now be shown that this quotation did prove the resurrection, and the argument on this passage is
closed. That Moses, by this language, did teach the resurrection of the dead, is easily evident. Thus, Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob were dead; but God is not the God of the dead (or those who are irrecoverably and eternally dead, as the
Sadducees believed them to be), but he is the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. What therefore, shall we logically
and Scripturally conclude from this fact? Why, simply that they shall live again, or have a resurrection from the
dead. In this view of the subject, Christ reasoned well, proved the point he aimed to prove, confounded the
Sadducees, and gained the applause of the Pharisees, who believed in the resurrection.

But grant for a moment that the language means what is popularly claimed for it; namely, that all the dead
are alive, as disembodied, conscious spirits in the spirit world, and what becomes of Christ’s reputation as a
reasoner, and a teacher of wisdom sent from God? He set out to prove the resurrection; but when he closes his
argument, lo, mirabile dictu! he has proved that all the dead are now alive, and that therefore there will never be any
resurrection, because in this case there would be no need of any, and that the Sadducees have a good point in their
illustration. He neither meets the query of the Sadducees, nor defends himself, but quite the reverse. Believe that our
Lord would reason thus, you who can!

If any should admit that a resurrection is proved by the language, but claim from it that such resurrection
takes place at death, -a theory not uncommon at the present time, -we reply that they thereby abandon the conscious-
state theory, and affirm the existence of those who have died, on another ground, viz., a resurrection. But, further,
this is equally foreign to what Christ set out to prove; for he had reference to an event which was then future to the
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seven brethren and the woman that died. They asked him, saying, In the resurrection, therefore, when they shall
rise, whose wife shall she be of them? And Jesus answered and said, When they shall rise from the dead, they
neither marry, nor are given in marriage; but are as the angels which are in heaven.” Mark 12:23-25. Again, in
Luke’s account, Jesus says, “But they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and the resurrection
from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in marriage.” Luke 20:35.

Thus we see that a future event is everywhere referred to; and if he in reality proved that an event had
already taken place, which he designed to show would take place in the future, it speaks no better for his reasoning
or his wisdom than the former supposition.

Why God calls himself the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, though they are yet dead, we learn from
Hebrews 11:16. It is not because they are now alive, but because in God’s purpose, who speaks of things that are not
as though they were (Romans 1:17), they are to live, and He has prepared for them a city.” Wherefore God is not
ashamed to be called their God; for he bath prepared for them a city, into possession of which they will of course
come in the future.

In view of these facts, our friends should be careful lest they expose themselves to the rebuke Christ gave
to the Sadducees: You do err, not knowing the Scriptures. For this instance, like all others, when properly
understood, so far from sustaining their position, becomes an irrefutable evidence of the resurrection of the dead,
and a future life, and for that very reason destroys the argument for consciousness in death.

5. THE RICH MAN AND LAZARUS

The hoary fable that every man has in his own nature an immaterial, ever-conscious, never-dying principle,
vaulting from the gloomy regions of heathen mythology over into the precincts of Christianity, and claiming the
positive authority of Christ and his apostles, instead of the uncertain speculations of Socrates and Plato, conceives
that it finds a secure entrenchment in Luke 16:19-31, or the record concerning the rich man and Lazarus. Into this
record, as into the strongest of strongholds, it enters with every demonstration of confidence. And from its supposed
impregnable walls, it hurls mockery and defiance against all opposing views, as the infatuated subjects of
Belshazzar defied the soldiers of Cyrus from the walls of Babylon.

We venture to approach, at least to reconnoiter. We venture further, from the record itself, even to lay siege
to it, and dig a trench about it, which, if we mistake not, will soon effectually reduce it and all the arguments for
immortality it is supposed to contain.

The first fact to which we call the attention of the reader, is that Christ, as the result of this narrative, or
parable, or whatever it may be, refers us to Moses and the prophets for light and information respecting the place
and condition of the dead. In the record, the rich man is represented as requesting that Lazarus might be sent to his
brethren on earth, lest they should come into the same place of torment. How would he prevent them? By carrying
back to them information respecting the state that follows this life. By telling how it fared with the covetous rich
man who had enjoyed his good things in this life, and inducing them to live such a life here as to avoid the condition
into which he had fallen.

And what was Abraham’s answer ? - 11 They have Moses and the prophets; let them hear them. . . . If they
hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded though one rose from the dead.” Verses 29-31. That
is to say, Moses and the prophets had given them just as positive information respecting the condition into which
man passes from this life, as could be given them were it possible for any one to retrace his steps through the portals
of the grave, and rise from the dead.

The significance of this declaration should not be overlooked. It throws us right back upon the records of
Moses and the prophets for information upon that subject respecting which the incident here related is claimed to be
full and sufficient testimony.

We therefore inquire what Moses and the prophets have taught us respecting the place where the scene here
depicted is represented to have taken place. What place was this? Answer: Hades; for this is the word from which
hell is translated in verse 23. In hell, Hades, the rich man lifted up his eyes, and saw Abraham and Lazarus afar off,
though still within sight and speaking distance. The New Testament was written in Greek, while Moses and the
prophets wrote in Hebrew. Sheol is the Hebrew word answering to the Greek Hades. These are the equivalent terms
in the two languages. All that a Hebrew writer meant by sheol, a Greek writer meant by Hades, and vice versa. The
question, then, is simply this: What have Moses and the prophets taught us respecting sheol, and the condition of
those who enter therein?

The testimony respecting sheol has already been presented. We have found it to be the receptacle of all the
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dead, righteous and wicked. It takes in the whole person, and will hold dominion till the last day. It is located in the
lower parts of the earth, and is a place of silence, darkness, and corruption. There the dead sleep, are unconscious,
praise not the Lord, have no knowledge, exercise no emotions of love or hate. (See pp. 138-146.)

Such are the great facts concerning sheol, or Hades, revealed to us in the books of Moses and the prophets.
Their statements are literal, plain, explicit, and unequivocal. In opposition to all these, can it be maintained that in
sheol and Hades there is consciousness, wisdom, device, knowledge, happiness, and misery, as is popularly claimed
on the authority of this record about the rich man and Lazarus? If not, and if Sheol is such a place of silence,
darkness, inactivity, and unconscious ness as they declare, can the use of such language as is employed respecting
the rich man and Lazarus in this very place, be accounted for?

These considerations leave us with the problem on our hands whether it were better to try to overthrow all
that Moses and the prophets have written respecting sheol and the condition of those who enter therein, as we should
be obliged to do, if we try to sustain the common view of the rich mail and Lazarus. Or shall an effort be made to
account for the use of the language used in that narrative, in harmony with what Moses and the prophets have said
respecting that place?

In the first place, we cannot set aside what Moses and the prophets have written; for Christ, in the very case
under consideration, endorses them, and refers us to them for instruction. How, then, can we account for the fact that
the rich man is represented as conscious, intelligent, and active, in Hades, when Moses and the prophets have taught
us that Hades is a place of darkness and silence, without knowledge, wisdom, or device? If the record of the rich
man and Lazarus is a parable, the use of such language is at once accounted for. For if it is a parable, the language is
allegorical; and in allegory, life and action are often attributed to inanimate objects, for the sake of enforcing or
illustrating some particular truth.

Some notable instances of this style of writing are furnished us in the Old Testament. In Judges 9:7-15 the
trees are represented as going forth to anoint a king over them; and they appealed to the olive-tree and to the fig-tree
and to the vine, and received answers from them in which they declined to leave their stations of usefulness to be
promoted over them. Finally, they appealed to the bramble; and the bramble accepted the trust. Now this
representation was not designed to teach that trees literally ordain civil government, walk about, and converse
together; but it was to illustrate the folly of the men of Shechem in electing Abimelech king. Again: in 2 Kings 14:9,
we read that the king of Israel sent to the king of Judah, saying, “ The thistle that was in Lebanon sent to the cedar
that was in Lebanon, saying, Give thy daughter to my son to wife.” This is not to teach that thistles and cedars have
sons and daughters who unite in marriage but to illustrate the contempt which the king of Israel felt for the
proposition which the king of Judah made to him.

Landis (p. 188) claims that it makes no difference whether the case of the rich man and Lazarus is a parable
or not, since a parable should not be so worded as to convey a wrong impression to the mind, which this would do if
the soul is not conscious in death. We reply, it makes all the difference in the world. For if it is a parable, the life and
action attributed to the inanimate inhabitants of Hades, is not to teach anything respecting their real condition, any
more than the life and action attributed to the trees and brambles in the cases referred to, is designed to teach what
their condition is. But this intelligence and action are attributed to these inanimate objects, to illustrate some great
truth which the speaker wished to enforce.

In the case of the rich man and Lazarus, what was the object in view? Answer: To rebuke the Pharisees for
their covetousness (And the Pharisees also, who were covetous, heard all these things. And they derided him. Verse
14); to show to them, since they thought that riches in this life was a mark of divine favor, and would secure God’s
blessing in the next, that if they gave themselves up to the sensual enjoyments of their riches, neglecting and
oppressing the poor, they would, in the future, meet God’s wrath instead of his favor; and that the poor, whom they
despised and oppressed, might attain to that very state of felicity set forth under the figure of Abraham’s bosom, of
which they thought themselves so sure.

That this is a parable seems abundantly evident: 1. It stands in connection with a long list of parables. The
preceding chapter, Luke 15, contains three. This chapter opens with the parable of the unjust steward; and there is no
intimation of a change from parable to literal narration in this case. 2. It is said that this cannot be a parable, because
it is introduced by a direct assertion. There was a certain rich man,” etc. But others which are parables are
introduced in exactly the same manner. Thus, verse 1: There was a certain rich man, which had a steward, etc. And
chapter 15:11: A certain man had two sons,” etc. 3. The prophets to whom we are referred, speak figuratively of the
dead in sheol, in the nether parts of the earth, as conversing together, taunting each other, weeping bitterly, refusing
to be comforted, etc., representations exactly similar to those made in the case of the rich man and Lazarus, and fully
as striking, but which no one can regard as setting forth the actual condition of the dead.

Thus in Isaiah 14:9-20, it is represented that when the king of Babylon is overthrown, he goes down into
sheol, and the DEAD (for there are no others in its dark domain) are stirred up to meet him. The kings that had been
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destroyed by the king of Babylon, are represented as having thrones in sheol beneath, and when the king of Babylon
joins them in their dark abode, they show their contempt for him by rising up in mock obeisance, as in life they had
rendered him real homage. And they say, Art thou also become weak as we? Art thou become like unto us? Is this
the man that made the earth to tremble, that did shake kingdoms? “ No one can suppose that they literally acted or
spoke thus. But all this is a striking figure to represent that death would reduce the king of Babylon to the same level
with his subjects and prisoners.

Again: in Ezekiel 31:15-18 and 32:17-321, Pharaoh and his host, slain in battle with the king of Babylon,
are set forth in the same manner. The strong among the mighty are represented as speaking to him out of the midst
of sheol, as he enters therein. And this skeol, in “the nether parts of the earth,” full of graves and of the dead, is
contrasted with the land of the living. These victims of slaughter went down to sheol with their weapons of war; and
their swords they laid under their heads and when Pharaoh, lying among them, saw the multitude of his enemies that
were slain also, he was comforted at the sight.

Another case, perhaps still more remarkable is that of Rachel. (Jeremiah 31:15-17; Matthew 2:17, 18 ;
Genesis 35:16-20.) Long ages after Rachel had died, and entered into sheol, a dreadful slaughter took place among
her posterity. Thereupon she is represented as breaking forth into lamentation and bitter weeping, and refusing to be
comforted because her children were not. And the Lord says to her: Refrain thy voice from weeping, and your eyes
from tears : for thy work shall be rewarded, said the Lord.”

No one can suppose that Rachel literally wept at the murder of her children, nearly 2000 years after her
death. Nor that the, slaughtered Egyptians put their swords under their heads as they were lying in sheol, and
conversed together in the nether parts of the earth, some being comforted, and others ashamed. Nor that the kings
overthrown by the king of Babylon rose up from their sepulchral thrones in mock solemnity, and taunted him with
becoming weak as they.

But these were all figures to set forth great and salutary truths. May not our Lord then, for once, be
permitted for a like purpose to use a like figure, so largely employed by the prophets, and so well known to his
hearers, by personifying persons in Hades to perform actions which were not there literally to occur? We have
certainly as good reason to suppose that Rachel, the Egyptians, and the king of Babylon, were real personages, and
their descent into sheol and the accompanying circumstance as related by the prophets, veritable history, as to
suppose that Dives was a real character, and his torment in Hades, and his conversation with Abraham, a real
transaction.

Those who held in their hands the Old Testament Scriptures were perfectly familiar with such figures.
There the trees of the field “ converse and clap their hands,” the “floods” lift up their voice, the hills and mountains
sing, stones from the wall cry out, and beams answer, the blood of Abel finds a voice, and cries out from the ground.
And dead men rejoice over the fall of their rivals, slain by the sword. In a volume abounding with such figures,
cannot for once a rich man, representing a class of living persons, be endowed in Hades with life and speech? Must
this one figure of personification be singled out from all others, as a rigidly literal narrative, and be made to sustain
the weight of the most terrific doctrine of which the mind can conceive?

Moreover, it is said that the Jews held a tradition involving the very points introduced in this case, a place
of reward called Abraham’s bosom, and a place of punishment for the unworthy. Taking it in this light, it would
appear that Christ simply took them on their own ground, and presented an argumentum ad hominem.

Sufficient evidence has been produced to show that this is a parable. And now we invite the attention of the
reader to the testimony of two eminent authors respecting the use which should be made of parables.

Dr. Clarke says:

‘Let it be remembered that by the consent of all (except the basely interested), no metaphor is ever to be
produced in proof of a doctrine. In the things that concern our eternal salvation, we need the most pointed and
express evidence on which to establish the faith of our souls.’

And Trench, in his work on parables, lays down this very important rule:

“The parables may not be made first sources of doctrine. Doctrines otherwise and already grounded, may
be illustrated, or indeed further confirmed by them, but it is not allowable to constitute doctrine first by their aid.
They may be the outer ornamental fringe but not the main texture of the proof. For from the literal to the figurative,
from the clearer to the more obscure, has ever been recognized as the law of Scripture interpretation. This rule,
however, has been often forgotten; and controversialists, looking round for arguments with which to sustain some
weak position, one for which they can find no other support in Scripture, often invent for themselves supports in
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these.”

But some persist that this is not a parable, but a literal narrative; and not to seem captions, we will consider
it in this light. If this is veritable history, all the particulars must be taken literally. Then the wicked, tormented in the
flames of hell, are within sight and speaking distance of the saved in heaven. In other words, heaven is but the shore
of hell. And on that shore the redeemed can sit and watch the damned in their fearful contortions of agony for which
there is no name, and listen to their entreaties for relief and their shrieks of fathomless despair, for which there is no
remedy, to an extent, it would seem, sufficient to satisfy the most implacable revenge. If this be so, our friends must
certainly abandon the argument they build on Revelation 6:9-10, where they have it that the souls of the martyrs,
disembodied and conscious, cry to God to visit vengeance upon their persecutors. If they were where they could
look over into the fiery gulf, and behold their persecutors vainly battling with its flaming billows, or if not already
there, destined in a few short years to be plunged therein, let no one say of the holy martyrs that they would, under
such circumstances, cry impatiently to God to hasten or intensify his vengeance. The arguments based on the
narrative of the rich man and Lazarus, and Revelation 6:9,10, must, one or the other of them, be given lip; for they
devour each other. Let the advocates of the popular theory look to this, and choose which it shall be.

The beggar died, and was carried by the angels into Abraham’s bosom. The rich mail also died, and was
buried. Let it be noted that the persons themselves, as a whole, are spoken of, not any of their essential elements, or
immaterial appendages. Nothing is said of the soul of either the rich man or Lazarus. As we are now considering this
as a literal transaction, a question vital to the argument is, When do the angels bear those who have died, as persons
(for there is nothing anywhere said about the angels carrying their souls), into Abraham’s bosom, or the state of the
blessed? Such scriptures as Matthew 24:30,31; 1 Thessalonians 4:16,17, answer this question very explicitly: And
he shall send his angels with a great sound of a trumpet, and they shall gather together his elect from the four winds,
from one end of heaven to the other.” When? At the second advent of the Son of Man in majesty and glory. For then
it is that the voice of the Archangel, ringing through the long galleries of Hades, shall wake the righteous dead from
their silent slumbers, and angels shall bear them upward on wings of light to be forever with the Lord.

The rich man dies and is buried; and his next experience is the suffering of torment in consuming flame.
How long after his burial he finds himself in this torment, we are not directly informed. But he has bodily organs;
for he has eyes to see, and a tongue to be cooled; but these the dead are not usually considered to possess till the
resurrection. This drives Landis (p. 191) to the unusual admission that the soul retains the human form, with its
corresponding organs, hands, feet, eyes, tongue, etc. Again, the rich man sees Lazarus in Abraham’s bosom; but, as
we have already seen, Lazarus is not literally borne there by the angels till the resurrection.

As a literal transaction, the scene is inevitably located, by the concurrent testimony of all Scripture, beyond
the resurrection. How, then, it can be said to transpire in Hades, we leave those to decide who believe that it is a
literal transaction. Certain it is that no such scenes can really occur in Hades, if the representations of that place
given us by Moses and the prophets, as already noticed, are correct. While analogous scenes will really take place
beyond the resurrection: there the righteous are rewarded, and the wicked punished in devouring fire. There the Lord
told the impenitent Jews that they should see Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of God, and they
themselves thrust out, and that then there would be weeping and gnashing of teeth. Luke 13:28.

That this scripture does not teach the existence of conscious souls between death and the resurrection, is
forever settled by the fact that Lazarus could return only by a resurrection from the dead. When the rich man
requested that Lazarus might be sent to warn his brethren, Abraham replied that they had Moses and the prophets,
and if they would not hear them, they would not be persuaded though one rose from the dead. The conversation did
not therefore relate to the coming back of the immortal soul of Lazarus and indeed no mention is made of any such
thing in the whole transaction.

Therefore, interpret it as we may, it cannot be reasonably or Scripturally used to prove the entrance of
man’s naked, unclothed spirit into bliss or woe at the hour of death.

6. WITH ME IN PARADISE

According to Luke’s account of the crucifixion of our Savior, Luke 23:33-36, one of the two malefactors
who were crucified with him, said to Jesus, Lord, remember me when thou comes into thy kingdom. And Jesus said
unto him, Verily, I say unto thee, To-day shall thou be with me in paradise. Verses 12, 43. This, says the
immaterialist, 1 must ever stand as a clear announcement of the uninterrupted immortality of the soul. The clear
announcement is made out in this manner; Christ and the thief it is claimed, both died that day; they both went to
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paradise that day; and their condition while there was, of course, one of consciousness and intelligence.
There is one fact which stands somewhat in the way of this clear announcement and that is, that Christ did

not go to paradise that day. In answer to the popular view, we first set forth this unqualified proposition, and
undertake its proof. And if this shall prove to be well grounded, the doctrine of annihilation will be found in a degree
true. For the claims usually built on the scripture above quoted, are utterly and forever annihilated by this fact.

In entering upon the argument to show that Christ did not go to paradise that day, we first inquire what
paradise is, and where it is. The word paradise occurs but three times in the English version of the Scriptures, all in
the New Testament; twice besides the verse under consideration; but these are amply sufficient to define and locate
it.

First, Paul, in 2 Corinthians 12:2, says: 1 knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago, (whether in the
body, I cannot tell; or whether out of the body, 1 cannot tell: God knows) such an one caught up to the third heaven.
In verse 4 he affirms that the place to which this man was caught up was paradise. This establishes the fact that
paradise is where the third heaven is.

Again: in Revelation 2:7, we read the promise which the Savior gives to the overcomers; he says: To him
that overcomes will I give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of God.” This establishes
another equally important fact, that paradise is where the tree of life now is. Now, if the Scriptures anywhere give us
any further information respecting the place where the tree of life is to be found, we have still further testimony
respecting paradise.

In Revelation 21 and 22 we have a description of the New Jerusalem, the holy city which is above.
Galatians 4: 26. In Revelation 22:1, 2 we read: And he showed me a pure river of water of life, clear as crystal,
proceeding out of the throne of God and of the Lamb. In the midst of the street of it [the city], and on either side of
the river, was there the tree of life, which bare twelve manner of fruits, and yielded her fruit every month. By this
testimony, we learn that the tree of life, which grows in the midst of the paradise of God, is in the holy city, fast by
the river of life, which proceeds from the throne of God. Nothing could be more explicit than this. We have now
found the paradise of the New Testament. It is in the third heaven, where the tree of life is, and where God maintains
his residence and his throne. Whoever, therefore, goes into paradise, goes into the presence of God. If the Savior
went there on the day of his crucifixion, with the impenitent thief, he went into the presence of his Father.

Bear this fact in mind while we reverently listen to the words of the Lord, and believe what he says while
he himself testifies whether he went to paradise on the day of his crucifixion or not. On the morning of his
resurrection, the third day AFTER his crucifixion, He said to Mary, who was about to embrace his feet in
accordance with the ancient custom of deference or worship, Touch ME NOT. FOR I AM NOT YET ASCENDED
TO MY FATHER.” John 20:17. The third day, remember, from the crucifixion, and not ascended into paradise yet!

Struck into a state of bewilderment by this stunning fact, Landis (pp. 209, 211) clutches wildly for some
supports by which to rear again his prostrate structure. He feigns to find evidence in John 16:16 that Jesus told his
disciples that at death he would go to his Father, a scripture which very evidently has reference not to his death, but
to his bodily ascension, forty days after his resurrection, Then, referring to the fact that the word ascend “ is from
anabaino, he says Now every tyro knows that in composition ana has very frequently [?] the force of again. Baino
alone means simply to ascend; ana adds a shade of meaning.”

It is frequently the case that writers try to drive others into an admission of their statements by representing
that they will appear very ignorant and stupid to deny them. But Mr. L., not being a tyro, doubtless understands that
nearly every statement in this criticism is false in itself considered, and every one of them wholly so, as applied to
the case in hand. Ana, in composition with baino, does not have the force of “again.” In neither Liddell and Scott,
Robinson, Greenfield, nor Parkhurst, is there any such definition as “ascend again” given to ana baino. Baino alone
does not mean “to ascend.” No such definition is given to it in the standard authorities here named. It means simply
to go,” without any reference to the direction ; other words, either in composition with it or in the context, signifying
whether this motion is up or down, forward or backward, over or under, etc. In no one of the eighty-one instances of
the use of the word in the New Testament, is it translated “ascend again.” And finally, in those texts which Mr. L.
quotes as containing the word “again,” as Matthew 3:16, which he quotes, “Christ went up again, or returned,” and
Matthew 5:1, which he quotes, He went up again into a mountain, the word “again” is not expressed in the English
nor implied in the Greek. In only one instance is the word “again” used with anabaino that is Galatians 2:1, where
Paul says, I went up again to Jerusalem; but here the word again is from another word (palin), explicitly inserted in
the text, and anabaino is translated simply went up. As baino simply means to go, as noticed above, it is the prefix
ana, which means up, which gives the word the meaning, to go up, or to ascend. The idea of again is not in the word.
It takes the whole word with its prefix to convey the idea to ascend.

Rarely do we meet with an instance of more reckless desperation in the line of criticism. And what is the
object of it is to have us understand that when Christ says, am not yet ascended to my Father, he means to say, I am
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not yet ascended again to my Father. And from this he would have us further draw the lucid inference that Christ
had ascended once, that is, in his disembodied spirit, between his death and resurrection, and now tells Mary not to
touch him, because he has not ascended again! It would be difficult to conceive of a more unnecessary and far-
fetched inference. And that men will seriously contend for such a view, shows the dumb obstinacy with which they
will cling to preconceived and petted ideas. Nothing can be more evident than that Christ, when he said, 1 am not
yet ascended to my Father, affirmed in the most direct manner that since his advent into this world, he had not, up to
that time, ascended to his Father.

Rather than thus summarily lose the argument that the thief was still conscious in death, and that the soul is
therefore (?) immortal, some theologians attempt to adjust the matter thus. Although Christ did not go to his Father,
he nevertheless went to paradise, which is not where the Father dwells, but the intermediate resting place of departed
souls. Do we then understand them? We found them, a little while ago, arguing from Ecclesiastes 12:7, that the
disembodied spirit did return to God; which they claimed to be proof positive that the soul is immortal, and thought
it would puzzle the annihilationists not a little. Do they now give this up, and admit that the soul or spirit does not go
to God, but only into some intermediate place, called paradise? It matters not to us which position they take, only we
wish to know which one it is. We cannot hold our peace, and allow them to take one position on one text and
another on another, and so keep continually shifting their ground to avoid the embarrassments into which their
theory plunges them at every turn.

That paradise is no intermediate state, a half way house between the grave and the resurrection, we have
fully shown; for we have the positive statements of the Scriptures to show that paradise is in the third heaven, where
God sits upon his throne. And Christ told Mary, the third day after his crucifixion, in so many words, that he had not
at that time ascended there.

But besides this, we have other positive evidence that Christ did not go to heaven nor to any intermediate
halfway place, between his death and resurrection. The Scriptures tell us explicitly just where he was during this
time, and the place was not Gehenna, the place of punishment for the damned, where it is claimed he went to preach
to the spirits in prison; and it was not paradise. To those who came to the sepulcher, the angels said (Matthew
28:5,6), You seek Jesus, who was crucified. He is not here: for he is risen, as he said. Come, see the place where the
Lord lay. No testimony could be more explicit than that he was not in the tomb simply because he had risen; that is,
that he, the Jesus who was crucified, was in that very place till he left it by rising from the dead. Who may set aside
such testimony?

The popular interpretation of Christ’s language to the thief thus utterly failing, we are thrown back upon the
text for some other explanation of the phraseology there used: Verily 1 say unto thee, To-day shall thou be with me
in paradise.

There are but two probable ways in which this language can be interpreted: One is, to let the phrase “today”
refer to the time to which the thief had reference in his request. He said, “Lord, remember me when thou comes into
thy kingdom.” He looked forward to the day when Christ should come into his kingdom. And if the “to-day” in
Christ’s answer refers to this time, then the sense would be, Verily I say unto thee, To-day, or this day, the day to
which you refer, when 1 come into my kingdom, thou shall be with me in paradise. The word “to-day” is from the
Greek ahuepov; and all the definitions we find of it would seem to confine it to present time, excluding an
application of it to the future. This interpretation, therefore, we think cannot be urged.

The other, and only remaining method of interpreting the passage, is to place the comma after today,
making today an adverb qualifying the word say. The sense would then be, “Verily I say unto thee today, Thou shall
be with me in paradise,” at that period in the future when I shall come in my kingdom. This method of punctuation,
if it is allowable, clears the subject of all difficulty. Let us, then, candidly consider what objections can be urged
against it.

As to the punctuation itself, we all know that this is not the work of inspiration; and withal that it is of
recent origin, the comma in its present form not having been invented till the year AD 1490, by Manutius, a learned
printer of Venice. It is therefore allowable to change this in any manner that the sense of the passage, the context, or
even other portions of the Scriptures, may demand. So the Bible Societies (Ives, page 66) have found it necessary to
change the punctuation of Matthew 19:20, and other passages are still in question. But the objector accuses us of
making sad nonsense of the text by this change; and he asks in bitter irony, Didn’t the thief know it was that day
without Christ’s telling him? Very true as a matter of fact; but let the objector beware lest his sarcasm fall upon the
Scriptures themselves: for such very expressions do occur therein. See Zechariah 9:12: “Turn you to the stronghold,
you prisoners of hope: even to-day do I declare that I will render double unto thee.” Transposing this sentence,
without altering the sense, we have phraseology similar to that of Luke 23:43; namely, 1 declare unto you even
today, I will render double unto thee. The events threatened here were to take place in the future, then the Lord
should bend Judah, etc. (See context.) So the phrase today could not qualify the rendering double, etc., but only the
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verb declare.
Here, then, is an expression exactly parallel with that in Luke, and the same irony is applicable; thus, Did

not the prisoners of hope know it was that day when the declaration was made to them? But let our opponents now
discard their unworthy weapon; for here it is leveled against the words of inspiration itself. (See also Deuteronomy
8:19; 15:15; 30:16; Acts 26:29.)

But when we take into consideration the circumstances of the case, we see a force and propriety in the
Savior’s making his declaration emphatically upon that day. He had been preaching the advent of the kingdom of
heaven to listening multitudes. He had promised a kingdom to his followers. But the powers of death and darkness
had apparently triumphed, and were crushing into the very grave both his prospects, and his promises. He who was
expected to be the king of the coming kingdom, stretched upon the shameful cross, was expiring in ignominy and
reproach; his disciples were scattered and where now was the prospect of that kingdom which had been preached
and promised? But amid the supernatural influences at work upon that memorable day, a ray of divine illumination
may have flashed in upon the soul of the poor thief, traveling the same road of death beside his Lord. A conviction
of the truthfulness of his claims as the Messiah, the Son of God, may have entered into his mind. And a desire have
sprung up in his heart to trust his lot in his hands, leading him to put up a sincere petition, Lord, in mercy remember
me when the days of thy triumph and glory shall come. Yes, says the suffering Savior, in the hearing of the mocking
multitude, I say unto thee today, today, in this hour of my darkness and agony, today, when the fatal cross is
apparently giving the lie to all my pretensions. Today, a day of forlorn prospects and withered hopes, so far as
human eyes can see, verily, today I say unto thee, thou shall be with me in paradise, when my kingdom shall be
established in triumph and glory.

Thus there is a divine force and beauty in these words of our Lord, as uttered on that occasion. How like a
sun at midnight would they have broken in upon the gloom that enshrouded the sorrowing hearts of the disciples,
had they fathomed their import. For who had occasion to sink in despair, if not He upon whom all depended, and
that, too, when expiring under the agonies of the cross? But no cloud of gloom is sufficient to fix its shadows upon
his serene brow. His divine foresight, riding calmly over the events of the present, fixes itself upon that coming
period of glory, when he shall see of the travail of his soul and be satisfied. There, in the hour of his deepest
humility, he points them to the joys of paradise.

Thus, by a simple removal of the comma one word forward, the stone of stumbling is taken out of this text,
by making it harmonize with other scriptures. And thus the promise, by having reference to something in the future,
and not to anything to be performed on that day, contains no affirmation of consciousness in death.

There is another objection, equally valid, against the idea that Christ and the thief went to paradise that day,
and that is that the thief did not die that day. It was a Jewish law that no criminal should hang upon the cross over
the Sabbath day. John 19:31. Therefore, if the criminal was alive when the guard came to take him down from the
cross, they broke his legs so that he could not escape, and then took him down. This was found to be the case with
the thieves, when the time came to take the bodies from the cross. They were alive, and so their legs were broken.
But when they came to Jesus and found that he was dead already, they brake not his legs. John 19:32,33. Now if any
one can maintain that Christ and the thief went to paradise that day, in face of these two facts, first, that Christ
expressly declares that he did not go to paradise that day. And secondly, that the thief did not die that day, he shows
that he is governed by prejudice and caprice and not by reason.

7. ABSENT FROM THE BODY

Another passage, supposed to teach the separate, conscious existence of the soul, is found in 2 Corinthians
5:8: “We are confident, I say, and willing rather to be absent from the body, and to be present with the Lord.” On the
acknowledged principle that it is illogical to endeavor to build any great doctrine upon an isolated passage without
taking into consideration the general tenor of the context, if not also other writings from the same author, let us look
at some of the statements which Paul has made in this connection.

In verse 1 of this chapter, Paul introduces an earthly house and a heavenly house, and says, “For we know
that if our earthly house of this tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of God, an house not made with
hands, eternal in the heavens.” He states our condition while in the earthly house. Verse 2: In this we groan (verse 1)
being burdened. He tells us what we desire in this state. Verses 2,3: Earnestly desiring to be clothed upon with our
house which is from heaven if so be that being clothed we shall not be found naked. In verse 4 Paul repeats all these
facts, in order to state the result of the work which he desired: For we that are in this tabernacle do groan, being
burdened: not for that we would be unclothed, but clothed upon. Now he states the result of being clothed upon with
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the house from heaven which he so earnestly desired: “But clothed upon, that mortality might be swallowed up of
life.”

Then he states that the condition he had in view is that for which God in the beginning designed the human
race.

Now he that bath wrought us for the selfsame thing is God.” That is, God designed that we should
ultimately reach that condition which he here designates as being clothed upon with our house from heaven. Then he
states what assurance we have in this life that we shall eventually attain to this condition: Who also bath given unto
us the earnest [assurance, pledge, token] of the Spirit. That is, the Spirit dwelling in our hearts, is the assurance, or
pledge, we have that we shall finally receive the desire of our hearts, and be clothed upon with our house from
heaven. In verse 6 he states this to be the ground of his confidence, although while we are at home in the body, we
are absent from the Lord. And then, after incidentally stating the secret of the Christian’s course in this life, we walk
by faith not by sight, he penned the text quoted at the commencement of this topic, stating that he was willing rather
to be absent from the body, and to be present with the Lord.

We now have before us quite fully the subject upon which Paul is here treating. A thought now as to the
meaning of the terms he employs. What does he mean by the earthly house and the heavenly house? By being
clothed upon and unclothed? By mortality being swallowed up of life and by being absent from the body and present
with the Lord?

What he calls, in verse 1, our earthly house, he designates, in verse 6, as being “at home in the body.” The
chief characteristic of this house is that it may be dissolved, or is mortal. This earthly house is therefore our mortal
body, or, what is essentially the same thing, this present mortal condition. The house from heaven is eternal or
immortal. This, therefore, by parity of reasoning, is the immortal body, or the state of immortality which awaits the
redeemed beyond the resurrection.

Paul, in Romans 8:22,23, speaks very plainly of these two conditions: For we know that the whole creation
groans and travails in pain together until now. And not only they, but ourselves also, which have the first fruits of
the Spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body.”
None can fail to see the parallel between this passage in Romans and that portion of 2 Corinthians 5 now under
consideration. To the Corinthians Paul says that in our earthly house we groan, being burdened. To the Romans
he expresses the same thought by saying that we groan within ourselves, “ or in this mortal body. To the Corinthians
he writes that while in this state we have the earnest of the Spirit. To the Romans he says that we have the first fruits
of the Spirit,” which is the same thing. The pledge, assurance, or earnest; to the Corinthians he writes that we desire
to be clothed upon with our house from heaven; “ to the Romans, that we wait for the adoption, to wit, the
redemption of our body.” The ultimate object in view in both cases, as a matter of hope and desire, is redemption, or
the eternal state. But in the one case it is called being “clothed upon with our house form heaven”, and in the other it
is said to be “the redemption of our body.” These two expressions, therefore, denote one and the same thing.

Returning to a consideration of the meaning of the terms which Paul uses in 2 Corinthians 5, we inquire
what is meant by being “unclothed” And the evident answer is, The dissolution of our earthly house, or the falling of
our mortal body in death. The state of death, then, is that condition in which we are unclothed. And the being
clothed upon is being released from this state if dead, or changed if living, when mortality is swallowed up of life,
and we are taken into the presence of the Lord. Then Paul states a conclusion very apparent from his premises, that
while we are, at home with the body, we are absent from the Lord, and adds that he is willing rather to be absent
from the body and to be present with the Lord.

The only verse in which consciousness in death can even be supposed to be intimated, is the eighth verse,
which speaks of our being absent from the body and present with the Lord. But even here it will be seen tie that the
whole question turns on the time when we enter the presence of the Lord. Is it immediately on the dissolution of our
earthly house? On this point the text does not inform us, but the preceding verses are very explicit, as we shall
presently see.

Let us now look at a few considerations which show that it is impossible to harmonize the popular view of
consciousness in death with the statements which the apostle here makes. It is claimed that the house which we have
eternal in the heavens is the immortal soul with which we immediately enter into heaven when the earthly house is
dissolved. Granting that this is so, let us go forward a little, and mark the difficulty in which this view finally
becomes involved. The time comes when the mortal body is raised from the dead and made immortal. The soul,
according to the popular view, again takes possession of this body. In these redeemed bodies we are to live in the
kingdom of God for all eternity.

This is finally our eternal house. But when we take possession of this, what becomes of our house that we
occupied between death and the resurrection? If we pass from our mortal bodies at death immediately into a
spiritual body prepared for us, which is the house we have in heaven, and in which we shall till the resurrection,


