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Introduction

The written debate contained in this book occurred between early February and late November 2002 on the subject of the eternal destiny of the wicked. We should study these materials cautiously, “searching the Scriptures” to determine whether these things are so (Acts 17:11). 

Al H. Maxey and his wife, Shelly, have been married for 35 years and reside in Alamogordo, New Mexico. They have three sons and four grandchildren. He has been preaching for 31 years, including several years in Germany and Hawaii, and participated in several written debates on various subjects, especially divorce and remarriage. He received B.S. and M.A. degrees from New Mexico State University. He is Pulpit Minister and an elder of the Cuba Avenue church of Christ in Alamogordo, New Mexico. 

Thomas N. Thrasher and his wife, Jerretta, have been married for 36 years. They have one son (Tommy, an electrical engineer employed by the U.S. government), and two grandsons (Andrew and Luke). He began preaching in March 1966 while in high school. He has preached in 20 states and Australia and participated in 100 formal debates, 12 of which have appeared in book form. He has also worked as a mathematics teacher or school administrator for 35 years and earned four academic degrees in connection with this work: B.S. (University of Alabama, 1970), M.Ed. (Alabama A&M University, 1974), Ed.S. (UA, 2005), and Ed.D. (UA, 2007). One of his on-going projects is a five-volume Encyclopedia of Religious Debates, the most comprehensive record of religious debating ever compiled. 
“You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32).
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     Thomas N. Thrasher




Al Maxey
Thrasher's Introductory Remarks
Although I regret that brother Maxey and I disagree on "the destiny of the wicked," it is nevertheless a pleasure to participate with him in a brotherly discussion of this subject. The readers should know that I have absolutely no animosity toward him, nor do I anticipate anything other than a kind and cordial relationship throughout this exchange (cf. Hebrews 13:1; 1 Thessalonians 4:9). Both of us recognize the importance of understanding and accepting the teaching of the Scriptures on this matter (Ephesians 5:10, 17). When I "press my points" (and when brother Maxey presses his), do not interpret that as a sign that we are angry. Instead, please realize that we are writing with strong convictions on a very important Bible subject (Ephesians 6:10). 

In our correspondence prior to the debate, brother Maxey suggested, "Your first article . . . can just be an overview of where we hope to go with this discussion, and something about yourself by way of introduction to the readers." This will explain the content and brevity of this initial offering. Furthermore, from this point forward, I will refer to my "opponent" by his first name, Al. I intend no disrespect with this informal mode of address. It is simply quicker to type "Al" than "brother Maxey." I have never felt comfortable referring to an "opponent" by his last name only, as it seems to me a bit "unfriendly," especially when he is a brother in Christ. 
"By way of introduction to the readers" (as Al suggested), I provide a few details about myself (cf. 2 Corinthians 10:17 - 11:1). My wife (Jerretta) and I have been married for more than 30 years. She is a devoted homemaker and a wonderful life's partner. We had the joy of becoming grandparents almost two years ago (a thing which I highly recommend!). As this discussion begins, I am 53 years old and have been preaching nearly 36 years, mostly in the vicinity of Decatur, Alabama, which continues to be our home. During this time, I have presented approximately 7000 lessons (in 17 states and Australia) and participated in 90 formal debates on a variety of issues. Eight of these debates have been published. I am owner of Thrasher Publications. 

However, I would be considered a "part-time" preacher by some, because my financial support has come primarily from working as a mathematics teacher and (presently) school administrator in the Decatur City Schools, where I have been employed for 29 years. I occasionally teach Introductory Greek and Introductory Hebrew in the Community Education Program. 

Now, more relevant to the discussion itself, I give "an overview of where we hope to go." 

By way of clarifying the subject ("The Destiny of the Wicked"): 

· "Wicked" may be defined as ". . . morally bad or wrong; acting or done with evil intent; depraved; iniquitous . . ." (Webster's New World Dictionary, Third College Edition, p. 1526). By "the wicked" I mean accountable human beings who are guilty of sin(s) that are unforgiven by God (e.g., Genesis 6:5; Ezekiel 3:19; Proverbs 15:29). 

· "Destiny" may be defined as ". . . what will necessarily happen to any person or thing . . ." (WNWD, p. 374). By "the destiny" of the wicked, I mean the inevitable result or consequence of their sins (if they remain unforgiven by God) -- what will necessarily happen to them according to the Scriptures (Hebrews 2:3; Revelation 21:8; Romans 2:6, 8-9). 

I plan to prove the following points by the Scriptures (Acts 17:11; 1 Thessalonians 5:21). If Al and I actually agree on one or more of these points (as I suspect we do), we can then focus upon the areas of disagreement. The destiny of the wicked is: 

1. To die physically (Hebrews 9:27), unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous. 

2. To enter Hades (Revelation 20:13), unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous. However, the righteous and wicked are in separate parts of Hades (Luke 16:22-26). 

3. To be raised from the dead (John 5:28-29), unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous. 

4. To be judged (2 Corinthians 5:10; Acts 17:31-32). This is also true of the righteous. 

5. To go into everlasting punishment (Matthew 25:46; Revelation 20:13). This is not true of the righteous (1 Peter 1:3-4)! 

When we reach the conclusion of this brotherly discussion, I hope that Al and I, and each reader, will readily accept what God has revealed on this subject. Do not allow tradition, emotion, eloquence, or personal opinion to sway us from allegiance to God and His truth (John 8:32; Galatians 1:8; John 17:17). 

( ( ( 

Maxey's Introductory Remarks
I want to take this opportunity to personally thank my brother in Christ, Thomas Thrasher, for his willingness to engage in what many would consider a controversial, and potentially volatile, subject matter. I also appreciate greatly his tone and willingness to present a Christ-like demeanor throughout this exchange. The eternal destiny of the wicked has been hotly debated for centuries. It is not likely that either of us will present "the final word" on this matter in the course of our discussion, although each of us undoubtedly is convinced that he, and not the other, has come to a reasoned and reasonable understanding of what God truly teaches. Most likely, however, we both have much to learn as we seek to comprehend the mind and will of the Infinite One. Perhaps we can learn from one another over the coming months. "As iron sharpens iron, so one man sharpens another" (Proverbs 27:17). It is my prayer that this discussion between us will be an "iron sharpening" experience. It may become heated, and sparks may fly, as often happens when "iron sharpens iron," but if the goal is Truth, and we each maintain our Christian focus and a constant love and respect for the other, the end result will be of benefit to us all. 

On a purely personal note, it appears Thomas and I have much in common. He states he is 53 years old. That is how old I will be in just four short weeks. He also is a preacher for the churches of Christ, although he has been preaching longer than I (I’ve only been preaching for 26 years, as opposed to his 36). He is a school administrator, and my father is a retired school Superintendent (and currently an elder in Colorado). He and his wife, Jerretta, have been married for 30 years .... my wife, Shelly, and I will celebrate 29 years this coming July. We too are proud grandparents. Our two oldest sons are married, and between them have blessed us with four grandchildren (two boys and two girls). Our youngest son is a Junior at New Mexico State University. 
I have preached in Germany for a few years (back in the early 80‘s), and also in Hawaii (for six years). The rest of my years in ministry, however, have been in New Mexico and Colorado. I have a BS degree and MA degree from Eastern New Mexico University in the fields of Psychology, Theology and Sociology. More about me, should any be interested, can be discovered at my web site, which is easily accessible from this debate site. 

I should probably point out that for many years I embraced the same position on the destiny of the wicked that is currently held by Thomas. It was the perspective I was raised with, and I never saw reason to question it. Thus, I blindly accepted it and set about proclaiming it. In the late 80’s, however, a member of the congregation for which I was preaching handed me a book by brother Edward Fudge entitled "The Fire That Consumes." He asked me to read it. No other explanation .... just read it, and then let him know what I thought. 

I must admit that at first I thought Edward (with whom I have since corresponded) was "nuts!" He challenged everything I was taught to believe. He even dared, in his book, to challenge the reader to take up the Bible and show him where his conclusions were false. Well, that was good enough for me! I set out to do just that. 

To make a long story short, after a couple of years of perhaps the most intense and extensive study of a topic I have ever done, I had to admit that Edward was basically right in his conclusions. In the years since, I have continued to do research and study on this issue, and the more I do the more I become convicted that the perspective I will be sharing in this exchange IS the will of our God with respect to the eternal destiny of the wicked. Thus, I welcome this opportunity to present it to you via this discussion with Thomas. He will ask me many of the same questions I asked myself repeatedly, and he will challenge me in areas where I have also challenged myself time and again. 

I sincerely pray that as this exchange between us develops and deepens that he will begin to perceive the same Truths that I struggled with many years ago, and that he will be open to embracing this gracious teaching pertaining to the destiny of the wicked. 

Thomas defined some terms in our subject, and I would agree with his definitions of "wicked" and "destiny." I apologize to my brother Thomas for including the word "eternal" in the subject, but felt it was essential to clarify the distinction between temporal judgments upon the wicked in this life, and the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed (an eternal judgment) which will certainly transcend anything experienced in this life. 

For those unfamiliar with the Greek, the word we translate "eternal" in the pages of the NT writings can have both a qualitative and quantitative meaning and application. Indeed, it is used about half one way and half the other. Many suppose, when they hear the term "eternal," that it denotes time without end, endlessness, forever and ever. Yes, this is the quantitative significance of this term. However, it also can be used qualitatively to distinguish the realm of the eternal from the realm of the temporal (the spiritual from the physical, for example). This is a vital distinction, and it will become more evident as we get into our discussion. If Thomas would like to comment on this term, or if he needs me to elaborate further on this qualitative - quantitative distinction, then we can certainly take some time in the next posts to do just that. 

Thomas also listed five points that he hopes to prove during the course of this discussion. He wrote: "If Al and I actually agree on one or more of these points (as I suspect we do), we can then focus upon the areas of disagreement." Each of his five points pertain to the destiny of the wicked. In actuality, I agree with almost all of them, but we probably differ on how to interpret and apply certain terms employed. I will list the five individually, and then provide my perspective on each. 

#1 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to die physically, unless living at Christ’s return. This is also true of the righteous." 

· I agree completely with this. Notice, however, that BOTH the wicked and the righteous will experience physical death. This is the fate of all men (with the obvious provision stipulated by Thomas above ... and, of course, the two revealed exceptions of Enoch and Elijah). This is why I felt it important to add the term "eternal" to our subject. 

#2 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to enter Hades, unless living at Christ’s return. This is also true of the righteous. However, the righteous and wicked are in separate parts of Hades." 

· Here is where in future posts Thomas and I are going to need to clarify some terms. I am assuming that Thomas believes Hades is some intermediate holding area for conscious "immortal souls" prior to the resurrection and judgment. He even has it compartmentalized according to the future disposition of these "souls" following judgment. Sort of a pre-judgment judgment, if you will. Also, a pre-punishment punishment. 

· I do not believe the Bible declares Sheol and Hades to be "intermediate holding areas" for "immortal souls" awaiting judgment. "Souls" are not judged and punished prior to Judgment and Punishment. Thus, we will need to examine these terms. 

#3 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to be raised from the dead, unless living at Christ’s return. This is also true of the righteous." 

· With this I agree. Apparently Thomas believes it is only the body that is raised at the resurrection, since the "soul" is already in either misery or bliss. Thus, the "raising up" is as much a "zapping back into" (souls placed back in bodies). With this I totally disagree. 

#4 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to be judged. This is also true of the righteous." 

· I agree with this. But would not Thomas regard this as a second judgment, since if a "soul" is in "Hadean misery" prior to this great judgment, then a prior judgment has already occurred? 

#5 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to go into everlasting punishment. This is not true of the righteous." 

· I also agree completely with this. However, it is going to become obvious in short order that Thomas and I have vastly different perspectives of what constitutes this "punishment" upon the wicked. Indeed, this is one of the primary differences between us, and the very purpose for this debate. 

There are several things I shall seek to accomplish in the course of this exchange. I shall attempt to demonstrate to my "opponent," and the readers as well, that much of the traditional teaching on this subject is based on a very basic, and horribly flawed, theology known as "immortal soulism." I do not believe the Bible teaches such a doctrine, but it has become the very basis for much of the teaching through the centuries on the destiny of the wicked. Thus, I will be focusing early on the need for better understanding with regard to the nature of man himself, in addition to better understanding with regard to the nature of the final punishment of the unredeemed. 

I hope to demonstrate that no part of man survives physical death, and thus there is no intermediate holding area. Indeed, there is no need for one. I will demonstrate the hope of the Christian is resurrection, not inherent immortality. If man is not inherently immortal, then for the wicked to be perpetually tortured in the lake of fire God would have to confer immortality upon the wicked for the express purpose of inflicting ceaseless torture. I will demonstrate this is contrary to the nature of our God, and to His dealings with His creation. 

I will seek to convey the true nature of final punishment as taught in God’s Word --- it will consist of the wicked being raised, condemned in judgment, and cast into the lake of fire. There they will suffer a horrible process of dying which will result in a death from which there will never be any subsequent resurrection to life. It is the "second death," and it is final. For as long as the redeemed will be alive with the Lord, the wicked will be dead apart from Him. The two destines of mankind are LIFE and DEATH, not LIFE (in bliss) and LIFE (in misery). 

I will seek to demonstrate that the traditional teaching pertaining to the destiny of the wicked comes NOT from God Almighty, but from the great deceiver himself. The Truth has been so swallowed up and covered up by deception over the centuries that many actually regard it as heresy. My challenge in the course of this discussion will be to strip away the layers of traditional misunderstanding and reveal the beauty of God’s Truth beneath. 

This is a most serious topic of debate, and I am pleased that more and more disciples of Jesus Christ are beginning to seriously challenge what has been handed down to them. Truth has nothing to fear from honest investigation, only darkness flees from the light. Thomas and I will be opening up the LIGHT of God’s Word and shining it upon the other’s teaching. May the only "winner" in this exercise be TRUTH!!! 

( ( ( 

Thrasher's Second Article

First, I wish to thank Al for the gentlemanly tone of his "Introductory Remarks." I will make every effort to see that this approach continues throughout our discussion. My fervent desire is that our readers will be able to see that religious debates can be conducted with courtesy and kindness, even as the participants strive to contend earnestly for the faith which was once delivered to the saints (Jude 3). As someone once said, "We can disagree without being disagreeable." 

Furthermore, I agree with Al that "we both have much to learn as we seek to comprehend the mind and will of the Infinite One." No claim is being made that I already know 100% of what there is to know on this subject (or any subject for that matter). During the course of this discussion, if Al can demonstrate conclusively that I have taken an erroneous position on any point or passage, I will not hesitate to admit my mistake. We do not need to cling to false arguments in order to uphold the truth. On the other hand, just because a person may make a weak or faulty argument, or misunderstand the teaching of a particular passage of scripture, does not mean that his position is necessarily wrong. Therefore, as I have done in the past on several matters, I am quite willing to change my view of a Bible passage if I am convinced that I had misunderstood it, and I will also relinquish any argument if I am convinced it was an unsound one (cf. Apollos, Acts 18:24-28). 
Al apologized "for including the word 'eternal' in the subject," since it was not actually in our agreement. However, I do not object to the insertion of this word, since (as he remarked) it clarifies "the distinction between temporal judgments upon the wicked in this life, and the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed (an eternal judgment)..." The punishment that comes upon the wicked during this life is not our issue. Both of us recognize that such punishment/suffering occurs (cf. Proverbs 11:21; 19:5; 24:16; 1 Peter 4:15). 

Al states, "... the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed (an eternal judgment) ... will certainly transcend anything experienced in this life." Al, please tell us exactly what "the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed" is! Clarifying this now will help to focus upon the issue. 

"For many years," Al says, "I embraced the same position on the destiny of the wicked that is currently held by Thomas." He proceeds to describe his "conversion" to the position he now holds after reading The Fire That Consumes by Edward Fudge. I would observe that although a person can be "converted" to truth (Acts 3:19; James 5:19-20), he can also be "converted" to error (Galatians 1:6; 3:1; 5:4; 2 Timothy 2:17-18; 2 Peter 2:20-22). Tragically, many Christians (and even some gospel preachers) have left the faith. A few years ago, I debated Farrell Till (an atheist and the editor of The Skeptical Review) who had been for many years a preacher of the gospel. Therefore, the fact that Al changed from "the same position ... currently held by Thomas" to "basically" the position held by Edward Fudge proves nothing about what the truth is on this topic! 

With reference to his former view of the eternal destiny of the wicked, Al explains, "I blindly accepted it and set about proclaiming it." I have no reason to deny Al's account of his early preaching. However, my approach to preaching was (and still is) radically different. I did not "proclaim" things I had "blindly accepted." Rather, I preached what I had studied in the Scriptures (2 Timothy 2:2; 3:16 - 4:2; 1 Corinthians 2:13). My procedure in preparing lessons was (and still is) to "search the Scriptures" to find out what is so (Acts 17:11). 

Concerning the view he now holds, Al states: "... after a couple of years of perhaps the most intense and extensive study of a topic I have ever done, I had to admit that Edward [Fudge] was basically right in his conclusions." After Ed's The Fire That Consumes was published in 1982, my wife purchased a copy for me as a gift. After reading the book and studying Ed's arguments, I found his argumentation to be unconvincing for a number of reasons. However, since Al says Ed's views were "basically right," perhaps he will explain to us how Ed's views were wrong (and, consequently, how Al's view is different from Ed's)! 

Al asserts that "the word we translate 'eternal' in the pages of the NT writings can have both a qualitative and quantitative meaning and application." This assertion will be one of the points of discussion. We already agree that eternal "denotes time without end, endlessness, forever and ever." However, Al says, "... if he needs me to elaborate further on this qualitative-quantitative distinction, then we can certainly take some time in the next posts to do just that." Taking him up on this offer, I ask him to prove the "qualitative" use of "eternal" in passages addressing the "eternal destiny of the wicked"-- the issue in this discussion. The reader will find the word translated "eternal" or "everlasting" used in the following passages: 

· Matthew 18:8 -- "everlasting fire" 

· Matthew 25:41 -- "everlasting fire" 

· Matthew 25:46 -- "everlasting punishment" 

· Mark 3:29 -- "eternal damnation" 

· 2 Thessalonians 1:9 -- "everlasting destruction" 

· Jude 7 -- "eternal fire" 

In my "Introductory Article," I suggested five points regarding "the destiny of the wicked," and called upon Al to comment. He was kind enough to do so, acknowledging that "each of his [Thomas'] five points pertain to the destiny of the wicked." He then comments on each point individually. 

#1 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to die physically, unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous." Al agrees completely. He recognizes the exception of those "living at Christ's return" to the principle stated in Hebrews 9:27. In addition to these, he mentions the cases of Enoch and Elijah. For completeness on this point, I also mention the exception of those (such as Lazarus of Bethany) who were raised from the dead in the Bible. These did not die "once"; they died "twice" physically. I think Al will agree on this as well. Consequently, I see no need for further discussion of point #1. 

#2 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to enter Hades, unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous. However, the righteous and wicked are in separate parts of Hades." Al's comments clearly indicate the need for future discussion about "Hades." Among the passages I will introduce for study are Matthew 16:18; Luke 16:23; Acts 2:27, 31; Revelation 1:18; 6:8; 20:13-14. 

#3 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to be raised from the dead, unless living at Christ's return. This is also true of the righteous." Al agrees with the statement; however, he disagrees with the idea of "souls placed back in bodies." Therefore, we will need to consider the nature of the resurrection. 

#4 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to be judged. This is also true of the righteous." Al says, "I agree with this." Then he asks, "Would not Thomas regard this as a second judgment ...?" In view of the context of his question, my answer is "no" (to be explained when we discuss Hades). 

#5 -- "The destiny of the wicked is to go into everlasting punishment. This is not true of the righteous." Al agrees completely; however, he points out that we "have vastly different perspectives of what constitutes this 'punishment' upon the wicked." Since Al "basically" agrees with Ed Fudge, I conclude that he does have a "different perspective" that we will need to explore as the discussion progresses. Some of the verses for future consideration are the following: 

· Matthew 25:46, "And these will go away into everlasting punishment, but the righteous into eternal life" 

· 2 Thessalonians 1:9, "These shall be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and from the glory of His power" 

· Hebrews 10:29, "Of how much worse punishment, do you suppose, will he be thought worthy who has trampled the Son of God underfoot, counted the blood of the covenant by which he was sanctified a common thing, and insulted the Spirit of grace?" 

· 2 Peter 2:9, "Then the Lord knows how to deliver the godly out of temptations and to reserve the unjust under punishment for the day of judgment" 

Al lists four things he seeks to accomplish during our exchange. I have summarized them as follows: 

1. Focus "on the need for better understanding with regard to the nature of man ... [and] of the final punishment of the unredeemed." I seek to accomplish this, too. 

2. Demonstrate "that no part of man survives physical death, and thus there is no intermediate holding area." These will be points of dispute. 

3. "Convey the true nature of final punishment." I will also pursue this objective. 

4. "Demonstrate that the traditional teaching pertaining to the destiny of the wicked comes ... from the great deceiver himself." Naturally, I think Al will attempt to demonstrate this, but he will fail miserably! 

I agree that these four items need to be incorporated into this debate. Therefore, at this early stage of the process, we appear to have mutually agreed upon the ground to be covered. 

In his closing paragraph, Al comments, "I am pleased that more and more disciples of Jesus Christ are beginning to seriously challenge what has been handed down to them." Of course, he is referring to the topic of this debate. However, "more and more disciples" are also "beginning to seriously challenge" other God-given "traditions" (2 Thessalonians 2:15; 1 Corinthians 11:2), including, but not limited to: 

· The necessity of water baptism (Acts 2:38; 22:16; Mark 16:16) 

· The role of women in the assembly (1 Corinthians 14:34-35) 

· The cessation of spiritual gifts (1 Corinthians 13:8-10) 

· A cappella singing in worship (Ephesians 5:19; Colossians 3:16) 

The fact that some brethren are accepting error in such matters fulfills the Spirit's declaration that "some will depart from the faith" (1 Timothy 4:1). 

"Truth has nothing to fear from honest investigation." I totally agree! Truth, and only truth, will make us free (John 8:32). 

Al concludes, "May the only 'winner' in this exercise be TRUTH!!!" To which I respond, "Amen!" And, as a result, may all who learn, accept, and proclaim that truth share in that magnificent victory! 

( ( ( 

Maxey's Second Article
OPENING REMARKS 

There was much in Thomas' second post with which I agree, and I find myself appreciating more and more the good spirit of this man in the way he approaches a most difficult topic. I would like to especially concur with the following statement: "Just because a person may make a weak or faulty argument, or misunderstand the teaching of a particular passage of scripture, does not mean that his position is necessarily wrong." I couldn't agree more. 
Although I have spent many years studying the companion topics of "the nature of man" and "the eternal destiny of the wicked," and have come to some strong convictions about what I believe to be God's revealed Truth pertaining to these matters, nevertheless I will be the first to admit that I do not have all the answers, and, frankly, a couple of passages still puzzle me somewhat and seem, at least on the surface, to challenge my conclusions. However, my training teaches me not to throw out a large body of evidence simply because one or two things continue to puzzle me. I am convinced the greater body of evidence points to an ultimate Truth, even though I have yet to fully reconcile to my own satisfaction a few troubling passages which seem, at first glance, inconsistent with that Truth. 

As Thomas correctly observes, failure to fully perceive the teaching of a particular passage here or there does not in itself proclaim one's overall position to be false. It simply declares the reality that we are all finite creatures seeking to comprehend the Infinite …. And that is a challenge to even the best minds among us. Thus, in the course of this debate I will not hesitate, on occasion, to acknowledge I lack complete understanding with regard to some passage. That does not sway me in the least, however, from the conviction that my position on this matter is the correct one. Instead, it just challenges me to further study and reflection for the purpose of greater clarification of my convictions and a better understanding of difficult passages. 
ULTIMATE DESTINY OF THE WICKED 

Thomas asked, "Al, please tell us exactly what 'the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed' is! Clarifying this now will help to focus upon the issue." I believe I answered this near the end of my previous post when I wrote: " … it will consist of the wicked being raised, condemned in judgment, and cast into the lake of fire. There they will suffer a horrible process of dying which will result in a death from which there will never be any subsequent resurrection to life. It is the 'second death,' and it is final. For as long as the redeemed will be alive with the Lord, the wicked will be dead apart from Him. The two destinies of mankind are LIFE and DEATH, not LIFE (in bliss) and LIFE (in misery)." 

In our subsequent exchange with one another we will discuss the above further, but that conveys my belief "in a nutshell." The ultimate destiny of the unredeemed is DEATH. Perhaps Paul stated it best in Romans 6:23 -- "For the wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord." I believe the aged apostle John suggests the same reality: "And the witness is this, that God has given us eternal life, and this life is in His Son. He who has the Son has the life; he who does not have the Son of God does not have the life" (1 John 5:11-12). God gave His Son that those who believe might have LIFE … the alternative, for those who do not embrace the Son in obedient faith, is to PERISH (John 3:16). This sentence will be carried out in the lake of fire, "which is the second death" (Revelation 20:14-15; 21:8). I believe commitment to the lake of fire is a DEATH sentence, not a LIFE sentence! It is a loss of life, not a life of loss! 
MY "CONVERSION" EXPERIENCE 

Thomas wrote: "He (Al) proceeds to describe his 'conversion' to the position he now holds after reading The Fire That Consumes by Edward Fudge. I would observe that although a person can be 'converted' to truth, he can also be 'converted' to error. Tragically, many Christians (and even some gospel preachers) have left the faith." 

I agree, Thomas. I think we would both agree, as well, that many who believe they are IN "the faith," have yet to find and embrace it! Some are not even looking, being fully convinced of the infallibility of their insights. There is no more distressing declaration than, "I already know what I believe; I have no need to study this further!" This statement was made to me by an aged member of the congregation where I preached when I began a study of this very topic in a Wednesday evening class. To her credit she DID participate in this study, and at the end of the series of lessons she altered her perspective pertaining to the nature of man and the eternal destiny of the unredeemed. 

Reading The Fire That Consumes was merely the FIRST step on a long, difficult journey, Thomas. It was not the conversion experience itself. That book merely served to present the problem and issue a challenge. My "conversion" came as I examined God's Word from cover to cover, verse by verse, in my quest for understanding of God's Truth on this topic. It was a frightening journey in many ways, especially as I began to detect the destination. I realized that my insights, if I dared to share them with my brethren, would likely cause me to be criticized and characterized as one who had "left the faith" to embrace "error" and "denominational deception." But, the quest for Truth is not for the faint of heart or those with thin skin. 

Thomas wrote: "The fact that Al changed from 'the same position … currently held by Thomas' to 'basically' the position held by Edward Fudge proves nothing about what the truth is on this topic!" You are absolutely correct in that statement, and I don't believe I have anywhere suggested otherwise. Although Edward and I agree on many points, that is totally irrelevant. All that ultimately matters is if my position agrees with the WORD. I believe it does. I am little concerned with the degree of agreement it may or may not have with the teachings of MEN. If it can be demonstrated to be OF GOD, then that is sufficient. 

Near the end of his post, Thomas wrote: "However, 'more and more disciples' are also 'beginning to seriously challenge' other God-given 'traditions.'" He then listed four such areas of challenge: The necessity of water baptism, the role of women in the assembly, the cessation of spiritual gifts, and a cappella singing in worship. I'm not exactly sure what any of these has to do with our current discussion, but I agree with Thomas that there are many areas of doctrine and practice which are being challenged and reexamined in light of God's Word. If in fact "our position" on each of these constitute God's TRUTH, then they have nothing to fear from intense examination. If, however, they prove to be more Tradition than Truth, then it seems to me it behooves us to determine that fact. After all, who among us really wants to be guilty of teaching as biblical doctrine the precepts of mere fallible men? (Matthew 15:9). Jesus makes it clear that elevating traditions beyond their proper place can result in the invalidation of God's Word (Matthew 15:6) and the transgression of His commandments (Matthew 15:3). The end result is that we worship Him "in vain" (Matthew 15:9). In light of this I would think it a positive development that "more and more disciples" are "beginning to seriously challenge" our every teaching and practice "to see if these things be so!" We dare not do so!!! 

Thomas, I believe every doctrine and practice in the church should be held up to the light of the Word and carefully scrutinized. It is not a sin to "challenge" our beliefs and practices; indeed, it is more likely to be sinful NOT TO!! Yes, Thomas, "some will depart from the faith" (1 Timothy 4:1). Others, however, will never truly KNOW what constitutes the faith because they never bothered to seek it, or to challenge what they presumed to be "the faith." They sought out the distinction of being called "Teacher," even though "they do not understand what they are saying or the matters about which they make confident assertions" (1 Timothy 1:7). I pray you and I will fall under neither condemnation, Thomas! 
APPROACH TO PREACHING 

Thomas wrote: "I have no reason to deny Al's account of his early preaching. However, my approach to preaching was (and still is) radically different. I did not 'proclaim' things I had 'blindly accepted.' Rather, I preached what I had studied in the Scriptures. My procedure in preparing lessons was (and still is) to 'search the Scriptures' to find out what is so." 

For what it is worth, Thomas, that is also MY methodology, and has been for many, many years. But, I will honestly admit that it was not so during my early years (about the first two years of preaching). After graduate school, I was a young man who thought he had "arrived," and who "knew it all." I had been given a body of doctrine by my forefathers in my religious heritage (churches of Christ) and a couple of degrees by my university .... What more did I need? After two years of preaching, I realized preaching was not for me. I stopped for four years and became the Executive Director of a state-funded facility that provided care & counseling for abused children and their families. During that time I came face to face with reality, and my place "in the eternal scheme of things!" Once God enlightened me to what proclaiming the Truth was really all about, I left there and moved my family to Germany to preach overseas. I have been preaching ever since .... And my approach to preaching became what you profess to have seen from the beginning. 

Yes, brother Thomas, you and I are in full agreement with regard to preaching, and how best to approach this awesome responsibility. I think Clark Pinnock, in his work Prospects for Systematic Theology, has stated the case well: "We cannot rest content with mere reiteration of earlier insights. A theology which seeks only to restate the system of some honored theological forerunner is less than fully biblical." J. I. Packer, in Fundamentalism and The Word of God, wrote: "We must never become enslaved to human tradition, and assume the complete rightness of our own established ways of thought and practice, and in so doing excuse ourselves from the duty of testing and reforming them by Scripture." Here is Charles Hodge's conclusion on this subject: "If we believe the Bible to be the Word of God, all we have to do is to ascertain what it teaches on this subject, and humbly submit." To this I would say, "Amen!" 
ETERNAL -- QUALITATIVE & QUANTITATIVE 

Thomas has requested that I elaborate on my comment with regard to the dual meaning and application of the word we translate "eternal" in the biblical text. I will be happy to do so. I hope the following information will prove helpful in our future discussion with one another. 

Some have suggested that the word "eternal" in many of our translations of the Bible always and only signifies "forever." This, however, is simply not the case, as a study of the original words in the text will quickly demonstrate. The root word for the adjective "aionios" is "aion" (from which we transliterate "eon"). The actual meaning of the term in Greek is "age" or "era." It appears 105 times in the NT writings. W.E. Vine states: "The force attaching to the word is NOT so much that of the ACTUAL LENGTH of a period, but that of a period marked by spiritual or moral characteristics" (An Expository Dictionary of NT Words). 

Although the word DOES denote the concept of "forever" in some passages, it just as often does NOT. The word is actually used two separate ways in Scripture: Qualitatively and Quantitatively. One must examine the context, as well as that which these words describe, to determine which meaning applies, or if both meanings are applicable. There is a tendency on the part of some interpreters to view "aion" and "aionios" as describing "time without end," however these words may also describe the quality of something, with no reference to time whatsoever! 

These words may additionally refer to time .... BUT, time of a limited duration! There are at least 70 occurrences in the Bible where these words qualify "objects of a temporary and limited nature ... signifying only an indeterminate duration of which the maximum is fixed by the intrinsic nature of the persons or things themselves" (Emmanuel Petavel). 

Notice just a few "eternal" things which are NOT "forever:" 

1. The sprinkling of blood on the doorpost --- "You shall observe this event as an ordinance for you and your children FOREVER" (Ex. 12:24). 

2. Aaron and his sons "shall have the priesthood by a PERPETUAL statute" (Ex. 29:9) .... "their anointing shall qualify them for a PERPETUAL priesthood throughout their generations" (Ex. 40:15). 

3. Caleb's inheritance --- "Surely the land on which your foot has trodden shall be an inheritance to you and to your children FOREVER" (Joshua 14:9). 

4. Solomon's Temple --- "I have surely built Thee a lofty house, a place for Thy dwelling FOREVER" (1 Kings 8:13). 

5. A "FOREVER" slave --- "You shall take an awl and pierce it through his ear into the door, and he shall be your servant FOREVER. And you shall do likewise to your maidservant" (Deut. 15:17). --- "Forever" here is obviously LIMITED to the length of the slave's life. If he only lives four more years, then "forever" is four years in duration. This verse in no way implies that the person in question will be one's slave throughout endless ages. 

6. To Gehazi, the servant of Elisha, it was said: "The leprosy of Naaman shall cleave to you and to your descendants FOREVER" (2 Kings 5:27). 

These are just a few of the many examples, but they demonstrate the truth that these words do not always refer to "time without end," but may actually mean "time of a LIMITED duration." An excellent NT example, by the way, would be the fig tree of Matthew 21:19 & Mark 11:14. 

One should also not overlook the fact that the Bible (especially the NT writings) uses "aion" and "aionios" in a QUALITATIVE sense (about half the time, actually). It speaks of this "present age" and the "age to come." It refers to QUALITIES of both ages or eras or realms, and not to the concept of time at all. "The word speaks of BEING, of which time is not a measure" (B.F. Westcott). The present age may be spoken of as "temporal," for example .... however, the age to come may be characterized as "eternal." This is not a matter of TIME, as the age to come is outside of time. Rather it speaks of the nature of that realm. 

Joseph A. Baird observes: "'Eternal fire,' for example, does not necessarily mean a fire that burns endlessly (quantitative meaning), but may also mean a fire 'peculiar to the realm and the nature of God' (qualitative meaning)." With regard to this punishment of eternal fire (Jude 7), Alan Richardson writes, "The real point is the CHARACTER of the punishment. It is that of the order of the Age to Come as contrasted with any earthly penalties" (An Introduction to the Theology of the NT). 

In the same way, when the NT speaks of "eternal life," the adjective "aionios" refers to "the QUALITY more than to the length of life" (Donald G. Bloesch, Essentials of Evangelical Theology). This certainly does NOT detract from the endlessness of this life, however, for Scripture clearly declares this life will not be terminated --- "We shall ALWAYS ("pantote") be with the Lord" (1 Thess. 4:17). 

This view of the Greek adjective is clearly "shown to be a legitimate interpretation, and cannot (so far as the texts containing the word 'eternal' are concerned) be called a forcing of Scripture to suit a theory" (Guillebaud, The Righteous Judge). 

In the course of this discussion we will examine such words as "destruction," "punishment," "fire," "life," and "damnation," just to mention a few. They are at times qualified by the term "eternal." The context will determine which of the meanings and applications of "eternal" best fits a particular passage (or if they both may fit). These we will examine in more depth as we get into a study of the nature of that punishment in the lake of fire. 
THOMAS' FIVE POINTS 

I think Thomas has summed up well the particulars wherein we differ with regard to his five points pertaining to the eternal destiny of the wicked. As he correctly points out, there are several areas where we will need to deal more extensively with what the Bible actually teaches. Thomas enumerates them as follows: 

1. "Al's comments clearly indicate the need for future discussion about 'Hades.'" 

2. "Al … disagrees with the idea of 'souls placed back in bodies.' Therefore, we will need to consider the nature of the resurrection." 

3. "Al … points out that we 'have vastly different perspectives of what constitutes this "punishment" upon the wicked.' Since Al 'basically' agrees with Ed Fudge, I conclude that he does have a 'different perspective' that we will need to explore as the discussion progresses." 

I look forward to discussing each of these more fully with my brother in Christ. 
CONCLUSION 

Thomas wrote: "At this early state of the process we appear to have mutually agreed upon the ground to be covered." I believe we have as well. The pathway to discovery is laid out before us. It is now time to begin the journey. 
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Thrasher's Third Article
In concluding his second article, Al wrote: "The pathway to discovery is laid out before us. It is now time to begin the journey." I am prepared to do just that in the course of the present offering. Before doing so, however, I will review a few remarks made by my friend. 
TROUBLING PASSAGES 
In his first article Al said, "After a couple of years of perhaps the most intense and extensive study of a topic I have ever done, I had to admit that Edward was basically right in his conclusions. In the years since, I have continued to do research and study on this issue." Notice that Al's study had been "intense and extensive" on our subject starting in the 1980's, and his "research and study" has continued "in the years since." 

In his second article he states, "I am convinced the greater body of evidence points to an ultimate Truth, even though I have yet to fully reconcile to my own satisfaction a few troubling passages which seem, at first glance, inconsistent with that Truth." He also says, "A couple of passages still puzzle me somewhat and seem, at least on the surface, to challenge my conclusions." 

It appears to me that these "few troubling passages" not only seemed inconsistent with Al's view "at first glance," but even after years of intense study on this subject, he has not been able to "fully reconcile" them! My brother, you have aroused my curiosity (and, no doubt, the curiosity of many of our readers). What are these "few troubling passages"? Please do not keep us in suspense! 

Al overlooked my request that he "explain to us how Ed's views were wrong (and, consequently, how Al's view is different from Ed's)." Instead, he said, "Although Edward and I agree on many points, that is totally irrelevant." The reason for my asking this was that many have read, or will read, Ed's book (that Al brought up!). If Ed's conclusions are "basically right," then they are evidently WRONG on some points. In fairness to the readers of Ed's book, Al should inform us of those wrong conclusions so that we can avoid being misled or confused by them, especially since Al relies so heavily on The Fire That Consumes. Notice a few examples: 

· Al quotes Clark Pinnock, "We cannot rest content with mere reiteration of earlier insights. A theology which seeks only to restate the system of some honored theological forerunner is less than fully biblical" (also cited by Ed on page 34 of his book). By the way, I agree with this sentiment. 

· Al quotes(?): "J. I. Packer, in Fundamentalism and The Word of God, wrote: 'We must never become enslaved to human tradition, and assume the complete rightness of our own established ways of thought and practice, and in so doing excuse ourselves from the duty of testing and reforming them by Scripture.'" I totally agree. It is interesting that Ed gives a more extended quotation from this statement on page 435 of his book; however, the wording of the two "quotations" is different! Ed's quote is from pages 69-70 of Packer's book. Al, from what page is your "quote"? 

· Al quotes Donald Bloesch: "In the same way, when the NT speaks of 'eternal life,' the adjective 'aionios' refers to 'the QUALITY more than to the length of life'" (also cited in The Fire That Consumes, page 42). I disagree! The meaning of "aionios" will be studied later in this article. 

· Al quotes Emmanuel Petavel, where he insists "these words qualify" (Ed says, "this word qualifies") "objects of a temporary and limited nature ... signifying only an indeterminate duration of which the maximum is fixed by the intrinsic nature of the persons or things themselves" (Ed cites Petavel's claim on page 39). 

· Al quotes B. F. Westcott as saying about aionios, "The word speaks of BEING, of which time is not a measure." However, when Ed gives the quote (page 42), he does not include "The word speaks of" as part of the quotation from Westcott. Has someone been careless in "quoting" here? 

· Al quotes Alan Richardson, "The real point is the CHARACTER of the punishment. It is that of the order of the Age to Come as contrasted with any earthly penalties" (Checking page 42 of Ed's book will confirm that Al is quoting Ed's citation from Richardson). 

· Al quotes Joseph A. Baird's observation that punishment and fire may be "peculiar to the realm and the nature of God" (cited by Ed on page 42). 

· Al's six "'eternal' things which are NOT 'forever'" (his emphasis) are taken from page 40 of Ed's book. I will examine such cases when considering the Hebrew word 'olam in another article. 

· Al quotes Charles Hodge: "If we believe the Bible to be the Word of God, all we have to do is to ascertain what it teaches on this subject, and humbly submit" (also quoted by Ed on page 34). AMEN! 

It is obvious that Al relies heavily on The Fire That Consumes in the defense of his position. Therefore, I call upon him to tell us how his position differs from Ed's. 

As urged by Hodge, I will seek to ascertain the meaning of DEATH and AIONIOS to see if their use supports Al's assertions in his second article. These words involve matters of significant difference between Al and me. Investigation of other words crucial to our discussion will be undertaken in subsequent articles. 
WHAT IS DEATH? 

Al says, "The ultimate destiny of the unredeemed is DEATH." I agree. He also says, "I believe commitment to the lake of fire is a DEATH sentence," and again I agree. However, he assumes that "death" is extinction/annihilation/cessation of existence. 

This was also the case with Ed Fudge in The Fire That Consumes. I cite a few instances of the "extinction" terminology from that book, endorsed by Al as "basically right in his conclusions." 

· "utter extinction into oblivion forever" (xiii) 

· "irreversible (therefore endless) extinction" (198) 

· "the everlasting loss of existence" (202) 

· "final extinction" (433) 

· "the total, everlasting extinction of the wicked" (436) 

When people misunderstand or incorrectly define words, they usually reach false conclusions. This is a fundamental problem of those who teach error. Let us seek to understand what "death" is, according to the Scriptures. 

In 1 Timothy 5:6 the apostle Paul wrote (the emphasis is mine): 

· "But she who gives herself to wanton pleasure is DEAD even while she LIVES" (NASB). 

· "...but the widow who lives for pleasure is DEAD even while she LIVES" (NRSV) 

· "But she who lives in pleasure is DEAD while she LIVES" (NKJV) 

· "...whereas she who is self-indulgent is DEAD even while she LIVES (RSV) 

· "But she that giveth herself to pleasure is DEAD while she LIVETH" (ASV) 

· "But she that liveth in pleasure is DEAD while she LIVETH" (KJV) 

If "death" is "extinction," then how could this woman be DEAD while she was LIVING? How can one EXIST and yet NOT EXIST at the same time? The truth is: "Death" is not NON-EXISTENCE, it is SEPARATION! This woman in 1 Timothy 5:6 was DEAD spiritually (separated from God because of her sins), although she was ALIVE physically (her spirit had not separated from her body). 

"Death" in the New Testament is usually translated from "thanatos" (Strong's #2288). 

· "...death, is used in Scripture of: (a) the separation of the soul (the spiritual part of man) from the body (the material part), the latter ceasing to function and turning to dust ... (b) the separation of man from God ... Death is the opposite of life; it never denotes non-existence. As spiritual life is 'conscious existence in communion with God,' so spiritual death is 'conscious existence in separation from God'" (An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words by W. E. Vine, vol. I, p. 276). 

· Physical DEATH occurs when the spirit SEPARATES from the body: "the body APART from the spirit is DEAD." (James 2:26, ASV). Luke 23:46, "And Jesus, crying with a loud voice, said, Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit: and having said this, he gave up the ghost." Genesis 35:18, "And it came to pass, as her [Rachel's] soul was departing (for she died) ..." 

· Paul wrote that Christians were DEAD to the law: "Wherefore, my brethren, ye also were made DEAD to the law through the body of Christ; that ye should be joined to another, even to him who was raised from the dead, that we might bring forth fruit unto God" (Romans 7:4). Does this mean that Christians are annihilated or become extinct? No!!! We are to serve God SEPARATE from the law. 

· Christians are to be DEAD to sin: "We who DIED to sin, how shall we any longer live therein? ... Even so reckon ye also yourselves to be DEAD unto sin, but alive unto God in Christ Jesus" (Romans 6:2, 11). We are to be SEPARATED from sin, not live in it! "My little children, these things write I unto you that ye may not sin" (1 John 2:1). 

· Spiritual DEATH involves SEPARATION from God: "And you did he make alive, when ye were DEAD through your trespasses and sins" (Ephesians 2:1). They were separated from God, but they were not extinct! Isaiah 59:2, "your iniquities have SEPARATED between you and your God." Green states: "in N. T., death ... spiritual condemnation, exclusion from salvation, the penal state of loss of salvation" (A Greek-English Lexicon To The New Testament by T. S. Green, p. 83). 

· Likewise, "the second death" (Revelation 20:14) is an ETERNAL SEPARATION from God. In the judgment Jesus will say to those on the left hand, "Depart from me, ye cursed, into the eternal fire (Matthew 25:41). "In the spiritual sense death is a separation from God, or spiritual night ... The second death ... is definitely final separation from God ... spiritual death, or separation from fellowship with the Creator ... Consummation of the judgment ushers in the second death, eternal and absolute separation from God in the lake of fire and brimstone" (The Zondervan Pictorial Bible Dictionary, p. 209). 

My conclusion is that "death" is a SEPARATION, not an EXTINCTION as Al's position on the eternal destiny of the wicked requires. 
A STUDY OF THE GREEK WORD AIONIOS 

I will list every occurrence of "aionios" in the New Testament. Notice how this word is translated in the KJV (in UPPER CASE) and the ASV [in brackets]. 

· Matthew 18:8, "to be cast into EVERLASTING fire" ["eternal"] 

· Matthew 19:16, "that I may have ETERNAL life?" ["eternal"] 

· Matthew 19:29, "shall inherit EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· Matthew 25:41, "ye cursed, into EVERLASTING fire" ["eternal"] 

· Matthew 25:46, "go away into EVERLASTING punishment" ["eternal"] 

· Matthew 25:46, "but the righteous into life ETERNAL" ["eternal"] 

· Mark 3:29, "in danger of ETERNAL damnation" ["eternal"] 

· Mark 10:17, "that I may inherit ETERNAL life?" ["eternal"] 

· Mark 10:30, "in the world to come ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Luke 10:25, "what shall I do to inherit ETERNAL life?" ["eternal"] 

· Luke 16:9, "receive you into EVERLASTING habitations" ["eternal"] 

· Luke 18:18, "what shall I do to inherit ETERNAL life?" ["eternal"] 

· Luke 18:30, "in the world to come life EVERLASTING" ["eternal"] 

· John 3:15, "not perish, but have ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 3:16, "not perish, but have EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 3:36, "believeth on the Son hath EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 4:14, "springing up into EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 4:36, "gathereth fruit unto life ETERNAL" ["eternal"] 

· John 5:24, "that sent me, hath EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 5:39, "ye think ye have ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 6:27, "which endureth unto EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 6:40, "on him, may have EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 6:47, "believeth on me hath EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· John 6:54, "drinketh my blood, hath ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 6:68, "thou hast the words of ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 10:28, "I give unto them ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 12:25, "shall keep it unto life ETERNAL" ["eternal"] 

· John 12:50, "his commandment is life EVERLASTING" ["eternal"] 

· John 17:2, "he should give ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· John 17:3, "this is life ETERNAL" ["eternal"] 

· Acts 13:46, "unworthy of EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· Acts 13:48, "as many as were ordained to ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Romans 2:7, "honour and immortality, ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Romans 5:21, "through righteousness unto ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Romans 6:22, "and the end EVERLASTING life" ["eternal"] 

· Romans 6:23, "the gift of God is ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Romans 16:25, "kept secret since the WORLD began" ["kept in silence through times eternal"] 

· Romans 16:26, "commandment of the EVERLASTING God" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Corinthians 4:17, "exceeding and ETERNAL weight of glory" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Corinthians 4:18, "things which are not seen are ETERNAL" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Corinthians 5:1, "with hands, ETERNAL in the heavens" ["eternal"] 

· Galatians 6:8, "shall of the Spirit reap life EVERLASTING" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Thessalonians 1:9, "be punished with EVERLASTING destruction" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Thessalonians 2:16, "hath given us EVERLASTING consolation" ["eternal"] 

· 1 Timothy 1:16, "believe on him to life EVERLASTING" ["eternal"] 

· 1 Timothy 6:12, "lay hold on ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 Timothy 6:16, "be honour and power EVERLASTING" ["eternal"] 

· 1 Timothy 6:19, "they must lay hold on ETERNAL life" [not in ASV text] 

· 2 Timothy 1:9, "in Christ Jesus before the WORLD began" ["in Christ Jesus before times eternal"] 

· 2 Timothy 2:10, "in Christ Jesus with ETERNAL glory" ["eternal"] 

· Titus 1:2, "hope of ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Titus 1:2, "which God, that cannot lie, promised before the WORLD began" ["which God, who cannot lie, promised before times eternal"] 

· Titus 3:7, "to the hope of ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Philemon 15, "thou shouldest receive him FOR EVER" ["for ever"] 

· Hebrews 5:9, "the author of ETERNAL salvation" ["eternal"] 

· Hebrews 6:2, "and of ETERNAL judgment" ["eternal"] 

· Hebrews 9:12, "having obtained ETERNAL redemption" ["eternal"] 

· Hebrews 9:14, "who through the ETERNAL Spirit" ["eternal"] 

· Hebrews 9:15, "the promise of ETERNAL inheritance" ["eternal"] 

· Hebrews 13:20, "blood of the EVERLASTING covenant" ["eternal"] 

· 1 Peter 5:10, "called us unto his ETERNAL glory" ["eternal"] 

· 2 Peter 1:11, "into the EVERLASTING kingdom" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 1:2, "shew unto you that ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 2:25, "promised us, even ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 3:15, "no murderer hath ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 5:11, "God hath given to us ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 5:13, "know that ye have ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· 1 John 5:20, "the true God, and ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Jude 7, "suffering the vengeance of ETERNAL fire" ["eternal"] 

· Jude 21, "Lord Jesus Christ unto ETERNAL life" ["eternal"] 

· Revelation 14:6, "having the EVERLASTING gospel" ["eternal"] 

As you see, in the great majority of cases, "aionios" is translated by the word "eternal." 

A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich, Danker) defines "aionios" as "eternal" and gives three subcategories: "without beginning," "without beginning or end," and "without end." Matthew 18:8, 25:41, 25:46, Mark 3:29, 2 Thessalonians 1:9, and Hebrews 6:2 are all specifically listed in this lexicon in category 3: "WITHOUT END"! 

· Matthew 18:8, "EVERLASTING fire" -- the fire is without end! 

· Matthew 25:41, "EVERLASTING fire" -- the fire is without end! 

· Matthew 25:46, "EVERLASTING punishment" -- the punishment is without end! 

· Mark 3:29, "ETERNAL damnation" -- the damnation is without end! 

· 2 Thessalonians 1:9, "EVERLASTING destruction" -- the destruction is without end! 

· Hebrews 6:2, "ETERNAL judgment" -- the judgment is without end! 

Apart from reliance upon a multitude of denominational authors (who have scarcely a notion of the true scheme of redemption or of God's kingdom) and a few brethren to whom such writers offer some sort of attractive appeal, the Bible makes very clear the meaning of "aionios" with respect to: 

· God -- He is eternal (Romans 16:26; Hebrews 9:14) 

· Redemption -- It is eternal (Hebrews 9:12) 

· Salvation -- It is eternal (Hebrews 5:9) 

· Inheritance -- It is eternal (Hebrews 9:15) 

· Kingdom -- It is eternal (2 Peter 1:11) 

· Life -- It is eternal (Titus 1:2; 3:7; 1 John 2:25) 

And also (as indicated above) with respect to: 

· Fire, Punishment, Damnation, Destruction, and Judgment -- ETERNAL! 

Let us persevere in warning the unregenerate and unfaithful about their existence throughout eternity, rather than proclaiming a false hope of their eventual EXTINCTION! 
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Maxey’s Third Article

TROUBLING PASSAGES AND "FUDGISM" 

Thomas referred to my observation that after years of "intense and extensive … research and study" into the nature of man and the nature of final punishment I still have not arrived at perfection of perception with regard to this matter. My only defense, I suppose, is that God has chosen to create me finite, and thus I shall likely always struggle in my attempt to grasp the realities of the Infinite. In the course of these years, and through this intensive inquiry, I have come to a very firm conviction of what I believe God's Truth to be. Do I still have questions? Absolutely. Do I at times find myself puzzling over some passage in Scripture or some challenge posed to me by a fellow disciple? Yes, I do. By engaging in further study, though, I generally come to an acceptable and rational understanding of those issues, but in a few cases the research and reflection continue. I don't profess to have "arrived!" Frankly, I would be highly skeptical of anyone who had any other experience with their quest to perceive the eternal Truths of our God. None of us have yet attained perfect knowledge or understanding; thus, we all continue to face challenges, from without and within, to our beliefs and practices. I doubt Thomas is any different. 
Thomas has seemingly implied, at least that was my perception of his comments, that years of intense study should have produced within me an absolute certainty with no further doubts. I do indeed know some people who feel, and don't hesitate to assert, that they have arrived at perfect perception of virtually every eternal truth. I do not arrogantly claim such infallible insight, however. I am merely a finite, fallible student of the Word who often has far more questions than answers. The more I study, the stronger my convictions become. That is true. However, I shall never attain to that state of absolute perfection of perception that some of my fellow disciples seem to believe they themselves have already acquired. Thus, I shall continue to admit to Thomas and others that my inquiries continue, as does my quest for better understanding of some things that occasionally puzzle me. 

Thomas asked, "My brother, you have aroused my curiosity (and, no doubt, the curiosity of many of our readers). What are these 'few troubling passages'? Please do not keep us in suspense!" My worthy opponent, by his own admission, has been in numerous debates on a great many different topics and thus is well aware that such a question is not about to be answered early on in the course of an ongoing debate!! I have to assume, therefore, that it was asked somewhat "tongue-in-cheek," and I shall approach it on that basis. No debater worth his "salt" would ever provide his opponent with a list of what that opponent might perceive to be "weak points." That would be ludicrous. Thus, neither shall I. Are there matters about which I continue to seek clarification as I research God's Word? Yes. And I shall leave it right there for the moment. In the course of this debate we will have the opportunity to discuss some of these together. Who knows? --- Thomas may even be able to enlighten me on a few of them, as I hope to enlighten him on several points of doctrine. 

Let me stress this, however ... and I'm sure that Thomas will agree: This discussion between us is not about one man "winning" and the other "losing." This is about a mutual quest for ultimate Truth in the matter of the nature of man and the final disposition of the wicked. In the course of this exchange I will readily acknowledge those areas, as we come to them, where I may still struggle with a lack of perfect comprehension of God's purpose. I would hope Thomas would do the same (unless he perceives himself to be beyond such personal struggle). We shall progress from point to point logically, with weaknesses and strengths of both positions becoming evident to the readers of this debate. Our purpose, I pray, is simply to present both perspectives to the public, as fully and honestly as we can, and allow them to determine for themselves, in light of the Word, which position, if either, better conveys ultimate Truth!! 

I expect to take a somewhat light-hearted approach at times with my brother, as he has seemingly taken in the above "don't keep me in suspense" query (if I have perceived it correctly)! We are brethren, after all, and our common purpose is to glorify our God and more perfectly perceive His will for our lives. Thus, I shall avoid, as I hope Thomas will, anything that might lead us into a tense, less than civil and Christian exchange with one another. 

It is obvious that Thomas and I differ over the subject matter of our debate. We differ greatly, and we are both passionate about our convictions. We also are unlikely, realistically, to convert the other to our own point of view, although both of us are likely hopeful. The reality, therefore, is that in the course of this debate we will need, at times, to simply acknowledge we are unable to come to agreement on some point and move on to the next logical point in our exchange. To expect one of us to concede to the other on each point before progressing to the next is unrealistic and will only succeed in bringing this debate to an untimely demise. Again, we shall each present our position to the best of our individual abilities, and then we shall need to leave the matter in the hands of the readers. 

Thomas has pointed out that I quoted from Edward Fudge's book on several occasions in my previous posts. That is true. In the course of this debate I shall quote from a great many sources. Thomas will likely do the same. This has led my brother to make the following observation: "It is obvious that Al relies heavily on The Fire That Consumes in the defense of his position." 

As this discussion between us progresses it will become obvious that this is simply not the case. Yes, Edward's book was my first introduction to God's Truth on this matter, however I do not consider his book to be the "final word" on this subject. Far from it! To be sure, in the library of materials I have accumulated over the years, his work is a valued addition ... but, it is one of the LESSER pieces. In these early posts I have indeed quoted from him perhaps more than others. That will change dramatically as we move along. Thus, I would urge my brother Thomas not to read too much into a few quotes at this early stage of the debate. 

Thomas has also read far too much into my statement about perceiving Fudge's conclusions to be "basically right." Bro. Thrasher asks, "If Ed's conclusions are 'basically right,' then they are evidently WRONG on some points. In fairness to the readers of Ed's book, Al should inform us of those wrong conclusions so that we can avoid being misled or confused by them, especially since Al relies so heavily on The Fire That Consumes." 

Again, I do not rely heavily on The Fire That Consumes, as will become increasingly apparent during the course of this debate. Further, Thomas once again seeks to entice an opponent in a public debate into "revealing his cards." Sorry, but that just ain't done, as you well know. Thus, again, I choose to take this as somewhat "tongue in cheek," since I think Thomas knows better than to request such a thing. 

But, even more importantly, and more to the point, Thomas has simply misinterpreted my use of a figure of speech (at least this is how it is employed by ME); one which I frequently employ. Let me explain. I doubt that I have ever encountered a single person with whom I agreed 100% on everything. Indeed, I'm not sure such is even possible. Thus, it is rare that I will declare absolute agreement with any particular author or book. About the best I will do is to declare I "basically agree" with the overall conclusions of a specific work. That does not necessarily imply that I am aware of specific errors, it's just that I personally do not proclaim unequivocal or unreserved agreement with anyone ... and that includes brother Fudge. I am not a "Fudgite," nor am I a disciple of "Fudgism." 

Edward and I are in basic agreement on this position (with regard to the major tenets), and I appreciate his scholarship, but I follow no man. My personal convictions are based on a personal study of God's Word. The Fire That Consumes challenged me to greater study of this topic, and I thank Edward (he does not like being called "Ed," by the way) for that incentive to begin my quest, but I do not rely upon it heavily. Indeed, I haven't read it in many years, and consider some of his arguments on certain passages to be less fully developed than what I find in other studies and what I have done in my own research. His work was a starting point --- nothing more. Thus, I would urge my brother Thomas not to read more into my statement than is warranted. Assumptions can be a dangerous thing! 
THE CONCEPT OF "DEATH" 

Thomas stated, "When people misunderstand or incorrectly define words, they usually reach false conclusions. This is a fundamental problem of those who teach error." I agree with this observation. It is even sometimes a problem among those who teach Truth! The two of us, therefore, need to define "death." Thomas provided us with his reasoning from several passages of Scripture, and then stated: "My conclusion is that 'death' is a SEPARATION, not an EXTINCTION." My opponent has admittedly assumed that my own definition of "death" is: "extinction" or "annihilation" or "cessation of existence." 

Actually, I would agree with Thomas' view that "death" is a "separation." What is essential for us to determine in each context, however, is: (1) What is being separated from what/whom, and (2) what is the ultimate effect of that separation? The full impact of "death" cannot truly be perceived without this larger perspective. In other words, merely acknowledging that a "separation" exists does not truly define "death." One must further seek to determine what happens to that which has experienced this separation. What is the RESULT, or resultant state? Only then will one truly grasp the biblical concept of "death." 

Let me just plainly state the problem at the beginning of this discussion. There is a perception among many who embrace the so-called "Traditionalist" position that "death" does not truly exist. No person (the actual "person" himself) ever truly dies, but is just released from one state to live more fully than before in another. That is one of the major differences between Thomas and me. I believe that when a person is DEAD, then that person (body and being/soul) has been completely separated/severed from LIFE. Death, therefore, is a cessation of life for the entire person, not just a part of him (more about this as we examine the nature of man). 

The opposing view was dramatically displayed in the December 2001 issue of "The Banner of Truth" (a publication of some within the churches of Christ) in a lengthy poem entitled "There Is No Death" by J. L. McCreery. The title really says it all. In this poem the author states (and this is just a small snippet): 
We bear their senseless dust to rest,
And say that they are "dead."
They are not dead! They have but passed
Beyond the mists that blind us here
Into the new and larger life
Of that serener sphere.

And ever near us, though unseen
The dear, immortal spirits tread --
For all the boundless universe
Is Life -- there are no dead!
Throughout the poem the author speaks of these "dead" ones being "transplanted into Paradise," and he declares, "they still are here and love us yet." Thus, "death" has merely separated these persons from us; they are not really dead, but actually more alive than ever before. Death is not cessation or extinction of life, according to this view, but an enhancement of it ... at least for the righteous "dead." For the wicked "dead," it would be perceived more as a "life of loss" than a "loss of life." I disagree completely with this view. 

Yes, the concept of "death" appears many times in Scripture, and it is used several different ways. In each a separation takes place of one thing from another, and the dramatic effect in each is a loss of life, not an enhancement of life. The three types of "death" that are of primary concern to humans are often characterized as: physical, spiritual and eternal. "Theological distinctions are usually made between physical death, spiritual death, and eternal death and in general these are vital; but ... it appears that death in its totality is the result of sin. One must remember also that in the Biblical view, man is a psychosomatic unity. The whole man is the subject of death" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Volume 2, p. 70). This latter is an important distinction. Thomas embraces a dualistic view of the nature of man --- man being made up of distinct living parts, one of which is subject to death, the other of which is not (and which survives the death of the other ... indeed is freed to fuller life by the death of the other). We shall examine this doctrine of "immortal soulism" more as we study the nature of man in subsequent posts. 

Let us examine the three biblical concepts of death in greater depth: 

1. PHYSICAL DEATH. This is perhaps the best-known type of death. In Genesis 2:7 we are taught that God formed man from the dust of the ground (the common elements of the physical universe around us), and He "breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being/soul." In future posts on the nature of man we will examine each of these elements: body, breath/spirit and being/soul. The important point to note here, however, is that an animated physical body is a LIVING body. The person is a living BEING. "Living soul" is what a person IS, not what a person HAS. When the breath of life is withdrawn from man, then what is left is no longer a living body, but a dead body. That body then returns to the elements from which it was drawn. "By the sweat of your face you shall eat bread, till you return to the ground, because from it you were taken; for you are dust, and to dust you shall return" (Genesis 3:19). Solomon describes this withdrawal of "breath/spirit" this way: "Then the dust will return to the earth as it was, and the breath/spirit will return to God who gave it" (Ecclesiastes 12:7). In Psalm 104:29 (which is actually speaking of animals) we read, "Thou dost take away their breath/spirit, they expire, and return to their dust." 

Physical death is a LOSS of the breath of life, and the effect is the return of the body to the earth. A separation takes place. The body is separated from the breath, and a LOSS OF LIFE results. I don't think anyone would suggest that this separation should be perceived as a physical enhancement of life. When body and breath are separated, the result is a DEAD body, not a LIVING one! Life is not enriched physically, but rather terminated. Life for this person is extinguished. This is an appointment each of us must keep (unless privileged to be alive at the Parousia) --- "It is appointed unto men once to die, and after this the judgment" (Hebrews 9:27). 

"Although variously interpreted throughout the OT and NT, death is basically understood as the termination of life on earth. Most frequently it indicates the end of an individual's existence" (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Volume 1, p. 898). 

2. SPIRITUAL DEATH. The Bible often refers to that condition of being separated from one's God (during this present life on earth) as a type of "death." This is commonly characterized among men as a "spiritual" death so as to distinguish it from physical loss of life. Thus, in many ways it constitutes a loss of the "abundant life" one has in an intimate relationship with one's God. "Your iniquities have made a separation between you and your God, and your sins have hidden His face from you, so that He does not hear" (Isaiah 59:2). This "separation" is viewed as a type of "death," although the person continues to remain alive physically. It is a "death" in the sense that it is a LOSS OF LIFE … that abundant life that comes from intimacy with Deity. That blessed union is severed with the life GIVER, and the result is: one is cut off from the very source of life Himself. That is indeed a separation best characterized as a "death;" a loss of life. 

Jesus likens Himself to a vine on one occasion, and He declares that we who are IN HIM are all branches. However, if we should be "separated" from this vine (severed from Christ), the result is "death" -- we wither and die (John 15:1-6). This is a separation resulting in LOSS OF LIFE. Jesus declares that He is the LIFE (John 14:6), thus to be separated from HIM is to be separated from the abundant LIFE He came to bring. 

Thomas alluded to this "spiritual death" in his reference to 1 Timothy 5:6 --- "But she who gives herself to wanton pleasure is dead even while she lives." Although physically still a living, breathing body, nevertheless in relationship to the LIFE GIVER HIMSELF she is separated by her sins. And to be separated from Him, and that abundant life IN HIM, is truly a loss of life; a "death." Living in sin is not an "enhancement" of that abundant life, but truly a repudiation and negation of it. The ultimate result of such a willful severing of one's being/soul from Him in this physical existence will be a judgment one day of unfitness for everlasting existence with Him in the new heavens and earth. To willfully separate from Him HERE will result in an everlasting separation from Him HEREAFTER!! 

All of us, at some point in our physical lives, are "dead in our sins" and thus "separate" from our God. This is the concept of "spiritual death," and it is seen often in Scripture. Yes, it IS a "loss of life" in the sense we are not in a relationship with the life-Giver, and if we hope to put on immortality at the resurrection, then we must come to Him who is the way, the truth, and the LIFE. "He who has the Son has the life; he who does not have the Son of God does not have the life" (1 John 5:12). Thus, being separate from HIM is truly a LOSS OF LIFE; a "spiritual death." We are DEAD in our trespasses and sins, and as such are fit only for ultimate destruction in the lake of fire, which is the second death. 

"All men are by nature spiritually dead, that is, alienated from God the Source of life by sin, insensible to divine things, unresponsive to His laws" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 2, p. 71). "… and therefore, although they still live in this world, their attitude to sin, the law and the world is to be that of dead men" (ibid, p. 72). Jesus told the church in Sardis, "You have a name that you are alive, but you are dead" (Revelation 3:1). They had separated themselves from a relationship with and service to their Lord, and that is truly a "death" experience, a loss of life. Notice carefully the following passages: 

· "And you were dead in your trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked according to the course of this world" (Ephesians 2:1-2). 

· "And when you were dead in your transgressions ... He made you alive together with Him, having forgiven us all our transgressions" (Colossians 2:13). 

· "For this son of mine was dead, and has come to life again; he was lost, and has been found" (Luke 15:24 ... the words of the father in the Parable of the Prodigal Son). 

· "But Jesus said to him, 'Follow Me; and allow the dead to bury their own dead'" (Matthew 8:22). Here we see both the physical and "spiritual" usages of this concept of death. 

Matthew Henry, in his commentary on this wanton widow, refers to such persons as being "dead in trespasses and sins; they are in the world to no purpose, buried alive as to the great ends of living." To become separated from one's purpose in life, and from one's God, is truly to be "dead" even though still physically animated. Thayer, in his lexicon, describes this "death" as "the loss of a life consecrated to God and blessed in Him on earth" (p. 283). It is a LOSS of life's purpose and focus; indeed, it is a LOSS of relationship with the life-Giver Himself. It is truly a "death," a cessation of union with Him. Such carries only one ultimate prospect: eternal death. 

3. ETERNAL DEATH. "Those who remain in spiritual death throughout their lives and do not believe on the Son of God, die in their sins (John 8:21, 24) ... and in the Day of Judgment will be consigned to a state of eternal separation from God, called in Scripture the second death (Revelation 21:8)" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Volume 2, p. 71). 

There is obviously a vital connection between #2 and #3. These meanings "cannot always be clearly distinguished ... since spiritual death merges into eternal death" (Arndt, Gingrich, Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the NT and Other Early Christian Literature, p. 351). 

It is this "eternal" death, the "second death" to be experienced in the lake of fire, that is the ultimate destiny of the wicked. It is this death that is, in part, the focus of this debate. What is the nature of this second death? Is it just a continuation of life? Is it a life of loss as opposed to a loss of life? Is it the cessation of life or the preservation of life? Is it termination of life or perpetuation of life? This will be examined in some depth in the course of this debate. However, for the record, I will declare that I believe the biblical view is that the second death is a termination of life itself. It is not only an everlasting separation from the Giver of life; it is also an everlasting separation from the gift of life itself. In the lake of fire the raised unredeemed will be ultimately and completely destroyed, deprived of life, and will cease to be. This will not be a pleasant experience; no death is. It will be agonizing. But the process of dying will result in a death, and that death (that separation from life and the life-Giver) will be forever!! 

Yes, Thomas, I believe "death" is a SEPARATION. But the result -- the effect -- of such a separation is not an enhanced life, it is a forfeited life! Whether it is physical, spiritual or eternal, the Bible portrays "death" as a severing of one from life itself, not a preservation or continuation of life. It is a LOSS of life, and in the final reckoning it is a forever loss!! 
THE GREEK WORD AIONIOS 

I appreciate the fact that Thomas has listed each of the occurrences of "aionios" in the New Testament documents. Not everyone has access to a good Greek concordance, thus this is a valuable resource for our readers. Yes, most translations do indeed translate this word "eternal." As I pointed out in my last post, this term has both qualitative and quantitative significance and application, and one must carefully examine the context, and the object being described, to determine which applies, or if both may apply. It is simply inaccurate to suggest or assume, as some do, that this term exclusively refers to the notion: "without end." I am not saying this is what Thomas has done, but merely point this out to the reader so that they will not be misled by those who DO make such assertions. 

It is equally essential, when interpreting passages of Scripture in which "aionios" is employed, to understand the vital distinction between a process and a result, and to perceive unto which the term is being applied. For example, in Matthew 25:46 Jesus speaks of some going away into "eternal punishment." It is critical to determine if He is referring to an everlasting PUNISHING (process) or an everlasting PUNISHMENT (result). If "eternal" in this passage has a quantitative application (and I believe it does, as well as a qualitative one), then one must seek to determine what exactly endures "without end." Is it the punishing or the resultant punishment? At an execution, for example, when a person is placed within the gas chamber, the dying process will be most unpleasant; it will be torment! This punishing process, however, does bring about the desired result: death. The punishment prescribed is DEATH, not DYING. The latter is the process that brings about the result, and although it is truly a factor in the overall punishment, it in no way constitutes the punishment itself. Thus, when one is sentenced to death, the punishment is death, not dying; it is result, not process. 

Our God has declared that the "wages of sin is DEATH" (Romans 6:23). He didn't say DYING, He said DEATH. Thus, the punishment prescribed by our God is perceived as an achievable RESULT. The wages of sin is not a never-ending process of torturous dying, but an admittedly fearful execution of justice that RESULTS in a DEATH. And that death is everlasting. Once the death sentence has been carried out, and the result that was promised achieved, it is permanent. There is no future reversal, no future resurrection to life from the second death. It is forever!! 

What Thomas has done is essentially to declare the PROCESS to be everlasting, rather than the RESULT. According to his view it is not DEATH that is eternal, it is DYING! In other words, the result promised by God is never actually achieved. To make this view more palatable, its proponents have insisted that death is not truly a loss of life, but rather a life of loss. It is simply a "separation" from God, but immortal life nevertheless. Thus, the unredeemed also experience an everlasting LIFE, it is just life apart from the Sustainer of life. 

This poses an interesting dilemma, however. If one is cut off from the Sustainer of life, then how is one's life sustained? There are only a couple of possibilities, it seems to me: (1) God Himself preserves the life of the wicked for the purpose of torturing them endlessly, or (2) man is inherently immortal and thus incapable of having his life extinguished. Which of these views Thomas embraces is not clear to me, but I suspect the latter. Thus, we will need to examine the nature of man in the course of this debate. 

I believe man is not inherently immortal, thus God can and will destroy both body and being/soul in the lake of fire (Matthew 10:28). I further believe that it is a RESULT that will ultimately and finally be achieved with regard to the fate of the wicked, not a ceaseless process leading nowhere. Thus, eternal punishment is a result that is forever, and that specified result is DEATH. This "death" is not a preservation of life, but an extinction of it. The result of being cut off/separated from God is death, not life; cessation of existence, not continuation of it. 

Let's look at another example: Hebrews 9:12 in which mention is made of an "eternal redemption." Is this a result or a process? Is the author seeking to convey the idea of a never-ending process of redeeming; one that never actually results in a final redemption? Of course not! The context makes it very clear that it is the RESULT (redemption itself) that is both quantitatively and qualitatively "eternal." It would be of no comfort to us whatsoever if our Lord was continually and forever in the process of seeking to redeem us, but the resultant redemption was unattainable. It is thus redemption itself, not the redeeming process, that continues without end. 

I point this distinction out now as it will become evident in future posts that this distinction is a vital one. By not perceiving it, one can and will formulate fallacious doctrines with respect to the final destiny of the wicked. 

I completely agree with Thomas when he declares "the Bible makes very clear the meaning of 'aionios' with respect to" God, redemption, salvation, inheritance, kingdom, life, fire, punishment, damnation, destruction, and judgment. I believe the Bible is clear on this, as well. I believe the Bible is also clear on the distinction between process and result, and which is being characterized as "eternal." It is judgment, not judging. It is destruction, not destroying. It is death, not dying. It is punishment, not punishing. A failure to distinguish this vital fact will not serve one well in his quest for Truth with regard to the final disposition of the wicked. 
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 

I would like to conclude this rather lengthy post with a couple of observations about a couple of statements made by Thomas near the end of his last submission to this debate. 

1. Thomas wrote: "Apart from reliance upon a multitude of denominational authors (who have scarcely a notion of the true scheme of redemption or of God's kingdom) and a few brethren to whom such writers offer some sort of attractive appeal, the Bible makes it very clear the meaning of 'aionios' with respect to..." 

I personally believe such statements are inflammatory and serve no real purpose in the context of our debate. They are prejudicial, biased and frankly too often designed to cast a shadow on the motivations and character of one's opponent. Thomas and I both undoubtedly have in our possession, and make reference to on occasion, the writings of individuals who are not members of our own religious heritage (churches of Christ). It is rather arrogant, and blatantly false, to characterize any and all outside our heritage as persons "who have scarcely a notion of the true scheme of redemption or of God's kingdom." To the contrary. Some probably perceive it better than we do! But that is neither here nor there. Just because a scholar isn't within the "church of Christ" church does not thereby invalidate anything he may say with respect to the subject matter currently under consideration. I would hope that we could rise above such casting of aspersions and implied "guilt by association" in future posts. 

2. Thomas concluded with this remark: "Let us persevere in warning the unregenerate and unfaithful about their existence throughout eternity, rather than proclaiming a false hope of their eventual EXTINCTION!" 

I could see this as being perhaps the final statement of Thomas in his closing remarks to this debate. However, we have just begun this exchange, and Thomas has yet to establish in the minds of our readers his own perception as constituting TRUTH and my interpretation of the biblical evidence as "a false hope." Therefore, such a plea seems a bit premature at best, and, again, somewhat prejudicial. After all, at the end of this debate the reader just may be convicted that Thomas' position is the "false hope," and not mine! Thus, until the "evidence is in," I would caution against "closing remarks" to the jury!! 

May I again take this opportunity to thank my brother-in-Christ for what has thus far been a marvelous journey toward greater understanding of God's eternal purpose for the unredeemed. I look forward to delving even deeper into the Word with you, Thomas. May God richly bless you, brother! 
( ( ( 

Thrasher's Fourth Article
As usual, I want to begin this article by reviewing a few of my friend's statements. 

With respect to my request that Al supply us with a list of the "few troubling passages" to which he alluded, he remarked, "No debater worth his 'salt' would ever provide his opponent with a list of what that opponent might perceive to be 'weak points.' That would be ludicrous." I don't think it is "ludicrous" if our desire is to ascertain TRUTH on this subject! My desire was merely to be sure that these passages (to which he alluded, but which he refused to divulge) are not omitted from this discussion. However, it is quite possible that some of them may be omitted, since Al wrote, "In the course of this debate we will have the opportunity to discuss SOME of these together" (emphasis mine). 
Al says, "It is obvious that Thomas and I differ over the subject matter of our debate ... we shall each present our position to the best of our individual abilities, and then we shall need to leave the matter in the hands of the readers." With this I concur. 

Al clarifies his position with reference to Edward Fudge and The Fire That Consumes: "Thomas has also read far too much into my statement about perceiving Fudge's conclusions to be 'basically right.' Thus, it is rare that I will declare absolute agreement with any particular author or book. About the best I will do is to declare I 'basically agree' with the overall conclusions of a specific work. That does not necessarily imply that I am aware of specific errors, it's just that I personally do not proclaim unequivocal or unreserved agreement with anyone ... and that includes brother Fudge." He adds, "I am not a 'Fudgite,' nor am I a disciple of 'Fudgism.'" I accept Al's explanation. Therefore, I do not plan to mention Edward or his book again in this debate, unless Al brings them up. 
THE CONCEPT OF "DEATH" 

Al says, "The two of us, therefore, need to define 'death.' Thomas provided us with his reasoning from several passages of Scripture, and then stated: 'My conclusion is that "death" is a SEPARATION, not an EXTINCTION.' My opponent has admittedly assumed that my own definition of 'death' is: 'extinction' or 'annihilation' or 'cessation of existence.'" I am puzzled by Al's statement. Is he denying that he believes "death" is extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence? Increasing my uncertainty about his position, Al states: "Actually, I would agree with Thomas' view that 'death' is a 'separation.'" 

In order to avoid misunderstanding him on such a crucial matter (what "death" is), I ask him simply: What is "death"? 

1. Death is extinction -- yes or no 

2. Death is annihilation -- yes or no 

3. Death is cessation of existence -- yes or no 

4. Death is separation -- yes or no 

5. Death is __________ (please specify) 

I made my position clear in my third article: Death is separation, not extinction! I anticipate Al's unequivocal response to the question. 

My friend comments, "....merely acknowledging that a 'separation' exists does not truly define 'death.' One must further seek to determine what happens to that which has experienced this separation. What is the RESULT, or resultant state?" This I have done! I showed that "death" refers to different types of "separation," citing Bible verses supporting each point. As most directly relates to the issue of this discussion, I said, "Likewise, 'the second death' (Revelation 20:14) is an ETERNAL SEPARATION from God. In the judgment Jesus will say to those on the left hand, 'Depart from me, ye cursed, into the eternal fire' (Matthew 25:41)." The Bible tells us "what happens to that which has experienced this separation" is that they are "cursed" and told to "depart ... into the eternal fire!" 

Al says, "There is a perception among many who embrace the so-called 'Traditionalist' position that 'death' does not truly exist." Perhaps so, although I doubt it. Anyway, MY position is that "death" does exist, but that "death" is not cessation of existence! He also quotes a portion of a poem entitled "There Is No Death," and comments, "Death is not cessation or extinction of life, according to this view, but an enhancement of it ... at least for the righteous 'dead.'" Once more, my friend seems to equate "death" with "non-existence!" This is one of the very points he must PROVE by the Bible. Al, where does the word of God say "death" is "non-existence" or "cessation of existence" or "annihilation" or "extinction"??? 

My opponent says that "one of the major differences between Thomas and me" is that "I [Al] believe that when a person is DEAD, then that person (body and being/soul) has been completely separated/severed from LIFE. Death, therefore, is a cessation of life for the entire person, not just a part of him." Again, is that "death" a complete separation from EXISTENCE? Does "that person" still exist after death? Al evidently says, "No." The Bible says, "Yes" (cf. Acts 2:27, 31; Luke 16:22-23; 23:43). 

Al says, "Thomas embraces a dualistic view of the nature of man --- man being made up of distinct living parts, one of which is subject to death, the other of which is not." The second part of the statement is false! Al knows that I discussed physical death (that certainly involves the body, James 2:26) and spiritual death (that involves the soul, Ephesians 2:1; Isaiah 59:2). With respect to the first part of his statement (that I embrace a dualistic view of the nature of man), it seems to me that the Bible is very clear on this truth (2 Corinthians 12:2-3; Luke 16:22-23; Ecclesiastes 12:7; Acts 2:27-31; etc.). Al claims, "the body is separated from the breath. When body and breath are separated ... Life for this person is extinguished." Just "body" and "breath," according to Al! I invite our readers to study the Bible passages cited above. 

Al contends that "death is basically understood as the termination of life on earth. Most frequently it indicates the end of an individual's existence." Therefore, he admits that DEATH is not always the end of one's existence! One can be dead, but still exist. 

Al comments, "To become SEPARATED from one's purpose in life, and from one's God, is truly to be 'DEAD' even though still PHYSICALLY ANIMATED." Please take note of the admission that one can be "truly dead" yet "physically animated!" Therefore, DEATH is not cessation of existence or extinction! 

Concerning spiritual death, Al says, "It is truly a 'DEATH,' a CESSATION OF UNION with Him. Such carries only one ultimate prospect: ETERNAL DEATH" (emphasis mine). 
IF
"spiritual death" is a "cessation of union with Him"
THEN
"eternal death" can be an eternal "cessation of union with Him"
"Eternal death" does not require EXTINCTION/ceasing to exist, as my opponent contends! He even acknowledges that these meanings "cannot always be clearly distinguished ... since spiritual death merges into eternal death" (A Greek-English Lexicon of the NT and Other Early Christian Literature, p. 351). 

Al quotes 1 John 5:12, "He who has the Son has the life; he who does not have the Son of God does not have the life"; however, he seems to think this means "He who has the Son EXISTS; he who does not have the Son of God DOES NOT EXIST"! The apostle did not say that! 

Al states: "Jesus told the church in Sardis, 'You have a name that you are alive, but you are DEAD' (Revelation 3:1). They had SEPARATED themselves from a relationship with and service to their Lord, and that is truly a 'DEATH' experience, a loss of life" (emphasis mine). Again, a SEPARATION, not an EXTINCTION! 

Al wants us to notice carefully four passages: Ephesians 2:1-2; Colossians 2:13; Luke 15:24; Matthew 8:22. Before looking at these verses, remember that Al said, "I believe that when a person is DEAD, then that person (body and being/soul) has been completely separated/severed from LIFE. Death, therefore, is a cessation of life for the entire person, not just a part of him." 

· "And you were DEAD in your trespasses and sins, in which you formerly WALKED according to the course of this world" (Ephesians 2:1-2). How could they "walk" while they were "dead" if death is "a cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON"? 

· "And when you were DEAD in your transgressions ... He made you ALIVE together with Him, having forgiven us all our transgressions" (Colossians 2:13). They had been spiritually DEAD, but they were not NON-EXISTENT! When they were "made alive" they did not go from NON-EXISTENCE to EXISTENCE! 

· "For this son of mine was DEAD, and has come to LIFE again; he was lost, and has been found" (Luke 15:24). When the prodigal son was DEAD, didn't he still EXIST? Certainly! But he was SEPARATED from his father. When he returned home, that separation ended (he had "come to life" again); however, he did not begin to EXIST! 

· "But Jesus said to him, 'Follow Me; and allow the DEAD to bury their own DEAD'" (Matthew 8:22). Al observes, "Here we see both the physical and 'spiritual' usages of this concept of death." However, if DEATH is "cessation of life for the ENTIRE person," how could a dead person bury anyone? 

On "eternal death," Al provided this quotation: "Those who remain in spiritual death throughout their lives and do not believe on the Son of God, die in their sins (John 8:21, 24) ... and in the Day of Judgment will be consigned to a state of eternal separation from God, called in Scripture the second death (Revelation 21:8)" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Volume 2, p. 71). My brother, how does this help your position? Notice: 

· People can "REMAIN [abide] in spiritual DEATH throughout their lives"! This "death" in which they "remain" shows that "death" is not "non-existence." 

· The "second death" is "a state of eternal separation from God" -- not cessation of existence! 

My opponent says, "I believe the biblical view is that the second death is a termination of life itself" [He did not prove by the Bible that it is termination of EXISTENCE]. "In the lake of fire the raised unredeemed will be ultimately and completely destroyed, deprived of life, and will cease to be." [He did not PROVE by the Bible that they "cease to be"!] 

Al says, "Yes, Thomas, I believe 'death' is a SEPARATION. But the result -- the effect -- of such a separation is not an enhanced life, it is a forfeited life!" However, Al, what you need to PROVE by the Scriptures is that "it is a forfeited EXISTENCE"! I would like to know the verse that PROVES "death" is cessation of EXISTENCE, extinction, or annihilation. 
THE GREEK WORD AIONIOS 

Al admits, "Yes, most translations do indeed translate this word 'eternal.' As I pointed out in my last post, this term has both qualitative and quantitative significance and application." Al, what Bible verse have you given that PROVES the "qualitative" aspect? He has not proved BY THE BIBLE that "aionios" ("eternal") refers to quality as well as quantity. He continues to assert this. Al, do you think that if you say it enough, the audience will think you have proved it? What Bible verse PROVES your point? I've not seen it yet! 

Al quotes Romans 6:23 -- the "wages of sin is DEATH"! That is exactly right! The wages of sin is SEPARATION from God, not EXTINCTION! He also says, "And that death is everlasting." Yes, the SEPARATION is everlasting! "There is no future reversal ... It is forever!" 

Al asserts, "What Thomas has done is essentially to declare the PROCESS to be everlasting, rather than the RESULT." Not so, my friend! The RESULT is eternal SEPARATION from God. He then says, "In other words, the result promised by God is never actually achieved." Untrue! The "result" (eternal separation from God) will be achieved! 

Al misrepresents my position, saying, "Thus, the unredeemed also experience an everlasting LIFE." He is once more equating EXISTENCE and LIFE, which is false! The unredeemed exist in a state of separation from God. This SEPARATION is a death! Al repeatedly assumes that EXISTENCE is LIFE, and that EXTINCTION is DEATH; however, these are false definitions unsupported by the word of God. 

Hebrews 9:12 mentions "eternal redemption." Al comments, "It is thus redemption itself, not the redeeming process, that continues without end." Note that he recognizes that "eternal" means "without end," just as he ought to recognize that the death/separation of the wicked is "without end"! 

Al continues to cloud and confuse the issue by saying, "It is judgment, not judging. It is destruction, not destroying. It is death, not dying. It is punishment, not punishing." However, I checked Webster's New World Dictionary (Third College Edition) for definitions of these words. Here is what I found in the #1 definition of each term (emphasis mine): 

· "Judgment" -- "the act of JUDGING." (page 731) 

· "Destruction" -- "the act or process of DESTROYING." (page 374) 

· "Death" -- "the act or fact of DYING." (page 355) 

· "Punishment" -- "a PUNISHING or being punished." (page 1091) 

Although Al says it is "not," the dictionary says it "is"! 
AL'S CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 

I expressed my honest opinion that "apart from reliance upon a multitude of denominational authors (who have scarcely a notion of the true scheme of redemption or of God's kingdom) and a few brethren to whom such writers offer some sort of attractive appeal, the Bible makes it very clear the meaning of aionios ..." I listed every NT occurrence of this word as translated in the KJV and ASV, most as "eternal" or "everlasting." Al does not refute the evidence as to the meaning of the word aionios in the NT! 

Al's belief that some "denominational authors" (those "outside our heritage") "probably perceive" "the true scheme of redemption" and "God's kingdom" "better than we do" is disappointing, though not unexpected. I place little confidence in the comments of "scholars" who fail to comprehend such matters as the conditions of salvation and the differences between the Old and New covenants. 

Al considered my statement ("Let us persevere in warning the unregenerate and unfaithful about their existence throughout eternity, rather than proclaiming a false hope of their eventual EXTINCTION!") to be premature. However, I will not retract that admonition in view of his misdefining of words and the absence of Bible proof for his "eternal extinction" theory. 
HADES 

The Greek word Hades (Strong's #86) is defined "prop. unseen, i.e. 'Hades' or the place (state) of departed souls" (Strong's Greek Lexicon, page 8). Listed below are all of the occurrences of this word in the NT (quotations from NKJV): 

· Matthew 11:23, "And you, Capernaum, ... will be brought down to Hades ..." 

· Matthew 16:18, "... on this rock I will build My church, and the gates of Hades shall not prevail against it." 

· Luke 10:15, "And you, Capernaum, ... will be thrust down to Hades." 

· Luke 16:23, "And being in torments in Hades ..." 

· Acts 2:27, "Because You will not leave my soul in Hades, ..." 

· Acts 2:31, "... that His soul was not left in Hades ..." 

· 1 Corinthians 15:55, "... 'O Hades, where is your victory?' ..." 

· Revelation 1:18, "... And I have the keys of Hades and of Death." 

· Revelation 6:8, "... and Hades followed with him ..." 

· Revelation 20:13, "... and Death and Hades delivered up the dead who were in them..." 

· Revelation 20:14, "Then Death and Hades were cast into the lake of fire ..." 

In Acts 2:24-32 the apostle Peter clearly points out the "dual nature" of Jesus: 

· His physical body: "His flesh" would not see "corruption" -- His body would not return to the dust, because He would be raised from the dead (verse 31). 

· His soul: "His soul" was not left in "Hades" -- it would re-enter His body when it was raised (cf. James 2:26). 

· Jesus had told the repentant criminal, "Today you will be with Me in Paradise" (Luke 23:43). When Jesus and this former criminal died on their crosses, their souls/spirits continued to exist in Hades (more specifically in the Paradise portion of Hades). 

Jesus' body was buried, but His soul went to Hades. He didn't "cease to exist" when He died. Al, do you believe that Jesus' death upon the cross was the "cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON, not just a part of him"??? 

In Luke 16:19-31, both Lazarus and the rich man died (their souls/spirits left their bodies, James 2:26). However, they continued to exist in Hades (verse 23, 26). The "dual nature" of each person is readily discerned by reading the Bible. Verse 31 shows they were "dead" (physically), because Abraham said (by the way, he still existed although he had "died" centuries earlier), "neither will they be persuaded though one rise from the dead"! 

I urge our readers to accept what the word of God teaches, not what any man's opinion may be. I look forward to my brother's next effort. 
( ( ( 

Maxey’s Fourth Article
I appreciate Thomas' latest effort in our continuing discussion of the nature of man and the eternal destination of the unredeemed. I must admit, however, that there are so many statements made by him in dire need of clarification and correction that I hardly know where to begin. Some will be dealt with more fully as this debate progresses, but I will try to address as many of them as I can in this current contribution to our study. 
THE CONCEPT OF "DEATH" 
In my previous post I declared that I agreed with Thomas' conclusion that "death" is a separation. I think the word "separation" aptly depicts the severing of one thing from another. I devoted a large portion of my previous post to discussing the three major types of "death" which directly affect man --- physical, spiritual and eternal. Although there are obvious distinctions among the three, as I sought to display, nevertheless the concept of "separation" is detected in each of them. 

Thomas declared he was "puzzled" by my analysis, however. He wrote, "In order to avoid misunderstanding him on such a crucial matter (what 'death' is), I ask him simply: What is 'death'?" He then stated, "I anticipate Al's unequivocal response to the question." 

I believe I was very clear and "unequivocal" in my previous analysis of the concept of "death." I not only answered the question, but discussed in some depth my perception of the concept in each of the three major views: physical, spiritual and eternal. In each of these a "separation" has occurred, and in each that separation results in a loss of life in some sense. I think where Thomas has perhaps become "puzzled" by my position is in his apparent failure to perceive that it is the resultant state of such a separation in each of these three views of death that truly defines "death," rather than the mere fact of separation itself. Yes, in each of the three (physical, spiritual and eternal) a separation takes place. But, and this is the real issue, what is the nature of that separation (what exactly is being separated) and what is the resultant state? How does such separation impact the person or persons involved? 

I believe Thomas has further failed to perceive the distinction between literal and figurative language in one's analysis of the biblical concept of death. Both are employed, and a failure to perceive this fact can indeed lead to "puzzlement." For example, with regard to the "wanton widow" who was said to be "dead even while she lives" (1 Timothy 5:6), and my comments about this person, Thomas wrote, "Please take note of the admission that one can be 'truly dead' yet 'physically animated!' Therefore, DEATH is not cessation of existence or extinction!" This is a perfect illustration of how my opponent has seemingly failed to distinguish between literal and figurative meanings and applications of the concept of death. 

Spiritual death is figurative. Physical death is literal. One can be spiritually "dead" and yet physically "alive" ... at the same time! One can be physically animate, yet completely severed (with regard to relationship) from one's God ... at the same time! "Remember that you were at that time SEPARATE from Christ, excluded from the commonwealth of Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having no hope and WITHOUT GOD in the world" (Ephesians 2:12). There was a "separation between you and your God" (Isaiah 59:2), and that separation constituted a spiritual "death." Such persons were cut off from LIFE! Not physical life, but the abundant relational life in Him. 

I sought to emphasize this point in several ways in my last post. I even quoted from several noted scholarly works that made the same observation and distinction. There is a literal bodily "life," just as there is a literal bodily "death" (when the body becomes inanimate and returns to the dust from which it came). There is also a figurative "life" in relationship with deity, just as there is a figurative "death" (when one is separate from such a relationship with deity). This latter is typically characterized as "spiritual death," the former as "physical death." Thus, there is NO conflict whatsoever in declaring one "dead even while she lives," for two completely different applications of "death" are in view --- one physical, one spiritual. 

So, Thomas is partially correct in saying, in this particular case, that death "is not cessation of existence or extinction." In the physical sense, that is correct. The woman is still literally, physically animate. However, with regard to "spiritual death" something HAS ceased to exist. What no longer exists, because of her willful, wanton sin against her God, is a saving relationship with that God. She has been severed from the very Source of Life Himself. She is DEAD with regard to relationship with deity; that relationship NO LONGER EXISTS!!! It was this that the father similarly spoke of in the Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15). Because of the son's willful severing of himself from the home of the father, he was, during that time, considered "dead," but came back to "life" when the relationship was restored (vs. 24, 32). Thus, this "spiritual death" is indeed an extinction of something precious beyond compare, both now and potentially later (i.e., the hope of immortality, an everlasting relationship with the Father in His home). 

Another example from Thomas' post which reflects his lack of perception of this point is his comment pertaining to Christ's statement in Matthew 8:22 ("Follow Me; and allow the dead to bury their own dead"). Thomas wrote, "If DEATH is 'cessation of life for the ENTIRE person,' how could a dead person bury anyone?" Once again, Thomas has failed to perceive the distinction between the literal and figurative applications of "death" ... a lack of insight that I find astonishing in one so seemingly astute! 

In this passage from Matthew's account Jesus speaks of both concepts (just as Paul did in his first epistle to Timothy). Some were using the physical death of loved ones to hinder them from immediately following Jesus. Our Lord stated that the "dead" (those outside of a relationship with deity ... thus figuratively "dead") should bury the "dead" (those who had physically ceased to live ... thus literally "dead"). The former class of persons was still literally, physically animate, and thus they could easily provide a funeral for that second group which was not. 

Yes, Thomas, PHYSICAL death is indeed a separation of the entire person from life (the animation of the physical body). Man is a unified whole, not an immortal being trapped within a mortal one. Thus, when man dies, man is dead ... ALL of him. However, SPIRITUAL death is figurative, and indicates that sin has brought about a separation of a man from his God with respect to intimate relationship. This is a death that does not necessarily render one's physical body DEAD, but which renders one's relationship with God as DEAD. The body can still continue to function while a person lives in open rebellion against his or her God. The consequence of such continued relational separation from God in THIS present existence, however, is a literal forever separation of the person himself from God after judgment. Those who remain "dead to God" in sin throughout their lives here on earth will one day, after the resurrection, stand before God in judgment. They will be sentenced to the "second death," and will be cast into the lake of fire. There they will be destroyed "both body and soul" (Matthew 10:28). It will be a cessation of life not only for the body but also for the very BEING (soul) of the man. In other words, he will, when the destruction is complete, CEASE TO BE. In the destruction of one's BEING, there is cessation of BEING --- as independent persons/souls, they cease to be/exist. 

Thomas asked, "Is he denying that he believes 'death' is extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence?" No, I am not denying that at all. I am affirming it. However, I am also affirming the distinction in Scripture between literal and figurative applications, and the understanding that there are physical, spiritual and eternal concepts of "death," as well as here-and-now applications and also hereafter applications. A failure to distinguish the significant aspects of each will lead one to the false conclusions of my brother in Christ, and will contribute to a state of "puzzlement." 

I could point to other clear examples where Thomas has failed to note this distinction (such as Ephesians 2:1-2 where he wondered, "how could they 'walk' while they were 'dead'...?" Once again, they were "dead," by reason of their sin, to a relationship with the Lord, but still physically animate and thus capable of mobility; again, both literal and figurative applications of "death" are in view) but I shall let these few examples suffice. Hopefully, my opponent's puzzlement is now somewhat lessened. 
THOUGHTS ON ACTS 2:27, 31 

In seeking to establish his view of "death," Thomas quoted several passages of Scripture as possible validation for the correctness of his interpretation. I would like to examine those passages more closely in an effort to determine if these things are so (Acts 17:11). 

With regard to physical death I had made the statement, "Death, therefore, is a cessation of life for the entire person, not just a part of him." To this Thomas responded, "Again, is that 'death' a complete separation from EXISTENCE? Does 'that person' still exist after death? Al evidently says, 'No.' The Bible says, 'Yes.'" In an effort to support this assertion, Thomas gave several Scriptures. The first was Acts 2:27, 31. These two verses are a quotation by Peter, during his "sermon" on the day of Pentecost, of Psalm 16:10 (which was written by David). It is a prophecy of the Messiah, and declares, "Thou wilt not abandon My soul to Hades, nor allow Thy Holy One to undergo decay." Verse 31 interprets for us: "...he looked ahead and spoke of the resurrection of the Christ, that He was neither abandoned to Hades, nor did His flesh suffer decay." 

We will examine more closely the significance of "Hades" later in this post, but merely note at this point that the promise is simply that the Messiah will not be LEFT there, nor will He undergo decomposition. Thomas sees some kind of "existence" after physical death here in this passage, and would suggest to you that it is the soul that is ALIVE in some Hadean realm, while the body lies DEAD. Thus, for Thomas, the state of death (if defined as "loss of life") only applies to the physical body (which he would declare mortal) and not to the soul (which he would declare immortal, and thus incapable of ever truly forfeiting life itself). 

What Thomas has failed to perceive, however, is the Jewish concept of the nature of man. It was not dualism, as with the Greeks and other pagans, but a much more holistic, unified approach. As we shall see later in this debate, when we examine "body, soul and spirit," the Jews viewed man much differently than many, Thomas included, do today. In commenting on this very passage, the International Standard Bible Encyclopedia observed, "For the Hebrews a person was a unity, not to be divided into body, soul, and spirit as the Greeks did" (Volume 2, page 592). The word "nephesh," which is used in Psalm 16:10, and which is sometimes translated "soul," "...is often used for a person and as a substitute for the personal pronoun" (ibid). Even the Greek "psuche," which Peter used to translate "nephesh," "...also can mean the whole person" (ibid). The ISBE further declares that the parallelism used in this poetic presentation "suggests that the whole person is referred to," and that "this is especially clear in Hebrew" (ibid). "Thus Acts 2:27, 31 offer little help in understanding the afterlife" (ibid). 

The point of this prophecy is that death could not hold Him. He would ARISE from the dead; He would not undergo decay in the grave. The concepts of conscious "soul existence" and an afterlife in some Hadean holding place have to be read into this passage, they cannot logically be drawn from it. 
THE NATURE OF MAN 

Thomas gave two other passages in addition to the above reference to Peter's quote of David's sixteenth psalm --- Luke 16:22-23 (an excerpt from the parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus) and Luke 23:43 (a comment made by Jesus on the cross to the dying thief next to Him). Both of these are very significant passages, and considered by some to be the "crown jewels" in the Traditionalist theory. I consider both of these to be important enough to warrant independent in-depth examination, and will devote the necessary time to both in a future post to this debate. 

Before delving deeply into them, however, I am convinced we need to examine more fully the nature of man himself, and I respectfully suggest to Thomas that our next posts address the matter of "body, soul and spirit." In short, what IS the biblical teaching with respect to the nature of man? Our interpretations in various other areas, some of which we have already addressed somewhat, will be affected greatly by our understanding, or lack thereof, with regard to the nature of man. Thus, I would personally prefer, and think it only logical, to address this foundational doctrine before we get too deeply into the particulars of some so-called "Intermediate State," or into what befalls the unredeemed after judgment. If man is wholly mortal, with no part of him surviving physical death, as I believe the Scriptures teach, then the question of an "Intermediate State" between physical death and resurrection becomes moot!! Before debating the details of such a realm, therefore, one would be advised to determine if there is some part of man in NEED of it. 

Thomas declares, "With respect to the first part of his statement (that I embrace a dualistic view of the nature of man), it seems to me that the Bible is very clear on this truth." My opponent cites several Scriptures and then writes, "I invite our readers to study the Bible passages cited above." Again, I think this is great advice, and I once more respectfully suggest we devote our next posts to examining the nature of man from a biblical perspective. Man is said to consist of "body, soul and spirit." I think we both would agree on that. But, what does that mean? I will offer what I believe the Scriptures teach on this in my next post, and encourage Thomas to do the same. Our positions on other major doctrines during the remainder of this debate will rest upon the foundation of our understanding of this most basic question: What is man? 

Even our debate over the nature of "death" is really based on our differing views of the nature of man. If one believes man is inherently immortal, then cessation of existence is not even remotely possible to this way of thinking. Thus, the nature of final punishment, according to this theory, must consist of everlasting, never-ending, conscious punishment of some kind. Death can never be considered a termination of life by such theorists, but rather a preservation and continuation of it. However, if man by nature is wholly mortal, then immortality becomes a GIFT bestowed by a gracious life-Giver (as Scripture teaches), and not something inherently ours which can never be taken from us! 

Virtually every aspect of our future discussion hinges on our view of this one issue. It is perhaps the most vital matter to discuss early on in this debate. Understanding how Thomas and I believe on this will better help the reader appreciate our respective theologies with regard to the nature of final punishment. They are inseparably linked. 
THE GREEK WORD "AIONIOS" 

I had previously spoken of the qualitative and quantitative significance and application of this Greek term. Thomas calls this into question: "Al, what Bible verse have you given that PROVES the 'qualitative' aspect?" My opponent apparently thinks that this term only conveys the concept of "enduring without end." However, "aionios" does indeed refer to things that have a termination point in view. One such passage, just by way of example, is Jude 7 --- Sodom & Gomorrah underwent "the punishment of ETERNAL fire." 

In what sense was this fire "eternal?" Is it still burning? Of course not. It is "eternal" in the qualitative sense that it depicts a fire which had its origin in the realm of the Eternal One, rather than a natural fire with its origin on earth (a temporal fire). "Then the Lord rained on Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone and fire FROM THE LORD OUT OF HEAVEN" (Genesis 19:24). The fire itself lasted only for a few hours. When Abraham rose early the next morning and looked toward these cities, all he saw was smoke ascending (vs. 28). God had DESTROYED the cities. The fire had done its work and was no longer needed. It was ETERNAL fire in the sense that it came from GOD, and was sent from OUT OF HEAVEN, but it clearly went out. This is the "qualitative" sense of the word. The RESULT of this fire, however, is certainly "forever" --- those cities were destroyed so thoroughly that their exact location is still a matter of speculation. They have CEASED TO EXIST. We are told they "are exhibited as an example" (Jude 7) "...to those who would live ungodly thereafter" (2 Peter 2:6). God reduced them to ashes, just as the wicked will be reduced to ashes in the final fire "on the day which I am preparing," declares our God (Malachi 4:1-3). The example of Sodom and Gomorrah, and their experience with the "eternal" fire, is an example of what the wicked can expect at the final outpouring of God's wrath upon the unredeemed. "But the present heavens and earth by His word are being reserved for FIRE, kept for the day of judgment and DESTRUCTION OF UNGODLY MEN" (2 Peter 3:7). 

Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, a world-renowned professor of theology from Andrews University, points out this dual significance of "aionios" in the following statement: "The punishment of the wicked is eternal both in QUALITY and QUANTITY. It is 'eternal' in QUALITY because it belongs to the Age to Come. It is 'eternal' in QUANTITY because its results will never end" (Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, page 208). 

At the risk of again being accused of deriving my theology from Edward Fudge, I would simply share the following quote from his chapter on the nature of this Greek adjective: "The traditionalist writers who deny any qualitative sense in 'aionios' have overreacted" (The Fire That Consumes, page 49). He also states, "Those nontraditionalist writers who deny any temporal sense in 'aionios' have also overreacted. They have not needed to deny the unendingness of the 'eternal' in order to hold to its otherness" (ibid). I think this states the problem well. The significance of "aionios" is not an "either - or" proposition. It is BOTH qualitative and quantitative. Those who persist in the premise that it can ONLY be one or the other show lack of understanding of this term. 

"Such reasoning fails to recognize that what determines the meaning of 'eternal' is the object being qualified. ... Ancient Greek papyri contain numerous examples of Roman emperors being described as 'aionios.' What is meant is that they held their office for life. Unfortunately, the English words 'eternal' or 'everlasting' do not accurately render the meaning of 'aionios,' which literally means 'age-lasting.' In other words, while the Greek 'aionios' expresses perpetuity WITHIN LIMITS, the English 'eternal' or 'everlasting' denotes unlimited duration" (Dr. Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, page 208). 

More will be said about this Greek adjective, and that which it describes, when we get further into this debate on the nature of final punishment. We will need to determine in what sense that ultimate punishment is "eternal" -- is it qualitative, quantitative, or aspects of both? 
A LOOK AT "HADES" 

Once again I appreciate Thomas providing a list for us, in this case the occurrences of the Greek word "Hades" in the New Covenant documents. He gave eleven references, although one of them (1 Corinthians 15:55) is contested. "The word Hades is used only ten times in the NT -- eleven times if one includes 1 Cor. 15:55, which had the word Hades in the tr. but which prob. should be 'thanate' (death), as in the more reliable MSS" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 3, p. 7). It is interesting to note, however, that the KJV, which accepts the less reliable use of "Hades" in the Corinthian passage (although this word is never used elsewhere by Paul), translates it "grave" in that passage. Unfortunately, the KJV translates this word "Hell" in the other ten references (a most regrettable rendering, and one that has contributed to much theological confusion. For example, one is left wondering how "hell" can be cast into the "lake of fire" -- Revelation 20:14). I was pleased to see that when Thomas quoted the eleven passages he provided us, he wisely chose to quote from the NKJV rather than the corrupt KJV. I assume, therefore, he also has perceived the problem with that pitiful rendering of the word "Hades." It should additionally be noted that the KJV further confuses the issue by using the word "hell" to translate other key biblical words (Sheol, Gehenna, Tartarus), each of which have significantly different meanings and applications. 

As to the etymology of "Hades," most scholars recognize that it is at best uncertain. It is thought to perhaps come from the negation of a word meaning, "to see, perceive" (Greek: "a" + "idein"), thus implying, "that which is unseen or beyond human perception." It has its popular roots in paganism, and, according to Homer, was the name both of the "underworld" and the god of that realm (also known as Pluto). "Hades is the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew Sheol, it being the translation for Sheol in the LXX sixty-one times (in every instance except in 2 Samuel 22:6)" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 3, p. 7). 

"The Greek word 'hades' came into biblical use when the translators of the Septuagint chose it to render the Hebrew 'sheol.' The problem is that hades was used in the Greek world in a vastly different way than sheol. ... Hades in Greek mythology is the underworld, where the conscious souls of the dead are divided in two major regions, one a place of torment and the other of blessedness. ... This Greek conception of hades influenced Hellenistic Jews, during the intertestamental period, to adopt the belief in the immortality of the soul and the idea of a spatial separation in the underworld between the righteous and the godless" (Dr. Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 170). 

"The literature of the intertestamental period reflects the growth of the idea of the division of Hades into separate compartments for the godly and the ungodly. This aspect of eschatology was a popular subject in the apocalyptic literature that flourished in this period. Notable is the pseudepigraphical Enoch (written c. 200 B.C.), which includes the description of a tour supposedly taken by Enoch into the center of the earth. ... In another passage in Enoch, he sees at the center of the earth two places -- Paradise, the place of bliss, and the valley of Gehinnom, the place of punishment. The above illustrates that there was a general notion of compartments in Hades that developed in the intertestamental period" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 3, p. 7). 

"In the intertestamental period the idea of the afterlife underwent some development. In Jewish apocalyptic literature Hades was an intermediate place (1 Enoch 51:1) where all the souls of the dead awaited judgment (22:3f). The dead were separated into compartments, the righteous staying in an apparently pleasant place (vs. 9) and various classes of sinners undergoing punishments in other compartments (vv. 10-13)" (The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Vol. 2, p. 591). 

"Under the influence of Persian and Hellenistic ideas concerning retribution after death the belief arose that the righteous and the godless would have very different fates, and we thus have the development of the idea of spatial separation in the underworld, the first instance being found in Enoch" (Gerhard Kittel, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol. 1, p. 147). "Nowhere in the Old Testament is the abode of the dead regarded as a place of punishment or torment. The concept of an infernal 'hell' developed in Israel only during the Hellenistic period" (The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, p. 788). 

Most scholars freely admit that the compartmental concept of Hades popular during the time of Christ was a development of the so-called "intertestamental period," and was largely influenced by pagan notions. The basic OT concept promoted in "Sheol" was simply "the grave." In fact, the KJV translates "Sheol" with the word "grave" in 31 of its 65 occurrences in the OT writings (it renders it "pit" 3 times, and unfortunately calls it "hell" in the remaining 31). 

"These interpretations of 'sheol' as the dwelling place of souls (rather than the resting place of the body in the grave) or the place of punishment for the wicked, known as hell, do not stand up under the light of the Biblical usage of 'sheol'" (Dr. Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 158). In his classic study, Johannes Pedersen writes, "Sheol is the entirety into which all graves are merged; ... where there is grave, there is sheol, and where there is sheol, there is grave" (Israel: Its Life and Culture, Vol. 1, p. 462). "Any attempt to turn sheol into the place of torment of the wicked or into the abode of spirits/souls clearly contradicts the Biblical characterization of sheol as the underground depository of the dead" (Dr. Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 161). 

The late editor of Gospel Minutes, brother Dillard Thurman, devoted an entire issue of his publication (Vol. 34, No. 5, Feb. 1, 1985) to the false notion of the "Intermediate State of the Dead." A person had asked him to set forth the views of the "churches of Christ" with respect to what occurs after death. Dillard wrote, "I can only state what I have found in over half a century of studying God's Word, and THAT MAY NOT BE WHAT HE EXPECTED TO RECEIVE!" (emphasis mine). Brother Thurman stated, "I have heard funeral orations extol the happiness and bliss the departed has instantly with death: but on checking the New Testament assiduously, I have yet to find a single promise where the dead go into heaven on an instant pass, or have immediate conscious happiness!" He pointed out that man "is mortal," and thus is simply going to die and return to the dust. The hope of the Christian is the resurrection, not some false doctrine of "immortal soulism." Dillard reflected, "The hope and aspiration of many has been shifted from His coming again to receive His own, to an immediate immortality and heavenly bliss immediately at death! Jesus DID NOT (emphasis his) promise that!" 

William Tyndale (1484-1536), an English Bible translator and martyr, wrote, "And ye, in putting them (the departed souls) in heaven, hell and purgatory, destroy the arguments wherewith Christ and Paul prove the resurrection." Tyndale argued that if souls were already in either bliss or misery, "then what cause is there of the resurrection?" And what cause is there even of judgment? In another part of this same writing, Tyndale said -- "The true faith putteth forth the resurrection, which we be warned to look for every hour. The heathen philosophers, denying that, did put that the soul did ever live. And the Pope joineth the spiritual doctrine of Christ and the fleshly doctrine of philosophers together; things so contrary that they cannot agree. And because the fleshly-minded Pope consenteth unto heathen doctrine, therefore he corrupteth the Scripture to stablish it. If the soul be in heaven, tell me what cause is there for the resurrection?" 

Justyn Martyr, who wrote around 150 AD, stated -- "If you meet some who say that their souls go to Heaven when they die, do not believe that they are Christians!" (Dialogue With Trypho). Martin Luther wrote in his Table Talk -- "Now if one should say that Abraham's soul lives with God but his body is dead, this distinction is rubbish. I will attack it. That would be a silly soul if it were in heaven and desired its body!!" In his Defense, Luther declared that it was the Pope, not the Bible, who taught, "the soul is immortal." In his exposition of Ecclesiastes he wrote, "Solomon judgeth that the dead are asleep and feel nothing at all. For the dead lie there counting neither days nor years, but when they are awaked they shall seem to have slept scarce one minute." 

John Milton (1608-1674), once called the "greatest of the sacred poets," declared, "Inasmuch as the whole man is uniformly said to consist of body and soul ... I will show that in death, first, the whole man, and secondly each component part, suffers privation of life ... the grave is the common guardian of all till the day of judgment." 

In short, I must simply reject, as countless giants of faith before me have rejected, the apparent view of my opponent that "Hades" is some intermediate holding place for disembodied immortal beings. Such a pagan notion is simply NOT the teaching of Scripture. The terms "Hades" and "Sheol" merely denote the GRAVE. The dead "descend into the earth" (the grave), dust returning to dust. "For there is no activity or planning or wisdom in Sheol where you are going" (Ecclesiastes 9:10). "There is one fate for the righteous and for the wicked ... There is one fate for all men ... They go to the dead ... The dead do not know anything, nor have they any longer a reward" (Ecclesiastes 9:2-5). When we die we are DEAD. The whole man, not just the physical part of him, while some immortal spirit being trapped within him flies off to even greater life than before. 

Once again, the many and varied issues we will be discussing in the course of this debate all hinge upon our understanding of the nature of man. Is man inherently immortal or is his immortality conditional and derived? It is really rather futile to attempt a rational discussion of the other issues until we have each presented our view on this one matter. Thus, again, I respectfully urge Thomas (after addressing whatever statements I have made in this post that he feels compelled to comment upon) to present his understanding from God's Word of the nature of man (body, soul and spirit). In my next post I shall do the same. We can then continue on to the other major matters pertaining to our debate. 

The fact that we desperately need to examine the nature of man is seen in some of Thomas' comments. For example, he declared that the "soul" of Jesus would "re-enter His body when it was raised." He further observed, "Jesus' body was buried, but His soul went to Hades. He didn't 'cease to exist' when He died. Al, do you believe that Jesus' death upon the cross was the 'cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON, not just a part of him'???" With regard to Abraham, Thomas believes, "he still existed although he had 'died' centuries earlier." And he also wrote: "When Jesus and this former criminal died on their crosses, their souls/spirits continued to exist in Hades (more specifically in the Paradise portion of Hades)." 

All of these statements reflect a theological confusion resulting from a fallacious concept of the nature of man. One can also clearly see the associating of misconceptions of a so-called intermediate state that arose from pagan influences in the centuries prior to Christ. In later posts I will deal in some depth with the concepts of Paradise and its biblical significance, the Parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus, and the comment of Christ to the thief on the cross. These must logically and necessarily be deferred until after our presentation of our respective views on the nature of man himself. 
CLOSING COMMENTS 

Later in this debate, based upon Thomas' apparent views pertaining to the atoning death of Christ Jesus, I must pose to him a most significant question, one with which discerning disciples have been challenging the Traditionalists for centuries: If his view of the nature of final punishment is valid, did Jesus actually provide a true "substitutionary" death for mankind at the cross? In other words, in the lyrics of a well-known hymn we frequently sing, did Jesus truly "pay it all?" Was the ultimate "wage" of sin "paid in full" by Jesus on behalf of the redeemed who accept that gift of His sacrifice, or will wicked men, who do not accept that gift of life in Him, pay a greater price after the judgment? If the wages of sin for the unredeemed is everlasting separation from God, with accompanying perpetual torture, did Jesus pay that price? 

This is an extremely important question that I will raise later in this debate (and which I am not asking Thomas to address at this time). I merely raise it here for the purpose of provoking greater thought in the minds of our readers (and perhaps in Thomas, as well). This whole question, by the way, is given extensive treatment in the book What The Bible Teaches About Immortality and Future Punishment by Curtis Dickinson (a longtime minister in the "churches of Christ" and a personal acquaintance). It is also suggested in Leroy Edwin Froom's massive two volume (2000 pages) classic work The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man (perhaps one of the most thorough and in-depth biblical examinations of this topic in existence). 

Thomas closed his post with this comment: "I urge our readers to accept what the word of God teaches, not what any man's opinion may be." To this I merely add a hearty AMEN! I would also echo the words of my brother-in-Christ Edward Fudge, who concluded his book with this challenge: 

· "Eternal torment is either true or it is not. God's Word gives the only authoritative answer. We wish to humbly receive whatever it says -- on this or any subject -- then faithfully proclaim it as befits God's stewards. ... The only question that matters here is the teaching of Scripture. Does the Word of God teach the eternal conscious torment of the lost? Our modest study fails to show that it does. We were reared on the traditionalist view -- we accepted it because it was said to rest on the Bible. This closer investigation of the Scriptures indicates that we were mistaken in that assumption. A careful look discovers that both Old and New Testaments teach instead a resurrection of the wicked for the purpose of divine judgment, the fearful anticipation of a consuming fire, irrevocable expulsion from God's presence into a place where there will be weeping and grinding of teeth, such conscious suffering as the divine justice individually requires -- and, finally, the total, everlasting extinction of the wicked with no hope of resurrection, restoration or recovery. Now we stand on that, on the authority of the Word of God" (The Fire That Consumes, p. 436). 

I appreciate the many private emails from the readers of this debate, and the kind remarks extended to both Thomas and me. May God richly bless each one who is following this vital study. As before, I shall continue to seek to respond in a timely fashion to brother Thrasher's posts, as I know many, even in other nations, are eagerly following this debate. Thus, it is only fair to them to keep our study moving along. I personally remain committed to that goal. 

I eagerly await my brother's next effort to reconcile his views with the biblical record. 
( ( ( 

Thrasher's Fifth Article
After reading Al’s fourth article, I think I will borrow his sentiment “that there are so many statements made by HIM in dire need of clarification and correction that I hardly know where to begin.” However, as usual, I choose to begin by reviewing a few of his remarks in that article. 
THE CONCEPT OF "DEATH"

I wish to point out first that there is much in his discussion of “spiritual death” and “figurative language” with which I agree, and that I believed for years before I ever heard of Al Maxey. 

Al declares his agreement with my conclusion “that ‘death’ is a separation.” He says, “I think the word ‘separation’ aptly depicts the severing of one thing from another.” He recognizes “three major types of ‘death’ which directly affect man --- physical, spiritual and eternal,” and he acknowledges that “the concept of ‘separation’ is detected in each of them.”  He also says, “… in each of the three major views: physical, spiritual and eternal … a ‘separation’ has occurred, and in each that separation results in a loss of life in some sense.” Again, he says, “Yes, in each of the three (physical, spiritual and eternal) a separation takes place.” I am glad that Al has made his agreement on this abundantly clear. 

However, Al thinks I fail “to perceive that it is the resultant state of such a separation in each of these three views of death that truly defines ‘death,’ rather than the mere fact of separation itself.” He then asks, “… what is the nature of that separation (what exactly is being separated) and what is the resultant state? How does such separation impact the person or persons involved?” 

Although I addressed this in my third article, I will seek to clarify these matters by summarizing these points on the following chart.
  

	Type of Death
	   What/who

are Separated?
	Resultant State/Impact

	Physical
(James 2:26)
	Body 
& 
Spirit
	Body returns to dust/corruption
(Gen. 3:19; Eccl. 12:7)
---
Spirit resides in Hades/comfort or   

torment
(Lk. 16:22-26; Acts 2:31)

	Spiritual
(Isaiah 59:1-2;   

 Ephesians 2:1)
	Sinners
& 
God
	Sin/no fellowship with God
 (1 Tim. 5:6; Rom. 6:12)
---
Holiness/desires sinners’ repentance
(1 Pet. 1:15-16; 2 Pet. 3:9)

	Eternal
(Matthew 25:41-46)
	Sinners 
& 
God
	Hell/eternal fire and eternal separation
from God
(Lk. 12:5; Mt. 10:28; Rev. 20:15)
---
Heaven/eternal fellowship with His 
servants
(Heb. 9:24; Rev. 21:3-4; 22:1-5)


 

 Al states: “I believe Thomas has further failed to perceive the distinction between literal and figurative language in one's analysis of the biblical concept of death.”  No, I recognize that “figurative language” is sometimes used. However, my point was this: when a PERSON dies (physically, spiritually, or eternally), he does not become non-existing! I will discuss this concept more a little later.

Al comments on 1 Timothy 5:6 (and similarly on Matthew 8:22 and Ephesians 2:1-2), saying, “Thus, there is NO conflict whatsoever in declaring one ‘dead even while she lives,’ for two completely different applications of ‘death’ are in view --- one physical, one spiritual.” He is correct, UNLESS one takes the position that “death” means that the non-existence or extinction of the WHOLE PERSON occurs! 

· Al wrote: “PHYSICAL death is indeed a separation of the entire person from life (the animation of the physical body). Man is a unified whole … when man dies, man is dead ... ALL of him.” So, Al teaches that when a person dies physically the ENTIRE PERSON is dead.

· However, he also wrote, “Thomas is partially correct in saying … that death ‘is not cessation of existence or extinction.’ In the physical sense, that is correct”! So, when one dies physically, the ENTIRE PERSON does NOT become extinct!

· Therefore, when the entire person dies, the entire person does not become extinct! Consequently, physical death is NOT extinction of the entire person!

· Yet, when I asked Al, “Is he [Al] denying that he believes ‘death’ is extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence?” he answered, “No, I am not denying that at all. I am affirming it.” So he is affirming that death IS “extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence”! 

That is what I meant when I said his position was “puzzling.” So, when a man dies PHYSICALLY, does he cease to exist or not???  Does he become extinct? Is he annihilated? Does any part of man survive when he dies?

Al explains, “… However, with regard to ‘spiritual death’ something HAS ceased to exist. What no longer exists … is a saving relationship with that God. She has been severed from the very Source of Life Himself. She is DEAD with regard to relationship with deity; that relationship NO LONGER EXISTS!!!” Note: Al contends that in spiritual death the PERSON still exists, but SOMETHING (the relationship with God) does not. 

He also says, “It was this that the father similarly spoke of in the Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15). Because of the son's willful severing of himself from the home of the father, he was, during that time, considered ‘dead,’ but came back to ‘life’ when the relationship was restored (vs. 24, 32). Thus, this ‘spiritual death’ is indeed an extinction of something precious beyond compare…” Notice again that Al contends that in spiritual death the PERSON still exists, but SOMETHING (the relationship with the Father) does not. 

I am going to agree with this statement and submit the following chart making use of this concept.

  

	Type of Death
	What Does Exist
	What Does Not Exist

	Physical
	The Person
(Matthew 22:32;      Luke 16:23-31)
	A physical, bodily indwelling (James 2:26; Luke 16:22-23)

	Spiritual
	The Person
(1 Timothy 5:6; Ephesians 2:1-3)
	Fellowship with God                   (1 John 1:6; 1 Timothy 5:6)

	Eternal
	The Person
(Matthew 25:46;     Mark 9:43-48)
	Fellowship with God         (Matthew 25:41; 7:23).


 

For each type of death something does not exist (the listing is not exhaustive). However, in each case of death, the PERSON continues to exist! I will demonstrate this further in the section on “THE NATURE OF MAN.”
THOUGHTS ON ACTS 2:27, 31

When Peter quoted David’s prophecy (“You will not leave my soul in Hades, nor will You allow Your Holy One to see corruption”), he recognizes the “dual nature” of Jesus: 

· His physical body: “His flesh” would not see “corruption”--His body would not return to the dust, because He would be raised from the dead (verse 31).

· His soul: “His soul” was not left in Hades--it would re-enter His body when it was raised (cf. James 2:26).

· Jesus had told the repentant criminal, “Today you will be with Me in Paradise” (Luke 23:43). When Jesus and this former criminal died on their crosses, their souls/spirits continued to exist in Hades (more specifically in the Paradise portion of Hades). Just before dying, Jesus said, “Father, into Your hands I commend My spirit” (Luke 23:46). “Jesus, when He had cried out again with a loud voice, yielded up His spirit” (Matthew 27:50).

Al’s response is little more than an effort to explain away the clear teaching of the apostle Peter with reference to Hades (Acts 2:27, 31). He says, “What Thomas has failed to perceive, however, is the Jewish concept of the nature of man.” Actually, I have little concern for the “Jewish concept”--I sought to explain the inspired concept expounded by the apostle Peter! Anyone who reads the New Testament should quickly be able to recognize that the Jews had many misconceptions, false notions, and improper attitudes to which the Lord and the inspired writers called attention. Just think of their false concept of the Messiah! Will Al acknowledge this, or will I need I cite a long list of examples as proof?

Al refers to Luke 16:22-23 and Luke 23:43, saying, “Both of these are very significant passages … I consider both of these to be important enough to warrant independent in-depth examination, and will devote the necessary time to both in a future post …” We await his promised explanations of these verses and look forward to discussing them further.

He adds, “If man is WHOLLY MORTAL, with NO PART of him surviving physical death, as I believe the Scriptures teach, then the question of an ‘Intermediate State’ between physical death and resurrection becomes moot!!” (my emphasis, TNT). Again, “However, if man by nature is wholly mortal, then immortality becomes a GIFT bestowed by a gracious life-Giver (as Scripture teaches), and not something inherently ours which can never be taken from us!” I do not believe that immortality is “something inherently ours,” as Al implies that I do! Except for the case of God, where immortality exists (whether of angels, the devil and demons, the human spirit, or the human body in the resurrection), it is conferred by God—it is not inherent, but derived.
THE GREEK WORD “AIONIOS”

In responding to my question (What Bible verse PROVES the “qualitative” aspect of aionios?), Al cites Jude 7 -- Sodom and Gomorrah underwent "the punishment of ETERNAL fire." He then says, “In what sense was this fire ‘eternal’? Is it still burning? Of course not. It is ‘eternal’ in the qualitative sense that it depicts a fire which had its origin in the realm of the Eternal One … The fire itself lasted only for a few hours… The fire had done its work and was no longer needed. It was ETERNAL fire in the sense that it came from GOD, and was sent from OUT OF HEAVEN, but it clearly went out. This is the ‘qualitative’ sense of the word.”

I think Al’s conclusion that there is a “qualitative” use of eternal in this verse misses the point entirely (I could quote several “scholars” on this passage who disagree with Al’s conclusion). The point of the verse is that Sodom and Gomorrah (referring to the people who lived in these cities) were punished for their ungodliness by fire from God that serves as a figure/type/symbol of the final punishment of the wicked in “eternal fire.” The text says they “are set forth as an example.” The words “an example” are translated from deigma, which is “met. [metaphorically, TNT] an example by way of warning, Jude 7”  (The Analytical Greek Lexicon, page 86). The fact that ungodly people back then lost their physical lives by means of fire from God serves as “an example by way of warning” people in this age about the “eternal fire” awaiting the ungodly at the coming of the Lord. The following chart provides a few examples of types and antitypes.

  

	Figure/Type
	Passage
	Actual/Antitype

	Water of the Flood
	1 Peter 3:20-21
	Baptism

	Most Holy Place
	Heb. 9:6-12, 23-26
	Heaven

	Passover Lamb
	1 Cor. 5:7
	Jesus Christ

	Angels
	2 Peter 2:4
	“False teachers” (vv. 1-3)
“The unjust” (vv. 9-10)
“These” (vv. 12-19)

	Ancient World
	2 Peter 2:5
	

	Sodom and   

Gomorrah
	2 Peter 2:6
	

	Israel
	Jude 5
	 “Ungodly men” (v. 4)
“These dreamers” (v. 8)
“Ungodly” (v. 15)

	Angels
	Jude 6
	

	Sodom and 
Gomorrah
	Jude 7
	

	“Behold, the Lord comes with ten thousands of His saints, to execute judgment on all, to convict all who are ungodly among them of all their ungodly deeds which they have committed in an ungodly way, and of all the harsh things which ungodly sinners have spoken against Him” (Jude 14-15).
“The Lord knows how … to reserve the unjust under punishment for the day of judgment” (2 Peter 2:9).


 

A LOOK AT "HADES"

A significant part of Al’s “evidence” in this debate consists of quotations from an array of supposed “scholars.” His remarks about Hades consist mostly of quotations from a variety of sources, including Dillard Thurman, Willliam Tyndale, Justyn Martyr, John Milton, and (several times) Samuele Bacchiocchi. He continues to quote Edward Fudge rather freely as well. I wonder if my opponent realizes that I can produce a multitude of quotations from “scholars” who agree with the views I hold, and who disagree with his? If he denies this simple fact, I may take time to prove it in my next article! However, my quoting from such men would not prove my position true any more than his quoting men proves his true! I suggest that he give more time and attention to discussing Bible passages and less to what some “scholar” thinks. Obviously, if we are discussing the meanings of words, we may need to cite dictionaries/lexicons for definitions. 

Al quotes a portion of Ecclesiastes 9:2-10, as if it supports his position that Sheol is an unconscious state. However, what he fails to report to our readers is that these statements relate to what happens “under the sun” (on earth). Look at the context:

· “All this I have seen, and applied my heart to every work that is done UNDER THE SUN   
…” (8:9)

· “There is a vanity which occurs ON EARTH …” (8:14).

· “… a man has nothing better UNDER THE SUN … the days of his life which God gives 
him UNDER THE SUN” (8:15).

· “… the business that is done ON EARTH …” (8:16).

· “… the work that is done UNDER THE SUN …” (8:17).

· “… in all that is done UNDER THE SUN … after that they go to the dead” (9:3).

· “… Nevermore will they have a share in anything done UNDER THE SUN” (9:6).

· “… life which He has given you UNDER THE SUN … labor which you perform 
UNDER THE SUN” (9:9).

· “… I returned and saw UNDER THE SUN …” (9:11).

· “This wisdom I have also seen UNDER THE SUN …” (9:13).

THE NATURE OF MAN

Al states: “… the many and varied issues we will be discussing in the course of this debate all hinge upon our understanding of the nature of man. I respectfully urge Thomas … to present his understanding from God's Word of the nature of man.” 

I am happy to do so, not by quoting the opinions of so-called “scholars” (such as permeate so much of Al’s material), but by quoting God’s word. I believe that man is basically a two-fold being: BODY and SPIRIT/SOUL (e.g., James 2:26). Sometimes there is a three-fold distinction (e.g., 1 Thessalonians 5:23). Regardless, the point I want to emphasize is that there is more to man than the physical body. My conviction is that the Bible makes this fact abundantly clear.

Matthew 22:31-32, “… have you not read what was spoken to you by God, saying, ‘I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’? God is not the God of the dead, but of the living.”

· Abraham had been physically dead  for many centuries (Genesis 25:8)

· Isaac had been physically dead for many centuries (Genesis 35:29).

· Jacob had been physically dead for many centuries (Genesis 49:33).

· However, they were still LIVING in the time of Moses (Exodus 3:6), because God said, “I am” [present tense] the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.

· They were still living in the time of Jesus, because He said “God is” [present tense] the God of the LIVING (Matthew 22:32).

· They were still living in the time of Jesus, because He said “God is not the God of the dead” (Matthew 22:32). Jesus was not denying that these men had died physically, but He was affirming that they were living as spirits (in Hades, Luke 16:22-31). Even though their physical bodies had returned to the dust, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were still alive!

Matthew 17:1-3, “… Jesus … was transfigured before them…. And behold, Moses and Elijah appeared to them, talking with Him.”

· Moses had died many centuries earlier (Deuteronomy 34:5).

· How could Moses appear at the transfiguration of Jesus if all there was to Moses had ceased to exist? He obviously still existed despite his BODY’S return to the dust! 

· He was still MOSES—he had retained his identity even after his death! 

James 2:26, “For as the BODY without the SPIRIT is dead, so faith without works is dead also.” 

· James did NOT say “the spirit without the body is dead”! It is the BODY that is dead when the SPIRIT departs. Man is more than a physical body—he is also spirit, and that survives physical death.

Ecclesiastes 12:7, “Then the DUST will return to the earth as it was, and the SPIRIT will return to God who gave it.” 

· Man’s BODY will return to dust, but his SPIRIT will return to God.

Daniel 7:15, “I, Daniel, was grieved in my SPIRIT within my BODY, and the visions of my head troubled me.” 

· Note that Daniel’s spirit was WITHIN his body, but distinguished from it.

Acts 7:59, “And they stoned Stephen as he was calling on God and saying, ‘Lord Jesus, receive my SPIRIT.’”

· Stephen died and his body was buried (Acts 7:60; 8:2), but his SPIRIT was in the care of God.

1 Corinthians 2:11, “For what man knows the things of a man except the SPIRIT of the man which is in him? …”

· A man’s SPIRIT is IN him (if he is alive). 

2 Peter 1:13-14, “Yes, I think it is right, as long as I am IN THIS TENT, to stir you up by reminding you, knowing that shortly I must PUT OFF THIS TENT, just as our Lord Jesus Christ showed me.”

· Peter certainly had an existence in addition to the physical body (“this tent”), for he speaks of being IN his body now, but PUTTING OFF his body later on.

· “Put off” is translated from apothesis, meaning “a putting off or away, laying aside” (The Analytical Greek Lexicon, page 48). 

Revelation 14:13, “Then I heard a voice from heaven saying to me, ‘Write: ‘BLESSED are the dead who die in the Lord from now on….’”

· The word “blessed” is translated from makarios, meaning “blessed, fortunate, happy, usu. in the sense privileged recipient of divine favor” (A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature by Bauer, Arndt, Gingrich & Danker, page 486); “happy, blessed” (The Analytical Greek Lexicon, page 256).

· If the dead cease to exist/become extinct/return to dust, how can the dead be “happy”? 

· However, if (as the Bible teaches) they go into Paradise (Luke 23:43) and comfort (Luke 16:25), it is quite easy to understand how they can be happy, fortunate, and blessed.

John 19:30, “So when Jesus had received the sour wine, He said, ‘It is finished!’ And bowing His head, He gave up His spirit.”

· When Jesus “gave up His SPIRIT” (and died), his BODY remained upon the cross for some time before it was removed and placed in Joseph’s tomb.

· However, Jesus’ SPIRIT still existed after He died, and so did the spirit of the “thief on the cross,” because Jesus said to him, “Today you will be with Me in Paradise” (Luke 23:43). I believe Jesus told him the truth!

Matthew 10:28, “And do not fear those who kill the BODY but cannot kill the SOUL. But rather fear Him who is able to destroy both SOUL and BODY in hell.” 

· Someone in this world might kill the BODY, but he cannot kill the SOUL! God can destroy (ruin) BOTH in hell. There is more to man than his physical body.

Hebrews 12:9, “Furthermore, we have had human fathers [“fathers of our FLESH”—ASV, KJV] who corrected us, and we paid them respect. Shall we not much more readily be in subjection to the Father of SPIRITS and live?” 

· We receive the physical BODY from our parents, but the SPIRIT comes from God.

2 Corinthians 12:2-3, “I know a MAN in Christ … whether IN THE BODY I do not know, or whether OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows … and I know such a MAN—whether IN THE BODY or OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows.” 

· The inspired apostle knew that a MAN could exist without being in his physical BODY. So there is more to MAN than his physical body!

1 Thessalonians 5:23, “Now may the God of peace Himself sanctify you completely; and may your whole SPIRIT, SOUL, and BODY be preserved blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

· Whatever distinctions one may make in the spirit and the soul in this verse, it is obvious that they are not the body. Therefore, there is more to a PERSON than his BODY!

2 Corinthians 4:16, “… Even though our OUTWARD MAN is perishing, yet the INWARD man is being renewed day by day.”

· The PHYSICAL BODY (outward man) will eventually die and decay, but the SPIRIT (inward man) will live on.

· The physical body is one of the “things which are seen” and it is “temporary” (until putting on immortality, 1 Corinthians 15:53); however, man’s spirit is one of the “things which are not seen” and it is “eternal” (cf. 2 Corinthians 4:18).

· Ephesians 3:16, “That He would grant you … to be strengthened with might through His Spirit in the INNER MAN.” 

2 Corinthians 5:6-8, “Therefore we are always confident, knowing that while we are at home IN THE BODY we are absent from the Lord…. We are confident, yes, well pleased rather to be ABSENT FROM THE BODY and to be PRESENT WITH THE LORD.”

· How could a person be “absent from the body” and be anywhere, according to the teaching of my opponent? 

· Isn’t it clear, according to Paul, that each person has an existence apart from his physical body? We can be “present with the Lord” though “absent from the body”!

Philippians 1:21-24, “For to me, to live is Christ, and TO DIE IS GAIN. But if I live on IN THE FLESH, this will mean fruit from my labor; yet what I shall choose I cannot tell. For I am hard pressed between the two, having a desire to DEPART AND BE WITH CHRIST, which is FAR BETTER. Nevertheless to REMAIN IN THE FLESH is more needful for you.”

· Paul said, “To die is gain.” If physical death brings non-existence, then how could that be GAIN for Paul?

· Paul said, “To depart” (die physically) is “far better.” However, if death results in CESSATION OF EXISTENCE, how could this be “far better”? 

· If death means total extinction/ceasing to exist for the WHOLE PERSON, then death involves “nothingness.” If Paul continued to live, he had the joy of being a Christian (Philippians 4:4) and preaching the gospel that saves souls (Romans 1:16). If Paul died, according to Al’s view, he would cease to exist, become nothing! If Al’s position is true, why was this a difficult choice for Paul??? Surely, to continue to live physically, serving the Lord and preaching the gospel, is “far better” than becoming “nothing”!!!

· The truth is that, when Paul died physically, he would BE (exist) in a BETTER state (one of comfort in the presence of righteous people, Luke 16:22-25).

The primary point I want people to understand from these passages is that THERE IS MORE TO MAN THAN HIS PHYSICAL BODY!  When the body is dead, the PERSON still exists as a SPIRIT BEING. 

AL’S FOUR QUESTIONS

Al asks me four (unnumbered) questions. I have numbered them for convenience in replying.

#1. Did Jesus actually provide a true ‘substitutionary’ death for mankind at the cross? 

#2. In other words, in the lyrics of a well-known hymn we frequently sing, did Jesus truly ‘pay it all’? 

#3. Was the ultimate ‘wage’ of sin ‘paid in full’ by Jesus on behalf of the redeemed who accept that gift of His sacrifice, or will wicked men, who do not accept that gift of life in Him, pay a greater price after the judgment? 

#4. If the wages of sin for the unredeemed is everlasting separation from God, with accompanying perpetual torture, did Jesus pay that price?” 
 MY ANSWERS

#1. I was unable to find “substitutionary” in the Bible, so I checked Webster’s New World Dictionary (Third College Edition). There was no definition for “substitutionary”; however, “substitute” was defined as “a person or thing serving or used in place of another” (page 1336). Therefore, I would say, “Yes.” In dying upon the cross, Jesus did what we could not do--He was “a person … serving … in place of another”:

· Isaiah 53:4-11, “Surely He has borne our griefs and carried our sorrows … He was wounded for our transgressions, He was bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement for our peace was upon Him, and by His stripes we are healed … And the Lord has laid on Him the iniquity of us all … By His knowledge My righteous Servant shall justify many, for He shall bear their iniquities.”

· Hebrews 9:26, “… but now, once, at the end of the ages, He has appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself.”

#2 & #3a: Yes, when Jesus died upon the cross, He “paid it all” (the FULL PRICE) so that sinners may receive forgiveness of their sins and avoid the penalty for sin--eternal separation from God in hell.  The word of God confirms this fact:

· Romans 3:23-25, “For all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, being justified freely by His grace through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God set forth to be a propitiation by His blood …”

· Matthew 26:28, “For this is My blood of the new covenant, which is shed for many for the remission of sins.”

· Matthew 20:28, “Just as the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a ransom for many.”

· Ephesians 1:7, “In Him we have redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of sins, …”

· Hebrews 9:12, “… with His own blood He entered the Most Holy Place once for all, having obtained eternal redemption.”

· Revelation 1:5, “… To Him who loved us and washed us from our sins in His own blood”

#3b (Will wicked men, who do not accept that gift of life in Him, pay a greater price after the judgment?): If by “greater price” you means “greater than what Jesus’ paid,” then “No”! 

(1) The PRICE Jesus paid was the offering of a HOLY, JUST, and SINLESS man for all SINNERS:

· 1 Peter 3:18, “For Christ also suffered once for sins, the just for the unjust …”

· Romans 5:8, “But God demonstrates His own love toward us, in that while we were still sinners, Christ died for us.”

· 1 Peter 2:21-24, “… Christ also suffered for us … who committed no sin …who Himself bore our sins in His own body on the tree …”

· Acts 3:14, “But you denied the Holy One and the Just …”

(2) The PRICE sinners pay is a penalty for THEIR PERSONAL SINS:

· 2 Corinthians 5:10, “For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that each one may receive the things done in the body, according to what he has done, whether good or bad.”

· Revelation 20:12, “… And the dead were judged according to their works …”

(3) The PRICE Jesus paid was sufficient to obtain salvation for ALL MEN for ETERNITY:

· 1 John 2:2, “And He Himself is the propitiation for our sins, and not for ours only but also for the whole world.”

· John 1:29, “… Behold! The Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world!”

· Hebrews 5:9, “… He became the author of eternal salvation to all who obey Him”

#4: If you are asking whether Jesus was tortured in eternal separation from God, then “No” (cf. Luke 23:43). However, if the final penalty for the wicked is utter extinction forever (as you believe), then Jesus didn’t suffer that either!  Furthermore, if (as you believe) the wicked will receive temporary torment before becoming extinct, Jesus didn’t suffer that either!
FOUR QUESTIONS FOR AL

1. When “God created man in His own image” (Genesis 1:27), what was made “in the image of God”—the physical body, the spirit, the breath, or something else?

2. If the wages of sin for the unredeemed is “utter extinction forever,” did Jesus pay that price?
3. Do you believe that Jesus’ death upon the cross was the cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON, not just a part of him”?

4. Which of the following individuals exist now?



__ Adam



__ Abraham 



__ Moses



__ Elijah



__ Lazarus (Luke 16)



__ Paul

EVEN ATHEISTS KNOW WHAT THE BIBLE TEACHES

In some of my preparations for a concurrent debate with an atheist, I was reading another debate involving a well-known atheist. He commented that “the New Testament does as a matter of fact plainly, emphatically and repeatedly threaten eternal punishment in hell. I would add that the punishment threatened is (or at least includes) being burned, literally being burned in literal fire or something awfully like it…. Now, I don’t mean oxidized, consumed or cremated as indeed happens, rather mercifully, when we are burned … Now, I say this is preached in the New Testament” (Dr. Warren I. Matson, The Warren-Matson Debate on the Existence of God, pp. 38-39). I do not cite Matson’s remark as proof of the truth of my position, but only to indicate how obvious it is, even to an atheist, what the New Testament says about the eternal destiny of the wicked. Matson does not BELIEVE what the New Testament says on this subject, and (sadly) neither does my friend and brother Al Maxey! 

 
( ( ( 

Maxey’s Fifth Article
I want to thank Thomas for his latest contribution to this discussion. He is obviously dedicated to his beliefs and to His God, and for that I commend him. Unfortunately, to lift a phrase from the apostle Paul, it is a zeal and devotion, in my view, "not in accordance with knowledge" (Romans 10:2). Thankfully, I do not regard this to be an issue that bears directly on one's salvation (although false teaching regarding this issue does lead to tremendous confusion and distress for many), thus I continue to regard Thomas as a dear brother in Christ and a faithful servant of our Master. He just happens to be one with whom I differ on a number of issues, and one whom I believe to be tragically misinformed. The biblical concept of "unity in diversity," however, allows for such a reality as exists between us, and so I rejoice in our uniqueness in Christ, and additionally in the opportunity Thomas has provided for me to engage in this study with him. 

As alluded to above, there is very little in Thomas' last article with which I can conscientiously agree. The temptation, of course, is to immediately address each item at length in an effort to refute them from the Scriptures. Prudence suggests, though, that some of these matters are best dealt with later in this discussion when that particular aspect of our debate assumes central focus. Thus, there are statements made by Thomas in his last contribution that I will only mention in passing, if at all, in this current response. Silence should not be taken as endorsement, however. They will be dealt with at the proper time in our debate. The temptation to run ahead of ourselves is always present, but I shall try to resist it. 
Having said the above, let me comment on a few of the points in Thomas' post that I feel need some clarification at this juncture in our discussion. Then I shall present what I perceive to be the biblical perspective of the nature of man. 
A CLARIFICATION ON "DEATH" 

With Thomas' first chart (the reader may want to refer back to that chart), in which he listed the three major types of death, what/who are being separated, and the resultant state/impact of that separation, I am in almost total agreement. Physical death is indeed a separation of body and spirit. Spiritual death is a separation of sinners from God, as is eternal death. I have no argument at all with Thomas over what/who are being separated in each of these. We agree. 

With regard to the resultant state/impact of "eternal death" I too believe it is an everlasting separation from God, and that the nature of this punishment will be experienced in "hell/eternal fire." Obviously, Thomas and I differ on the nature of that punishment, but we both agree that the resultant state is one of everlasting separation from the Lord. Later in this debate we will examine in greater depth exactly what that signifies for the unredeemed. 

Thomas declares the resultant state/impact of "spiritual death" to be a continuing in sin, and thus "no fellowship with God." I also agree with this. "And you were dead in your trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked according to the course of this world" (Eph. 2:1-2). "Your iniquities have made a separation between you and your God" (Isaiah 59:2). Although, to the best of my recollection, the phrase "spiritual death" never actually occurs in Scripture (this is a phrase created by men), nevertheless most of us understand the concept being conveyed. There is a separation between God and the sinner who willfully persists in his/her sin; a separation likened figuratively to death. Such a person is obviously NOT literally, physically deceased, but continues to be fully animate and functioning in the world. What has "ceased to be" is relationship and fellowship with God. This, then, is the resultant state of one who is said to be "spiritually dead," but who obviously is still very much "physically alive." It is not the person himself who is literally, physically dead, but it is rather a death of the person's relationship and fellowship with deity. Thus, it is characterized as "spiritual" to distinguish it from "physical." It would be just as accurate to describe the former as "figurative" and the latter as "literal." 

With regard to Thomas' statement on "physical death," I agree that it is a separation of body and spirit. The resultant state is that the "body returns to dust." This is what the Bible teaches, as Thomas has noted in the chart. Where Thomas and I differ on this chart, however, is concerning his assertion that the "spirit resides in Hades/comfort or torment." I reject that notion completely. "The dust will return to the earth as it was, and the spirit will return to God who gave it" (Ecclesiastes 12:7). 

Thomas obviously embraces the concept of dualism with respect to the nature of man. In other words, man can be divided into two separate viable entities, one of which can survive apart from the other, and even survive the death of the other. Thus, the body can die, but the spirit or soul lives on in either comfort or torment, according to Thomas. I believe this is false, and will seek to present the biblical alternative later in this post. I merely point out here, at this juncture, my disagreement with this one aspect of his chart in which he suggests this "spirit" of a man somehow survives physical death and subsequently "resides" in some Hadean holding place. What returns to God who gave it is NOT a separate "living being" (the real us, as Thomas would seemingly maintain), but something else entirely. What that is will be explained later in this post. 

Concerning 1 Timothy 5:6 (speaking of a "wanton widow" who "is dead even while she lives"), Thomas continues to be "puzzled." For some reason he cannot seem to fathom the distinction between physical and spiritual death (between figurative and literal applications). Notice Thomas' confusion here: He rightly stated, "So, Al teaches that when a person dies physically the ENTIRE PERSON is dead." That is a correct representation of what I teach (and what I believe the Bible teaches). 

Thomas then partially quotes a statement I made about this "wanton widow" and concludes: "So, when one dies physically, the ENTIRE PERSON does NOT become extinct! Therefore, when the entire person dies, the entire person does not become extinct! Consequently, physical death is NOT extinction of the entire person! Yet, when I asked Al, 'Is he (Al) denying that he believes "death" is extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence?' he answered, 'No, I am not denying that at all. I am affirming it.' So he is affirming that death IS 'extinction, annihilation, or cessation of existence'! That is what I meant when I said his position was 'puzzling.' So, when a man dies PHYSICALLY, does he cease to exist or not??? Does he become extinct? Is he annihilated? Does any part of man survive when he dies?" 

It appears that Thomas feels I am contradicting myself; that I am one moment teaching physical death is a total extinction of being, but the next suggesting it is not. This, of course, is not true, but his confusion is due to his apparent inability to distinguish between physical and spiritual death (between literal and figurative applications). His confusion in this particular instance is also facilitated by his failure to properly understand that which he only partially quoted above with regard to the "wanton widow." Let me provide that entire quote below: 

· "There is NO conflict whatsoever in declaring one 'dead even while she lives,' for two completely different applications of 'death' are in view --- one physical, one spiritual. So, Thomas is partially correct in saying, in this particular case, that death 'is not cessation of existence or extinction.' In the physical sense, that is correct. The woman is still literally, physically animate. However, with regard to 'spiritual death' something HAS ceased to exist. What no longer exists, because of her willful, wanton sin against her God, is a saving relationship with that God. She has been severed from the very Source of Life Himself. She is DEAD with regard to relationship with deity; that relationship NO LONGER EXISTS!!!" 

Thomas incorrectly concluded from my statement above: "physical death is NOT extinction of the entire person!" A careful reading will demonstrate that is NOT what I was suggesting. What I was suggesting is that this woman was "dead" with regard to relationship with God due to her sin, but that PHYSICALLY she was very much alive and functioning in the world about her. One can be alive physically (literal application) and still animate and functional in the world, but dead "spiritually" (figurative application) with respect to fellowship and relationship with the Lord. I stated above that Thomas was "partially correct in saying, in this particular case, that death 'is not cessation of existence or extinction'" because the woman was still PHYSICALLY alive. That is why I immediately stated above, "In the PHYSICAL sense, that is correct." 

Physically, the woman had not died. Thus, she was ALIVE. The only "death" in view is what has come to be known as "spiritual death," and that is NOT in reference to the physical body. "Spiritual death" is figurative, and refers ONLY to loss of relationship and fellowship with deity (it makes no statement about one's physical condition in the present world). I continue to be somewhat amazed, and even a little amused, that Thomas seems incapable of grasping this distinction between the two. I have had others read my statements, and they perceived the distinction immediately, so I don't think it was for want of clarity in my presentation. Thus, I guess I'M a bit "puzzled" over why this concept eludes him! 

In answer to his question posed above: --- YES, when a man dies PHYSICALLY, the entire person is dead; he ceases to be. That is NOT true, however, when one is merely referring to the severing of relationship and fellowship with God due to one's continuance in SIN while still living on the face of the earth. This so-called "spiritual death" is a separation from God involving relationship and fellowship, and it has NO IMPACT WHATSOEVER on the person physically (at least not with respect to "death"). That person PHYSICALLY remains very much alive and animate. Thomas, I don't know how to make that any clearer to you than I already have. 

What is even more puzzling to me is that Thomas clearly seems at times in his post to grasp this concept. For example, after expressing his above puzzlement he wrote: "Note: Al contends that in spiritual death the PERSON still exists, but SOMETHING (the relationship with God) does not." He then repeats it a few sentences later: "Notice again that Al contends that in spiritual death the PERSON still exists, but SOMETHING (the relationship with the Father) does not." He then states, "I am going to agree with this statement." Well, if Thomas AGREES with this statement, then WHY the "puzzlement?" PHYSICAL death is the death of the PERSON (the entire person). So-called "SPIRITUAL death" is merely the severing of that living person's relationship and fellowship with God while that person continues to EXIST on the face of the earth. What is so difficult about this concept? Apparently nothing, since in his second chart Thomas points out that in "Spiritual" death what EXISTS is "The Person" and what does NOT EXIST is "Fellowship with God." Again, this is EXACTLY what I have been saying. Thus, Thomas and I agree on this, and perhaps NOW his puzzlement has been alleviated!! 

Where Thomas and I do NOT agree is with regard to the remainder of his assertions in Chart #2 (the reader should refer to that chart in Thomas' last post). He lists the three types of death in that chart, and then lists "What Does Exist" and "What Does Not Exist." In the center section (pertaining to Spiritual Death) we agree. The person exists (literally and physically), but the relationship and fellowship with God does NOT exist. That is correct. 

Section #1, however, is entirely false, in my opinion, and section #3 is only half correct. The latter section deals with Eternal Death. Thomas declares that "Fellowship with God" does NOT exist. That is correct. However, Thomas asserts that "The Person" DOES exist. That is false. Those who experience "eternal death" in the lake of fire CEASE TO EXIST. More will be said about this as our debate continues (after all, this is the basic focus of the entire debate: Is the eternal destiny of the wicked perpetual torture or ultimate extinction?). We still have much territory to cover before arriving at deeper investigation into that specific question. 

In section #1 Thomas' dualism again presents itself. He asserts that after Physical Death "The Person" still exists, but what does NOT exist is "a physical, bodily indwelling." In other words, although the BODY is now dead, the PERSON himself is still alive (that "person" just no longer "indwells" the physical body). He wrote: "In each case of death, the PERSON continues to exist!" I believe Thomas is dead wrong (pun intended) on this point, and I shall address it more fully later in this post (as I present the biblical perspective of the nature of man) and later in this debate when we begin to examine the nature of the final disposition of the wicked. 
A FEW ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

I had pointed out in my previous contribution to this debate that what Thomas "has failed to perceive is the Jewish concept of the nature of man." To this my opponent replied, "Actually, I have little concern for the 'Jewish concept.'" And therein lies part of our problem. A sound, legitimate hermeneutic MUST have concern for the perception of the original writers and readers of a text. We are thousands of years removed from those to whom the Scriptures were originally addressed, not to mention other significant factors such as culture, ethnicity, religion, language, world view and the like. Assuming that OUR present day view of the nature of man was THEIR view is a dangerous assumption. The influence of ancient Hellenism, for example, has dramatically altered man's view of himself, and that impact is felt to this very day. I will seek to demonstrate this as I deal with the biblical view of man as opposed to the common view espoused by many today (Thomas among them). 

Let me just say that I was greatly impressed (positively so) by one of Thomas' statements. He wrote: "I do not believe that immortality is 'something inherently ours,' as Al implies that I do! Except for the case of God, where immortality exists (whether of angels, the devil and demons, the human spirit, or the human body in the resurrection), it is conferred by God -- it is not inherent, but DERIVED." That is a very, very important admission on Thomas' part, and I am thrilled to hear him say this. This places him head and shoulders above some of his fellow "traditionalists" who DO insist upon the inherent immortality of the "soul" or "spirit." Indeed, some have suggested boldly that we are just as immortal as God, and that we CANNOT die ... ever!!! I agree with Thomas and the apostle Paul, however, that the Lord "ALONE possesses immortality" (1 Timothy 6:16), and any immortality man may one day experience will be conferred upon him as a gift from God, not something he has always possessed as his inherent right by virtue of his nature. This assertion by Thomas will become a vital one as we progress in this debate, and it will directly impact the very proposition under scrutiny in this exchange between us. I encourage the readers to note carefully, and remember, this declaration by Thomas. 

With regard to "the eternal fire," and his exposition of Jude 7, I must disagree with my brother in Christ. I got the distinct impression that he sought to distance the people of Sodom and Gomorrah from the "eternal fire," and was suggesting the fire THEY experienced was something different. He seemed to be suggesting the "eternal fire" was only for the wicked at the last day. Perhaps I misunderstood Thomas on this point, and if so I ask him to correct me. Here is his statement that led me to this conclusion: 

· "The point of the verse is that Sodom and Gomorrah (referring to the people who lived in these cities) were punished for their ungodliness by fire from God that serves as a figure/type/symbol of the final punishment of the wicked in 'eternal fire.' The text says they 'are set forth as an example.' ... The fact that ungodly people back then lost their physical lives by means of fire from God serves as 'an example by way of warning' people in this age about the 'eternal fire' awaiting the ungodly at the coming of the Lord." 

Again, perhaps I have misunderstood Thomas here, but he seems to intentionally drop the term aionios when speaking of the fire sent upon the people of Sodom and Gomorrah, and applies it only to final punishment of the wicked. This leaves me to wonder if Thomas does not believe the people of Sodom and Gomorrah experienced, in their physical destruction, the effects of God's "eternal fire." Thomas, does "eternal fire" in Jude 7 apply to the physical destruction of those people in those cities at that specific time, or does it ONLY refer to the future punishment of the wicked in the lake of fire? I would be interested in your perspective, and exegesis, on this. 

Shifting gears, Thomas observed: "A significant part of Al's 'evidence' in this debate consists of quotations from an array of supposed 'scholars.' ... I wonder if my opponent realizes that I can produce a multitude of quotations from 'scholars' who agree with the views I hold, and who disagree with his? ... my quoting from such men would not prove my position true any more than his quoting men proves his true!" 

I agree fully with what Thomas has declared above. Yes, both of us could quote a host of men (known and unknown, reputable and otherwise) who agree with our respective positions. And, yes, this in no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views. Such is not my intention, any more than I believe it is Thomas' intention when he provides information and quotes from extra-biblical sources. There are times when someone has expressed a thought or concept far more succinctly than I could. Thus, I share that as representative of my own (perhaps more eloquently stated than my own feeble efforts). 

It is also important for the readers of a debate to perceive (especially when a concept may be new or strange to them, as mine will be to some of the readers) that the view espoused is NOT the isolated raving of a lone lunatic!! I know, I know ... It may be the universal ravings of a legion of lunatics!!!! Seriously, though, when one can demonstrate that a concept has been successfully promoted and defended throughout man's history, and by some of the "giants of faith" in religious history, this tends to cause some to give the matter a more serious look. It certainly doesn't PROVE the doctrine, but when reputable scholars for centuries have ably proclaimed and defended such a teaching, one should not discount that body of testimony lightly. THAT is my only point, Thomas -- to motivate the readers to more serious reflection upon a most vital issue, rather than simply dismiss it out of hand as the fantasy of one man. Having "a great cloud of witnesses surrounding us" (Hebrews 12:1) CAN be a motivating force to greater reflection. 
SUBSTITUTIONARY ATONEMENT 

I had asked Thomas if Jesus had actually provided a true "substitutionary" death for mankind at the cross. I was pleased to see Thomas respond in the affirmative. He wrote, "I would say, 'Yes.' In dying upon the cross, Jesus did what we could not do -- He was 'a person ... serving ... in place of another.'" 

I then asked if Jesus had paid our debt IN FULL with this "substitutionary" sacrifice. He wrote, "Yes, when Jesus died upon the cross, He 'paid it all' (the FULL PRICE)." After this I asked if a human sinner, who died in his sins, would be forced to pay a GREATER penalty than Jesus paid in His "substitutionary" sacrifice. Thomas replied, "If by 'greater price' you mean 'greater than what Jesus' paid,' then 'No!'" 

I appreciate the answers Thomas has provided. I agree with each of them. However, this poses a problem for those who embrace the traditional view of eternal punishment. If the "wages of sin" is perpetual torture, Jesus did not pay that price. If indeed this is the penalty that must be paid, then He did not pay it. Dr. Basil F.C. Atkinson, of Cambridge University, wrote: "It is sometimes forgotten that we have in history at the center of our faith an open example and illustration of the punishment of sin ... the facts of the suffering and death of Christ Jesus prove conclusively that the punishment of sin is death in its natural sense" (Life and Immortality: An Examination of the Nature and Meaning of Life and Death as They Are Revealed in the Scriptures, p. 103). Brother Curtis Dickinson concurred in his book: "If the punishment for our sins is not ACTUAL DEATH, then Christ could not have made atonement for us BY HIS DEATH" (What the Bible Teaches about Immortality and Future Punishment, p. 16). 

James A Nichols, an influential 20th century theologian, wrote, "Take also the case of the death of Jesus. This is admittedly a penal death in our place, so it should be considered as a fair example of punishment awaiting the lost sinner. His sufferings obviously took place before his death. They were sufferings both physical and mental. At last came death on the cross. Now, no one supposes that after his death his soul was delivered over to the tormentors" (Christian Doctrines: A Presentation of Biblical Theology, p. 142). 

Thomas admitted: "If you are asking whether Jesus was tortured in eternal separation from God, then 'No.'" Thomas is exactly right on this point. Jesus did NOT suffer (and is not currently suffering) perpetual torture. He did NOT pay that price. Jesus has demonstrated, however, that the penalty for sin is exactly what the Bible declares it to be: DEATH. He DID pay THAT price!! And He would have remained dead had not a very special promise been made to Him: He would not be abandoned to the grave; He would be delivered. That promise has NOT been made to the wicked. Thus, when THEY experience the "wages of sin" (death) there will be no future rescue. Just as in the death of Christ we have a demonstration of the fate of the unredeemed, so also in His resurrection to life do we have a demonstration of the fate of the redeemed. "If Christ has not been raised, your faith is worthless, you are still in your sins. Then those also who have fallen asleep in Christ have perished" (1 Cor. 15:17-18). "But now Christ has been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who are asleep" (1 Cor. 15:20). 

Thomas wrote: "If (as you believe) the wicked will receive temporary torment before becoming extinct, Jesus didn't suffer that either!" On the contrary, Thomas! That is exactly what He suffered!! Notice again the analysis by Dr. Nichols above. 

Thomas claims that Jesus PAID IT ALL, that He took the penalty upon Himself for sin IN FULL. This statement is simply not true IF the penalty is perpetual torture in the lake of fire. This statement IS true if the "wages of sin is death" (Romans 6:23). If the wages of sin is perpetual torture in fire, then the wicked will be forced to suffer an infinitely greater penalty than Jesus paid for the sins of mankind. Indeed, the suffering and death of Christ would be trivial in comparison. On March 16, 1967, in a letter to brother Jim Bill McInteer, a person who signed the letter "A Very Discouraged Christian" wrote, "I'd much rather have been hanged on a cross, suffered about three days, than to burn forevermore. Forevermore is quite a bit longer than three days or thirty-three years." This person was feeling the burden of his own sin, and feeling he could not live in such a way as to obtain heaven, and was distressed over the seeming disparity between what men would be forced to suffer and what Christ supposedly suffered as their substitutionary sacrifice. That is a real problem for the traditionalist who proclaims perpetual torture as the penalty for sin --- the penalty we have been told Christ Jesus PAID IN FULL. 

It seems to me that if one is going to answer the questions I posed to Thomas in the way Thomas has, that one must take a long hard look at the view which proclaims perpetual torture as the "wages of sin." 
"FOUR QUESTIONS FOR AL" 

Thomas has asked four questions of me, and I will do my best to respond to them. 

1. When "God created man in His own image" (Genesis 1:27), what was made "in the image of God" -- the physical body, the spirit, the breath, or something else? 

· I will answer this question in the latter part of this current post when I deal with the nature of man. 

2. If the wages of sin for the unredeemed is "utter extinction forever," did Jesus pay that price? 

· The wages of sin is DEATH (Romans 6:23). When you are dead, you cease to be. Unless God intervenes in some miraculous way, that extinction is forever!! When Jesus gave up His life the potential was indeed "forever extinction." However, God had made a special promise to Jesus that He would not be abandoned to the grave forever (Acts 2:27). Thus, by the power of God and through special promise, Jesus was lifted up out of death. In essence, the same promise is made to all men prior to their physical deaths through the gospel. If they will submit to Him, they too will be lifted up out of death and will live forevermore. Those who do NOT submit to His gracious offer will indeed be raised, will be judged for that refusal, and will be returned to death. In the death, burial and resurrection of the Lord we have a demonstration of the destinies of both the redeemed and unredeemed --- Death on the one hand, Life on the other! 

3. Do you believe that Jesus' death upon the cross was the cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON, not just a part of him? 

· Yes. 

4. Which of the following individuals exist now? 

· Only Elijah (in your list of names) is currently living, although the exact nature of that existence, and where, is beyond our comprehension. He was spared physical death, and was physically taken by the Lord. I'm convinced that his body underwent some dramatic change to enable it to exist in some radically different sphere, but I have no clue as to what that must have been (Jesus' raised body also seemed to have been different in some remarkable ways, thus it apparently had experienced change). The aged apostle John was not even willing to speculate --- "it has not appeared as yet what we shall be," but "we know that, when He appears, we shall be like Him" (1 John 3:2). Someone asked a similar question of Paul in 1 Cor. 15:35. His response was that it would basically be a glorious, imperishable body ... "we shall be changed" (vs. 52). For anyone to go too far beyond that would be mere speculation. Whatever this resurrection body is, I think it is what Elijah and Enoch now enjoy. Beyond that I dare not assume too much. 

· Adam, Abraham, Moses and Paul (whom you listed) are all dead. I would echo the words of Peter: "Brethren, I may confidently say to you regarding the patriarch David that he both died and was buried, and his tomb is with us to this day" (Acts 2:29). A few verses later Peter declares that David has not ascended into heaven (vs. 34). Thus, these persons have ceased to be in the cognitive sense, although their dust is undoubtedly somewhere on the planet. At one point Moses was summoned from the dust of the ground to appear with Elijah (after all, our God IS the God of the living and the dead, and none are beyond His reach), but he was likely returned there when his purpose for appearing was fulfilled. Again, there is much about that particular situation we simply do not know. As for Lazarus (Luke 16), he was merely a fictional character in a parable, thus never existed to begin with. I will have more to say about him when I examine in some depth in a future post this parable of our Lord (which I will probably do in my next post). 

EVEN ATHEISTS KNOW WHAT THE BIBLE TEACHES 

Thomas wrote, "I do not cite Matson's remark as proof of the truth of my position, but only to indicate how obvious it is, even to an atheist, what the New Testament says about the eternal destiny of the wicked." 

Yes, even an atheist can be mistaken in his biblical interpretation!! Much of that misinterpretation is likely the result of centuries of pagan influence upon Christendom, an influence so pervasive that these misconceptions have become part of our common language and culture. So common, in fact, that even our dictionaries often perpetuate the falsehoods in their definitions of key terms. This can be seen in other areas also, such as the terms "baptism" and "church." Who hasn't been distressed when reading the dictionary definitions of these terms? 

Many atheists find the traditionalist perspective of final punishment more than they can swallow, and it leaves them with a negative view of Christianity and our God. Brother John Clayton, a former atheist and a devoted disciple whom I've known for many years, wrote, "In my 33 years of working with atheists, skeptics, and struggling believers, one of the most frequently articulated challenges to God is His justice. What kind of a God is it that would send a person to horrible eternal pain and suffering? ... All of the pious and complex attempts to justify this situation do not work with atheists, skeptics, and most struggling believers. One solution to this problem is to suggest that what the Bible really teaches on this subject is eternal punishment, not eternal punishing. The analogy sometimes used is that a person executed for a crime is punished, but is not tortured forever. If God allows a person to exist and then puts them back into non-existence if they do not accept His Grace, there is not the punishing forever and yet Hell is real" (Does God Exist? Jan/Feb, 2001, p. 24). Several years earlier he had written, "I have never been able to be comfortable with the position that a person who rejected God should suffer forever and ever and ever. ... If a person who rejected God just died, there would be no real problem" (Does God Exist? Sept/Oct, 1990, p. 20). 

In a personal letter to me (dated October 16, 1990), brother John Clayton wrote, "I think the thinking part of the Church is really being stimulated by Fudge's book and is really coming to a recognition that a lot of the traditional teachings on heaven and hell really don't stand up in an examination of the facts." Later in the letter, after discussing the view of the nature of man and final punishment that I have been preaching for many years now, he wrote, "There is a great deal of intellectual appeal to that and a much more logical approach than some of the traditional concepts of hell. I hope all of us who are willing to think will continue to examine this concept." 

Well, I shall let the above rather lengthy comments on Thomas' last post suffice. The remainder of this current post will be an examination of what I perceive to be the biblical teaching on the nature of man. I will introduce the subject by giving the basic "Jewish" concept (as perceived in the OT writings), and then deal specifically and in some depth with the concepts of Body, Soul and Spirit. I shall then conclude by examining the significance of the idea that mankind was created in the "image of God." 
THE NATURE OF MAN 

In his section dealing with the nature of man Thomas made the following observation: "I believe that man is basically a two-fold being: BODY and SPIRIT/SOUL. ... The point I want to emphasize is that there is more to man than the physical body." Later, he states this again: "The primary point I want people to understand from these passages is that THERE IS MORE TO MAN THAN HIS PHYSICAL BODY! When the body is dead, the PERSON still exists as a SPIRIT BEING." 

I think Thomas has pretty well declared his position in the above statements and by his interpretations of the several passages he provided in his last post. Needless to say, I completely disagree with his position and his interpretations. The Scriptures Thomas provided, by the way, are the standard "proof texts" paraded by traditionalists every time this subject comes up, and they are consistently misinterpreted through the "theological spectacles of heathen dualism." Rather than attempting to refute the interpretations of Thomas on each of these passages (these will be examined later in various contexts throughout this debate and I shall challenge his views on these passages at that time), I think it would prove more constructive at this juncture to simply (though in some depth) provide what I believe the biblical teaching on the nature of man to be. Thus, the remainder of this current offering will focus on that theme. 
THE HOLISTIC VIEW OF MAN 

"What is man, that Thou dost take thought of him?" (Psalm 8:4). We all know that he is "fearfully and wonderfully made" (Psalm 139:14), but exactly what IS the nature of man? Mankind has been asking this question, and seeking the answer, almost from the beginning of time. 

One of the important truths conveyed in the OT Scriptures, as the nature of man is considered, is that man is a unified whole, rather than a loose fusion of separate entities. It was much later that the pagans began to influence the thinking of the people of God in the direction of two (dichotomy) or three (trichotomy) distinct parts. This dualistic manner of conceptualizing human beings has persisted throughout most of Christian history, and began in the so-called intertestamental period to influence the Jewish thinking as well. 

"A human being is a totality of being, not a combination of various parts and impulses. According to the Old Testament understanding, a person is not a body which happens to possess a soul. Instead, a person is a living soul. ... Because of God's breath of life, the man became 'a living being' (Gen. 2:7). A person, thus, is a complete totality, made up of human flesh, spirit (best understood as 'the life-force'), and nephesh (best understood as 'the total self' but often translated as 'soul')" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 61). "The Old Testament truth that people exist as a totality remained firm in New Testament writings" (ibid). "The New Testament illustrates four specific and distinct dimensions of human existence, but the writers of the New Testament affirm with the Old Testament writers that a human being is a totality, a complete whole" (ibid). 

"In the Bible, a person is a unity. Body and soul or spirit are not opposite terms, but rather terms which supplement one another to describe aspects of the inseparable whole person. Such a holistic image of a person is maintained also in the New Testament even over against the Greek culture which, since Plato, sharply separated body and soul with an analytic exactness and which saw the soul as the valuable, immortal, undying part of human beings. ... According to the Bible, a human being exists as a whole unit and remains also as a whole person in the hand of God after death. A person is not at any time viewed as a bodyless soul" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 1295-1296). 

Dr. Everett Ferguson, a dear brother in Christ, in his book Early Christians Speak: Faith and Life in the First Three Centuries (ACU Press), comments on some statements found in the noted second century work The Epistle to Diognetus (in which are found the statements: "The invisible soul is imprisoned in a visible body" and "The immortal soul dwells in a mortal tent"). Dr. Ferguson observes: "From the standpoint of the Biblical doctrine of man, one can fault the author for his Greek distinction between body and soul. The sharp separation he makes is more in accord with Greek philosophy than it is with the Biblical view of the unity of the whole man" (p. 198). Everett later comments, "The author's anthropology is faulty" (ibid). 

"The ancient Hebrews did not approach man dualistically as have the Greeks nor, by implication, the general public of contemporary Western society" (Dr. Arnold De Graaff and Dr. James Olthuis, Toward A Biblical View Of Man, a paper produced for the Institute For Christian Studies, p. 81). "Man is not a soul imprisoned in a body. Both belong together in a psychosomatic unity. ... There is not dualism in the sense of separation, as though there could be full man either as body alone or as soul alone. ...together they make up the one man" (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Vol. 1, p. 134). 

"The English translation ... 'soul' has too often been misunderstood as teaching a bipartite (soul and body: dichotomy) or tripartite (body, soul and spirit: trichotomy) anthropology. Equally misleading is the interpretation which too radically separates soul from body as in the Greek view of human nature. Porteous states it well when he says, 'The Hebrew could not conceive of a disembodied soul.' ... As R.B. Laurin has suggested, 'To the Hebrew, man was not a body and a soul, but rather a body-soul, a unity of vital power'" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 5, p. 496). "What is essential to understanding the Hebrew mind is the recognition that man is a unit: body-soul" (ibid, p. 497). 

I have risked drawing a rebuke from my opponent by giving several quotations here, but it is important to note the growing number of scholars who have perceived the doctrine of dualism to be anti-biblical and totally opposed to the true holistic nature of man. This realization is especially vital to our present debate, for "what Christians believe about the make-up of their human nature largely determines what they believe about their ultimate destiny" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 21). "A survey of the studies produced during the last fifty years or so, reveals that the traditional dualistic view of human nature has come under massive attack. Scholars seem to outdo one another in challenging traditional dualism and in affirming Biblical wholism. ... Christianity is coming out of a stupor and is suddenly discovering that for too long it has held to a view of human nature derived from Platonic dualism rather than from Biblical wholism" (ibid). 

Thus, as we examine the "parts" of man (body, soul, spirit) we need to keep in mind that these are NOT separate living entities that perhaps can survive apart from one another, and even prosper. Rather they are integral aspects of the whole man, and do not rise to higher, fuller life when freed from one another. Such a concept is pure paganism, and it has no basis in the Scriptures and certainly has no place in the teachings of Christianity. 

The biblical view of the nature of man is probably best perceived in Genesis 2:7 -- "Then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being." One could perhaps present this passage as an equation: 
B + B = B
Body + Breath = Being
Let's notice each of these three concepts more closely, especially since some traditionalists see in this verse justification for the doctrine of "immortal soulism." 
THE BODY 

"Of the thirteen words which refer to the animal or human body, the most frequent is basar, 'flesh.' It can designate the body as a whole, but the form or shape of the body or of its parts is not what is important. The focus is on the function or dynamics" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 202). The Greek word most often utilized for the body is "soma." 

The body of man was formed from the physical elements that also make up the earth about us. According to one source on the Internet, "A chemical analysis of man's body reveals that it consists of 72 parts oxygen, 13.5 parts carbon, 9.1 parts hydrogen, 2.5 parts nitrogen, 1.3 parts calcium, 1.15 parts phosphorus, and small amounts of potassium, sulfur, sodium, chlorine, magnesium, iron, silicon, iodine, and fluorine. The first six elements listed in this paragraph, therefore, make up more than 99% of man's body." 

Although one might want to verify these figures with those better equipped to know than I, nevertheless the point is made that our human bodies consist of common elements found in the physical creation. Phrased more poetically: we are formed from the dust of the ground. In Genesis 3:19 man was informed, "You are dust, and to dust you shall return." Abraham, as he ventured to speak to the Lord, acknowledged, "I am but dust and ashes" (Genesis 18:27). "For He Himself knows our frame (what we are made of); He is mindful that we are but dust" (Psalm 103:14). 

Solomon, in speaking of both men and animals, declares, "All came from the dust and all return to the dust" (Eccl. 3:20). He later observes, "Then the dust will return to the earth as it was" (Eccl. 12:7). In Psalm 104, which speaks of the animals, we are informed that the Creator "dost take away their spirit, they expire, and return to their dust" (vs. 29). With regard to the physical composition of man and beast, it is the same. Neither has an advantage over the other in this area (Eccl. 3:19-21). If God should decide to withhold breath/spirit from both, "all flesh would perish together, and man would return to dust" (Job 34:15). 

"The wordplay between 'adam' and 'adama' (ground, soil) in Gen. 2:7 suggests the relatedness between humanity and the created world" (Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible, p. 615). "There is a wordplay in the Hebrew text of Genesis 2-3 that indicates an intimate relationship between man (adham) and the ground (adhamah). God formed man of dust from the ground (Gen. 2:7; 3:23), made him to till the ground (2:5; 3:23; cf. 2:15), cursed the ground because he sinned (3:17), and decreed that he should return to the ground whence he came (3:19). The emphasis throughout Genesis 2-3 seems to be on the frailty and transitoriness of all God's creation, whether vegetable, animal, or man" (John T. Willis, The Living Word Commentary: Genesis, p. 102-103). "Our study of the meaning and use of 'flesh--bashar' in the Old Testament shows that the word generally is used to describe the concrete reality of human existence from the perspective of its frailty and feebleness" (Dr. Samuel Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 62). 

I would imagine there would be little debate between Thomas and me over the physical body of man (and by "man" I refer to both male and female -- Gen. 1:27). Our bodies are mortal, and thus subject to death. At some point, unless we are privileged to be alive at the Parousia, we shall die (Heb. 9:27). Thus, our bodies will return to the ground ... dust returning to dust. 

The promise of our Lord, however, is that He will awaken us from our "sleep in the dust of the ground" (Daniel 12:2) and we shall be changed, this mortal shall put on immortality (1 Cor. 15), and we shall thus be enabled to forever dwell in the presence of our Lord. The hope of the child of God, therefore, is intricately linked with the resurrection of the body from the dust of the ground. Without resurrection, either Christ's or our own, we have perished!! 
THE SPIRIT 

Obviously the physical body is not inherently immortal. Indeed, after the fall, man was barred from the garden and the tree of life (Gen. 3:24) lest he "take also from the tree of life, and eat, and live forever" (Gen. 3:22). Thus, the body itself is destined to die (suffer the loss of life; return to the ground). For some (the redeemed) the hope exists of one day awaking and putting on "everlasting life" (Daniel 12:2), but that is yet future. At present there is nothing inherently immortal about our physical bodies. 

Thus, the traditionalists (those who believe in man's inherent immortality) must search elsewhere for that special "immortal something" that is part of man's makeup. Some assume it is the "spirit" of man that is immortal. Genesis 2:7 declares, "Then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the BREATH of life; and man became a living being." It is this "breath of life," this "spirit of life," that is proclaimed by some to be immortal, and which consciously survives the death of the physical body. 

"In the Hebrew there are two words for breath -- neshamah, and more commonly ruach. In general, they are used interchangeably for 'breath' and 'spirit'" (Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 36). The Greek word employed is "pneuma." 

"In the OT Hebrew 'ruah' means first of all wind and breath, but also the human spirit in the sense of life force and even personal energy. ... It is explicit that God is the source of human breath. ... In the NT Greek 'pneuma' can mean wind. It can also have the meaning breath. ... Both 'spirit' and 'mind' are used of the whole person and not simply of component parts" (Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible, p. 1248). 

The body of man is animated and sustains life as long as the "breath" dwells within it. In other words, a BREATHING body is a living body; a body where the breathing has ceased for an extended period is a dead body. God animated the physical body by placing within it the "breath of life." Life is a gift of the Life-Giver. He can also withdraw it. Psalm 104:29, speaking of animals, declares, "Thou dost take away their spirit/breath, they expire, and return to their dust." When the breath departs from the body, the body returns to the dust. Solomon points out that men and beasts "all have the same breath/spirit" (Eccl. 3:19). 

This is an interesting fact, and a troubling one, for those who would suggest the "immortal part of man" is the "spirit." Animals have the same spirit!!! Thus, if this is the immortal part of man, why not also of the other living creatures? The simple fact of the matter is, when the breath is withdrawn, men and animals die. God is the Giver of this gift of the breath of life, and thus this life-force returns to Him who gave it. "The dust will return to the earth as it was, and the spirit/breath will return to God who gave it" (Eccl. 12:7). This passage does not suggest some "immortal spirit" (which is the real us) flies off to heaven to dwell with God. It merely declares the life-force has departed the body (thus rendering it a dead body). Since God is the Giver of this life-force, it is depicted as returning to Him. 

Notice Ezekiel 37 (the vision of the valley of dry bones). The prophet was asked, "Can these bones live?" (vs. 3). Ezekiel didn't really commit himself, so the Lord said of the bones, "Behold, I will cause breath to enter you that you may come to life. And I will put sinews on you, make flesh grow back on you, cover you with skin, and put breath in you that you may come alive" (vs. 5-6). The prophet watched as the bodies were recreated and reformed. "But there was no breath in them" (vs. 8). Then he was told to prophesy, "Come from the four winds, O breath, and breathe on these slain, that they come to life" (vs. 9). He did so, and "breath came into them, and they came to life, and stood on their feet" (vs. 10). This is almost reminiscent of Gen. 2:7, isn't it? God formed man, and breathed into him the breath of life, and man became a living being! The breath is the life-force of the body. Without it the body is dead. And this gift of the breath of life comes from God. "In Him we live and move and exist (have our being)" (Acts 17:28). "He Himself gives to all life and breath and all things" (Acts 17:25). 

It should also be pointed out that "spirit" is not infrequently used in Scripture to represent the less physical aspects of man's being --- personality, emotions, attitude, and the like. Thus, one might be "mean-spirited" or have a broken or contrite spirit (Psalm 51). These terms do not suggest an immortal being trapped inside the body, but merely reflect the mental and emotional aspects of man's nature. "In both the Old and New Testaments, spirit is used of humans and of other beings. When used of humans, spirit is associated with a wide range of functions including thinking and understanding, emotions, attitudes, and intentions. ... Spirit is used extensively with human emotions. ... A variety of attitudes and intentions are associated with spirit" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 1300). 

Some suggest that Psalm 31:5 ("Into Thy hand I commit my spirit"), which was voiced by Christ on the cross, proves that the "spirit/breath" is the immortal something which survives death, and is that immortal, conscious, personal part of us that lives on with God. However, the "spirit" of both men (good and wicked) and animals is withdrawn unto God. This seems to preclude such dualistic notions (unless you want heaven infested with the "immortal spirits" of rodents!!). All that is suggested by this expression is that the one expiring is entrusting back to God the gift of the breath of life. The confident hope of such a statement, of course, is that He will bestow it again and raise us back up to life. Paul, as he contemplated his impending death, wrote confidently: "I know whom I have believed and I am convinced that He is able to guard what I have entrusted to Him until/for that day" (2 Tim. 1:12). I think Paul also knew that his breath of life was in good hands, and would one day be bestowed again! 

"There is no indication in the Bible that the spirit of life given to man at creation was a conscious entity before it was given. This gives us reason to believe that the spirit of life has no conscious personality when it returns to God. The spirit that returns to God is simply the animating life principle imparted by God to both human beings and animals for the duration of their earthly existence" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 74). "Do not trust in princes, in mortal man, in whom there is no salvation. His breath/spirit departs, he returns to the earth; in that very day his thoughts perish" (Psalm 146:3-4). 
THE SOUL 

Well, if it isn't the spirit/breath which is that "immortal something" within us that survives the death of the body, then it must be the "soul." Right? This is the one that most traditionalists choose as the immortal part of man. In fact, the expression "immortal soul" has become a very common expression. The readers might be surprised to discover, however, that the phrase "immortal soul" NEVER appears in the Bible ... not even once!! I am assuming Thomas already knows this fact! 

"Then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living SOUL/being" (Genesis 2:7). Some traditionalists virtually equate this last phrase (living soul) with "immortal soul." But, that is NOT what the passage says. God put breath within this body and the body became a living being. The exact same words are used of animals in the Scriptures. Further, it doesn't say man was GIVEN a soul --- it says man BECAME a soul. Big difference!! 

A fellow minister once told me: "The one thing which distinguishes man from monkey is his 'living soul.' To my knowledge this expression is used ONLY of man; I don't find it used of bugs or bulls." Thus, according to this minister, that which makes man unique among the living creation of God is: man has a "living soul," and those other life forms do NOT. And, again, this "living soul" is equated with "IMMORTAL soul." 

It would probably shock a great many to know that the phrase "living soul" is actually used more often in Genesis with reference to animals than with reference to man!! Notice some of these other passages where "living soul" IS used of "bugs and bulls." 

· GENESIS 1:20 --- "Then God said, 'Let the waters teem with swarms of LIVING SOULS, and let birds fly above the earth in the open expanse of the heavens. '" 

· GENESIS 1:21 --- "And God created the great sea monsters, and every LIVING SOUL that moves, with which the waters swarmed after their kind, and every winged bird after its kind; and God saw that it was good." 

· GENESIS 1:24 --- "Then God said, 'Let the earth bring forth LIVING SOULS after their kind: cattle and creeping things (here are the "bugs and bulls") and beasts of the earth after their kind;' and it was so." 

· GENESIS 2:19 --- "And out of the ground the Lord God formed every beast of the field and every bird of the sky, and brought them to the man to see what he would call them; and whatever the man called each LIVING SOUL, that was its name." 

· GENESIS 9:15-16 --- "...and I will remember My covenant, which is between Me and you and every LIVING SOUL of all flesh; and never again shall the water become a flood to destroy all flesh. When the bow is in the cloud, then I will look upon it, to remember the everlasting covenant between God and every LIVING SOUL of all flesh that is on the earth." 

Lest you think "poor demented, deluded Al" has REALLY lost it here, let me quote from an article by a well-known and respected scholar in the churches of Christ: Dr. Jack P. Lewis (who was formerly a professor at Harding Graduate School of Religion). In an article entitled "Living Soul," which appeared in the March 16, 1976 issue of FIRM FOUNDATION, he began by quoting Gen. 2:7 and then he wrote the following (I am only quoting a small portion of that article): 

· "It is in particular the line of reasoning premised upon this verse which argues that man has a living soul and that animals do not have souls that I wish us to look. For many people this verse in Genesis describes the one distinctive thing that makes man different from animals. 

· "The phrase at issue in this passage is NEPHESH HAYYAH which occurs in several Old Testament passages and is translated into Greek as PSUCHE ZOSA. 

· "That which has been obscured to us because of variety in our English translation is that the creatures are also NEPHESH HAYYAH. Only in one out of the several passages where NEPHESH HAYYAH occurs is man the exclusive object of discussion. 

· "It would seem that arguments which try to present the distinctiveness of man from the term 'living soul' are actually based on the phenomena of variety in translation of the KJV and have no validity in fact. Had the translators rendered all these occurrences by the same term, we would have been aware of the fact that both men and animals are described by it." 

As Dr. Lewis has pointed out, many of the translations (perhaps following the lead of the KJV, and its self-proclaimed desire to provide "variety" in translation) have rendered this term "living CREATURE" when it is used of animals, but "living SOUL" when speaking of man. And yet the term is exactly the same for both in the original!! 

The word itself simply conveys the concept of "BEING," or "LIFE." When God took this body He had created from the dust of the ground and breathed into it the breath of life, that body then BECAME a living, breathing BEING. This is said of both man and animal. And that is ALL the original text says!!! Nothing is ever said in these passages about either man or beast (or bug or bird) being anything other than "living BEINGS." 

"Soul" is not what a living, animate physical body HAS, rather "soul" is what a living, animate physical body IS. They cannot be separated. "Body and soul cannot be observed separate from one another. Body and soul do not form two separate substances. Instead, they comprise the one individual human in inseparable union. ... Also in the New Testament body and soul are two inseparable aspects of the one human being -- Matthew 6:25" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 202). 

"The Hebrew word nephesh is a key Old Testament term (755 times) referring to human beings. ... A person does not have a soul. A person is a living soul (Gen. 2:7). That means a living being that owes life itself to the Creator just as does the animal (Gen. 2:19). ... The soul does not, however, represent a divine, immortal, undying part of the human being after death as the Greeks often thought" (ibid, p. 1295). 

Brother John T. Willis, in his commentary on Genesis (Sweet Publishing Company), writes, "The Hebrew expression nephesh chayyah, which some insist on translating 'a living soul,' is used of fish and marine life in Genesis 1:20,21; land animals in 1:24; beasts, birds and reptiles in 1:30; and beasts and birds in 2:19. If 'soul' means the eternal part of man ... in Genesis 2:7, it must mean the eternal part of a fish ... in Genesis 1:20, 21; etc." (p. 103-104). "The word translated 'being' in the RSV (nephesh) means the whole person" (ibid, p. 104). 

"While man became a living soul, he did not thereby automatically become an immortal soul, or being. The same Hebrew term, 'living soul,' is applied to the lower animals. In fact, nephesh (soul) is four times applied to the lower animals before it is used of man -- in Genesis 1:20, 21, 24, 30. And out of the first thirteen usages in Genesis, nephesh is nine times used of the lower animals. ... Man BECAME a living soul -- a single entity, an inseparable unit, a unique individual. ... The soul is the living person or being himself, not a separate, independent 'something'" (Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 34-35, 39). 

"Far from referring simply to one aspect of a person, 'soul' refers to the whole person" (Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible, p. 1245). This word, like "spirit," can also be used figuratively to refer to the seat of emotions, in place of personal pronouns, or to refer to one's entire self/being. It also can refer to life itself. When Jesus spoke of the destruction of both "soul and body" in Gehenna, He was referring to the fact that only God has the power to destroy not only the body, but also the very BEING of a person. Men can only kill the body, but God can always raise it right back up. Only God can so destroy a person's BEING that nothing exists!! Thus, "soul" conveys the idea of not just a physical body, but the very BEINGNESS of the person!! MAN can end another man's "being" temporarily; GOD can end a man's "being" forever!!! 

The "soul" is even said to reside in the blood!! "For the soul of the flesh is in the blood" (Lev. 17:11). In Gen. 9:4 we are told the "soul" IS the blood. This simply means the LIFE of the body. It in no way speaks of some "immortal something" actually living in the blood, or being the blood. Just as life is connected to breath/breathing, so also is life connected to the coursing of blood through one's veins. Without either the body is dead (a dead soul, not a living soul). 

"The word translated 'soul' contains no idea of a spiritual existence. ... Really the word refers to the natural life of animals and men, maintained by breathing, or in some way extracting oxygen from the atmospheric air" (Ellicott's Commentary on the Whole Bible, Vol. 1, p. 19). Brother T. Pierce Brown, in an article entitled "Soul and Spirit" (Gospel Advocate, June 14, 1979), wrote, "A consideration of EVERY (emphasis his) passage in which these terms are used leads us to the conclusion that the term 'soul' is a term that was applied in the Bible to every being that normally has sensory capacities (life), whether or not they have that capacity when the term is applied to them. For example, one might see a body of a dead person and say, 'That poor soul is dead.' The Bible uses the term that way, even as we do, and it has nothing at all to do with the immortality or mortality of the soul. It simply means that the PERSON (the one who HAD life -- soul -- sensory capacity) is dead." 

"A doctrine of the immortality of the soul is not stated in the Bible and is not clearly defined in early rabbinical literature" (Encyclopedia of Jewish Religion). "Summing up, we can say that the expression 'man became a living soul -- nephesh hayyah' does not mean that at creation his body was endowed with an immortal soul, a separate entity, distinct from the body. Rather, it means that as a result of the divine inbreathing of the 'breath of life' into the lifeless body, man became a living, breathing being, no more, no less. The heart began to beat, the blood to circulate, the brain to think, and all the vital signs of life were activated. Simply stated, 'a living soul' means 'a living being'" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 46). 

Although the Bible does not teach this doctrine, in 1513 A.D. at the Fifth Lateran Ecumenical Council, the Pope issued a decree (aimed primarily at Luther and his associates) that condemned "all who assert that the intellectual soul is mortal." It was declared that the soul was immortal, and "we declare every assertion contrary to the truth of illumined faith to be altogether false; and, that it may not be permitted to dogmatize otherwise, we strictly forbid it, and we decree that all who adhere to affirmations of this kind of error are to be shunned and punished as detestable and abominable heretics and infidels who disseminate everywhere most damnable heresies and who weaken the Catholic faith." 

Brother Curtis Dickinson, a longtime acquaintance, wrote, "The Pope's decree turned many from hope in a resurrection to belief in an immortal soul" (The Witness, Vol. 35, No. 11, November, 1995). Needless to say, this decree brought forth strong opposition from those who sought to teach the truth of the Scriptures. Luther declared it was the Pope, not the Bible, who taught, "the soul is immortal." In his Table Talk Luther declared -- "Now if one should say that Abraham's soul lives with God but his body is dead, this distinction is rubbish. I will attack it. That would be a silly soul if it were in heaven and desired its body!!" William Tyndale (1484-1536), an English Bible translator and martyr, wrote, "And ye, in putting them (the departed souls) in heaven, hell and purgatory, destroy the arguments wherewith Christ and Paul prove the resurrection." Tyndale argued that if souls were already in either bliss or misery, "then what cause is there of the resurrection?" And what cause is there even of judgment? In another part of this same writing, Tyndale said -- "The true faith putteth forth the resurrection, which we be warned to look for every hour. The heathen philosophers, denying that, did put that the soul did ever live. And the Pope joineth the spiritual doctrine of Christ and the fleshly doctrine of philosophers together; things so contrary that they cannot agree. And because the fleshly-minded Pope consenteth unto heathen doctrine, therefore he corrupteth the Scripture to stablish it. If the soul be in heaven, tell me what cause is there for the resurrection?" 

Yes, the doctrine of "immortal soulism" is a pernicious doctrine of demons, and it undermines some of the basic core doctrines of Christianity. It had its seed in the lie of Satan in the garden and has been perpetuated by pagans and the Catholic hierarchy. Sadly, many even in the Lord's church continue to preach it from the pulpits to precious unsuspecting souls. 

In summation, the nature of man is: Body + Breath = Being!! Man is a unified whole, not a conglomeration of distinct entities. Man IS a living being; man does not POSSESS a living being! Man is entirely mortal in nature; no part of him is inherently immortal. Thomas, sadly, has embraced the dualism of paganism. My prayer is that he will one day see through this deception and come to perceive the biblical Truth with respect to the nature of man. 
CREATED IN THE IMAGE OF GOD 

I will conclude this lengthy post by addressing Thomas' question to me pertaining to the significance of man being "in the image of God." Imago Dei is a theological term signifying a unique, though somewhat mysterious, relationship between deity and humanity. "Then God said, 'Let Us make man in Our image, according to Our likeness; and let them rule over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the sky and over the cattle and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.' And God created man in His own image, in the image of God He created him; male and female He created them" (Genesis 1:26-27). 

The Hebrew word for "image" in this passage is "tzelem," which refers to the nature or essence of a thing and not necessarily the physical form. Similarly, the word for "likeness" in this passage is "demut," which is used to indicate a simile, not an exact replication of actual form. Thus, the verse is not suggesting that man resembles God in physical appearance (head, arms, legs, feet, etc.), but that the resemblance is with regard to aspects of God's essential nature. Even then, it is only a "likeness," not total equality. For example, the passage seems to imply that part of the "likeness" and "image" is with regard to rulership over creation, and yet man's authority, though greater than the rest of creation, is lesser than God's. It is only in the image or likeness of, not equal to. 

"Neither of the words imply that persons are divine. They were endowed with some of the characteristics of God. There is a likeness but not a sameness" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 688). 

"This is the book of the generations of Adam. In the day when God created man, He made him in the likeness of God. He created them male and female, and He blessed them and named them Man in the day when they were created" (Genesis 5:1-2). "Whoever sheds man's blood, by man his blood shall be shed, for in the image of God He made man" (Genesis 9:6). "For a man ought not to have his head covered, since he is the image and glory of God" (1 Cor. 11:7). "With it (the tongue) we bless our Lord and Father; and with it we curse men, who have been made in the likeness of God" (James 3:9). See also Psalm 8, in which there is at least an implication of such. 

The traditionalists have assumed, and actively proclaim, that these passages declare man is immortal by nature (since he is created in the image of the immortal God). This is merely an assumption, however, since the Scriptures make no such claim for the terms "image" or "likeness." It is also an illogical claim, for why would this single attribute of divine nature be the one given to man? Why not the others? Why not eternal pre-existence, omniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence, or any other strictly divine attribute? "There is no valid reason, then, why immortality alone should be singled out as the one unique characteristic intended by the phrase 'image of God.' We must therefore conclude that creation in the divine 'image,' or 'likeness,' no more proves man's immortality than it proves his eternal pre-existence, omniscience, omnipotence, or possession of any other exclusively divine attribute" (Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 32). "Early theologians were greatly influenced by Greek philosophy in their interpretation of the image of God. They saw an individual as a spirit being living in a physical body. This Greek dualism was the background out of which the early Christian theologians drew their understanding" (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 688). 

Many feel the ultimate testimony as to the "image of God" is seen in Jesus, "who is the image of God" (2 Cor. 4:4). "And He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all creation" (Col. 1:15). Thus, it is suggested by some that the best way to determine the true "image of God" is to discern the nature of Jesus Himself. What were the qualities of His life which made Him God-like, so that when one saw Him one saw the Father? It is also suggested that we may truly realize this special quality within us by being "conformed to the image of His Son" (Romans 8:29). 

As one can imagine, there are many theories as to the significance of being created in the "image" and "likeness" of God. Thomas Aquinas regarded this as the human ability to think and reason, to use language and art, far surpassing the abilities of any animals. Thus, being in the image of God, for some, refers to intellectual and relational abilities not found in animals -- the ability to think and reason, specifically to make moral decisions. 

Others feel it refers to the powers of self-transcendence and self-awareness. Thus, we are creatures capable of being introspective, retrospective or prospective. We may reflect upon the past and anticipate the future, and even discern the workings of God in nature, history and our own lives. It is awareness far superior to that of the rest of creation. Still others regard "image of God" to refer to man being gifted with mind and intelligence, or the power of choice, or the capacity to love and express emotion, the existence of will, conscience, imagination and moral responsibility. Some see it as the capacity for worship. 

The rabbi Maimonides suggested that by using one's intellect, one is able to perceive things without the use of the physical senses, an ability that makes man "like" God. The PBS television show "Faith and Reason" stated "Humans differ from all other creatures because of their rational structure -- their capacity for deliberation and free decision-making." 

Brother Ron Rose, in "Heartlight Magazine," wrote, "Mankind was designed to reason independent of instinct, to dream and sing and express emotion, to create and build and invent, to feel love and compassion and hope, to ask why and why not." The Holman Bible Dictionary declares, "More accurate is the suggestion that the image consists in humankind's lordship over and stewardship of creation, for this is the theme of the following verses -- Gen. 1:28-31" (p. 675). 

In my view, the best explanation is the one given by Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi in his book (p. 44) to which I have referred several times. He writes: 

· "The image of God is associated not with man as male and female, or with an immortal soul given to our species, but rather with humankind's capacity to be and to do on a finite level what God is and does on an infinite level. The creation account seems to be saying that while the sun rules the day, the moon the night, and the fishes the sea, mankind images God by having dominion over all these realms (Gen. 1:28-30). 

· "In the New Testament, the image of God in humanity is never associated with male-female fellowship, or physical resemblance, or a nonmaterial, spiritual soul, but rather with moral and rational capacities: 'Put on the new nature, which is being renewed in knowledge after the image of its Creator' (Col. 3:10; cf. Eph 4:24). Similarly, conformity to the image of Christ (Rom. 8:29; 1 Cor. 15:49) is generally understood in terms of righteousness and holiness. None of these qualities is possessed by animals. What distinguishes people from animals is the fact that human nature inherently has godlike possibilities. By virtue of being created in the image of God, human beings are capable of reflecting His character in their own life. 

· "Being created in the image of God means that we must view ourselves as intrinsically valuable and richly invested with meaning, potential, and responsibilities. It means that we have been created to reflect God in our thinking and actions. We are to be and to do on a finite scale what God is and does on an infinite scale." 
CONCLUSION 

I realize this has been a very lengthy post, but I don't apologize for thoroughness in exposition of crucial concepts conveyed in God's holy Word. When God speaks we do well to give it our full attention and best effort to discern the intent of His declarations. 

The nature of man is a most important doctrine to correctly grasp. Many other doctrines, including the final destiny of both righteous and wicked, depend upon our understanding of exactly who we are and the extent, or limitations, of our human potential. 

I hope this present contribution to our debate has given Thomas, and the readers, a better appreciation for the biblical teaching on the nature of man. As lengthy as this treatment was, it truly only scratches the surface of what could be presented. I hope it will thus provide an impetus for each of you to engage in further study of the Word. That was my intent. 

I believe Thomas has embraced long-standing traditional misconceptions with regard to the nature of man, and this has led to fallacious doctrines in other areas as well. I too once embraced these misguided notions, and thus understand well Thomas' current thinking. However, it is dead wrong. I can only hope and pray that through discussions such as this people will come to perceive the Truth and forever cast aside the false teachings of traditionalism derived from paganism. May God truly bless each one of you unto this end as you follow this published debate. 

( ( ( 

Thrasher’s Sixth Article
One of the most important principles of religious debate (and, I think, Christianity) is "fairness." In oral debates, one of the ways fairness is manifested is by the participants dividing time equally. For example, it would be unfair for one participant to be allotted twice as much time for speeches as his opponent. In written debates, since "time" of speeches is irrelevant, it is customary for participants to have "word" limits to maintain fairness. When I approached Al about an e-mail debate, I proposed word limits for each article to ensure fairness. He refused to accept pre-defined limits; however, I thought that he would be fair and equitable without our having stated word limits, so I began the current debate. 

However, in every pair of articles we have exchanged, Al has far exceeded the number of words I used. In each succeeding article, I have increased the number of words I used in trying to maintain a reasonable balance; however, he has continued to escalate the number of words. When I saw his fifth article in our debate, I was surprised at its length. Al used almost as many words in his fifth article alone as I had used in my first five articles altogether. As a long-time mathematician, I decided to do a little research by conducting a word count of our articles (as posted on Al's website). Following are the word counts (using MS Word 2002). 
MAXEY-THRASHER DEBATE 

· Thrasher's 1st ------ 814 

· Maxey's 1st -------- 2011 

· Thrasher's 2nd ---- 1803 

· Maxey's 2nd ------- 3086 

· Thrasher's 3rd ----- 2821 

· Maxey's 3rd -------- 5466 

· Thrasher's 4th ----- 2915 

· Maxey's 4th -------- 6145 

· Thrasher's 5th ----- 4996 

· Maxey's 5th ------ 12,834 

· Thrasher's total words ----- 13,349 

· Maxey's total words -------- 29,542 
When I e-mailed Al privately about this escalation of article lengths, Al said his approach was completely fair, and that the difference was only a matter of our different styles. However, I found it interesting that this has been true in ALL of Al's debates posted at his web site! 
1. MAXEY-THOMAS DEBATE 

· Thomas ------ 41,229 words 

· Maxey ------- 59,246 words (44% more than Thomas) 
2. MAXEY-SISMAN DEBATE 

· Sisman ------ 13,934 words 

· Maxey ------ 21,080 words (51% more than Sisman) 

3. MAXEY-BROKING DEBATE 

· Broking ------ 30,791 words 

· Maxey ------- 56,988 words (85% more than Broking) 
4. MAXEY-THRASHER DEBATE (through five articles each) 

· Thrasher ------ 13,349 words 

· Maxey -------- 29,542 words (121% more than Thrasher) 

These word counts do not include a few small "Question and Answer" type posts. 

Since my effort to resolve the "length of articles" disparity was rebuffed by Al, I will not attempt to compete with him by continuing to increase lengths of articles. I am convinced (based upon my experience in many oral and written debates) that SHORTER articles in written debates, and shorter speeches in oral debates, make it easier for: 

· The participants to focus on specific points of difference 

· The audience to follow the point/counterpoint process 

· The audience to maintain its "attention span" 

When I began the discussion, I expected that we would have many of the usual e-mail length articles so that each point of difference could be discussed in detail in several e-mails. Al has continued to extend the length of his articles FAR beyond this. Much of this content (approximately 8000 words) is due to his extensive citations from uninspired men, which he has admitted in "no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views." I trust that our readers will understand, therefore, why I will not seek to "answer" his quotations from such sources. He acknowledges that "both of us could quote a host of men (known and unknown, reputable and otherwise) who agree with our respective positions." I have chosen not to follow Al down this path, since: 

· Both of us could do this and extend this debate indefinitely. 

· Even a thousand quotations of this sort would not prove what is true. 

· What the Bible teaches is all that really matters in determining what "the eternal destiny of the wicked" will be! 

Early into his fifth article, Al says, "There is very little in Thomas' last article with which I can conscientiously agree." I can say the same with respect to Al's last post! 

Al says, "With Thomas' first chart ... in which he listed the three major types of death, what/who are being separated, and the resultant state/impact of that separation, I am in almost total agreement." In expressing his disagreement, he says, "Obviously, Thomas and I differ on the nature of that punishment, but we both agree that the resultant state is one of everlasting separation from the Lord." In other words, we disagree on the topic of this debate! This certainly comes as no surprise to me! 

In commenting upon spiritual death, Al says, "What has 'ceased to be' is relationship and fellowship with God." Remember this: Al knows that the PERSON has NOT ceased to be when he is said to be "spiritually dead"! Similarly, the PERSON does not cease to be when he experiences the SECOND DEATH either! 

Al seeks to extricate himself from difficulty by asserting, "It is not the person himself who is literally, physically dead, but it is rather a death of the person's relationship and fellowship with deity." So Al claims that spiritual death is not the death of the PERSON, but rather "a death of the person's relationship and fellowship with deity"! However, he quoted a passage I introduced earlier (Ephesians 2:1-2) that states: "And YOU were DEAD in your trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked according to the course of this world" (Eph. 2:1-2). Paul said, "YOU [the Ephesians] were DEAD," but Al contradicts Paul and says the "relationship and fellowship with deity" was what died! 

Al states: "Where Thomas and I differ on this chart, however, is concerning his assertion that the 'spirit resides in Hades/comfort or torment.' I reject that notion completely." I know that he rejects it, but he has not disproved the arguments I made to show that this is true! 

Al says, "It appears that Thomas feels I am contradicting myself; that I am one moment teaching physical death is a total extinction of being, but the next suggesting it is not. This, of course, is not true." Al then re-quotes a comment he made earlier in this debate: "There is NO conflict whatsoever in declaring one 'dead even while she lives,' for two completely different applications of 'death' are in view --- one physical, one spiritual. So, Thomas is partially correct in saying, in this particular case, that death 'is not cessation of existence or extinction.' In the physical sense, that is correct. The woman is still literally, physically animate. However, with regard to 'spiritual death' something HAS ceased to exist. What no longer exists, because of her willful, wanton sin against her God, is a saving relationship with that God. She has been severed from the very Source of Life Himself. She is DEAD with regard to relationship with deity; that relationship NO LONGER EXISTS!!!" What Al seems not to understand is that the same thing is true regarding "eternal death" -- the individual still EXISTS, but the "relationship [with God] NO LONGER EXISTS"! 

Al says, "Thomas incorrectly concluded from my statement above: 'physical death is NOT extinction of the entire person!'" He went on to explain, evidently, that PHYSICAL DEATH is EXTINCTION of the ENTIRE PERSON! Therefore, he believes that NO PART of a person survives physical death! I have quoted the Bible to the contrary (refer to my fifth article). 

In answering my question he says, "YES, when a man dies PHYSICALLY, the entire person is dead; he ceases to be." He goes on to say, "Thomas, I don't know how to make that any clearer to you than I already have." Al, I think you have made this point VERY CLEAR: You think that when a person dies physically, he becomes EXTINCT, NON-EXISTENT, ANNIHILATED! However, that position CONTRADICTS many Bible verses that I quoted in my fifth article!!! 

Al continues to refer to my "puzzlement" as if this involves an inability to understand "spiritual death." I have no problem at all understanding what the Bible says in this regard. My "puzzlement" relates to how Al can hold to a position that is so inconsistent, especially in view of his apparent intellectual capabilities. 

Referring to my Chart #2, Al states: "Where Thomas and I do NOT agree is with regard to the remainder of his assertions... He lists the three types of death in that chart, and then lists "What Does Exist" and "What Does Not Exist." In the center section (pertaining to Spiritual Death) we agree. The person exists ... but the relationship and fellowship with God does NOT exist. That is correct." Furthermore, with reference to the "second death" also -- "the PERSON exists ... but the relationship and fellowship with God does NOT exist"! Al denies this, saying, "Those who experience 'eternal death' in the lake of fire CEASE TO EXIST." However, AL HAS NOT MADE ANY REAL ATTEMPT TO PROVE THAT ASSERTION!!! Our readers (and this debate) would be far better served if he would address this point using THE BIBLE and omit thousands of words expressing the opinions of men! 

I wrote, "In each case of death, the PERSON continues to exist!" Al responds, "I believe Thomas is dead wrong"! I know he "believes" that, but I wish he would really try to deal with the arguments I have made from the Bible. 

Al wrote: "I had pointed out in my previous contribution to this debate that what Thomas 'has failed to perceive is the Jewish concept of the nature of man.' To this my opponent replied, 'Actually, I have little concern for the "Jewish concept."' And therein lies part of our problem. A sound, legitimate hermeneutic MUST have concern for the perception of the original writers and readers of a text. We are thousands of years removed from those to whom the Scriptures were originally addressed, not to mention other significant factors such as culture, ethnicity, religion, world view and the like. Assuming that OUR present day view of the nature of man was THEIR view is a dangerous assumption." First, I did NOT (and do not) assume "that OUR ... view ... was THEIR view," as Al seems to imply. My statement (of which Al chose to quote only a part, leaving a false impression of my point) was this: "Actually, I have little concern for the 'Jewish concept' -- I sought to explain the INSPIRED CONCEPT expounded by the apostle Peter! Anyone who reads the New Testament should quickly be able to recognize that the Jews had MANY misconceptions, false notions, and improper attitudes to which the Lord and the inspired writers called attention. Just think of their false concept of the Messiah! Will Al acknowledge this, or will I need to cite a long list of examples as proof?" In fact, Al failed to acknowledge this fact, but all students of the New Testament know it is true. 

Al says, "I was greatly impressed (positively so) by one of Thomas' statements. He wrote: 'I do not believe that immortality is "something inherently ours," as Al implies that I do! Except for the case of God, where immortality exists (whether of angels, the devil and demons, the human spirit, or the human body in the resurrection), it is conferred by God -- it is not inherent, but DERIVED.' That is a very, very important admission on Thomas' part, and I am thrilled to hear him say this." However, in his comments, he then MISCHARACTERIZES what I said by commenting, "I agree with Thomas and the apostle Paul, however, that the Lord 'ALONE possesses immortality' (1 Timothy 6:16), and any immortality man may one day experience will be conferred upon him as a gift from God." 

I SAID, "Where immortality EXISTS (whether of angels, the devil and demons, the human spirit, or the human body in the resurrection)" -- Notice that I did NOT place ALL immortality in the FUTURE! The ONLY part of my list that involves FUTURE reception of immortality is "the human body in the resurrection"! 

AL SAID, "I agree with Thomas ... any immortality man may ONE DAY experience WILL BE conferred upon him" -- as if I agreed with him that ALL immortality relating to man is still FUTURE. This is not so, and I did not say so! 

Contrary to what my opponent seems to think, I do not arrive at my conclusions based upon what ANY uninspired person (whether so-called traditionalist or conditionalist) has said or written! It does not disturb me one bit to hold a position with which some brethren (even notable ones) disagree. I do not arrive at my convictions by polling the brethren (or sectarians either, Al). 

Al seeks a clarification of my statements on Jude 7. He quotes me as follows: "The point of the verse is that Sodom and Gomorrah (referring to the people who lived in these cities) were punished for their ungodliness by fire from God that serves as a figure/type/symbol of the final punishment of the wicked in 'eternal fire.' The text says they 'are set forth as an example.' .... The fact that ungodly people back then lost their physical lives by means of fire from God serves as 'an example by way of warning' people in this age about the 'eternal fire' awaiting the ungodly at the coming of the Lord." I told Al that "I could quote several 'scholars' on this passage who disagree with Al's conclusion." He did not dispute this. 

However, my friend comments, "He seems to intentionally drop the term 'aionios' when speaking of the fire sent upon the people of Sodom and Gomorrah, and applies it only to final punishment of the wicked. This leaves me to wonder if Thomas does not believe the people of Sodom and Gomorrah experienced, in their physical destruction, the effects of God's 'eternal fire.'" I am sorry if I did not make my point clear enough for my brother. I do NOT believe that the people of Sodom and Gomorrah LITERALLY received "eternal fire," but that the punishment by fire which they received was so utterly complete that it served as a SYMBOL (figure, type) of the eternal fire to be experienced by the ungodly at the judgment. I provided a chart illustrating the use of types and antitypes (that Al overlooked). The same point is made by the apostle Peter: "And turning the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah into ashes condemned them with an overthrow, having made them an example unto those that should live ungodly" (2 Peter 2:6). 

Al asks, "Thomas, does 'eternal fire' in Jude 7 apply to the physical destruction of those people in those cities at that specific time, or does it ONLY refer to the future punishment of the wicked in the lake of fire?" Although this may be repetitious, I will address it again. The physical destruction of the people in Sodom and Gomorrah was a symbol of "eternal fire," although it was not literally so. What happened to them was to serve as a warning of the future punishment of the ungodly (cf. 2 Peter 2:6). 

It should be unnecessary to do so, but I will remind our readers of the frequent use of figures in both Old and New Testaments. We recognize them as figures (or symbols) that are intended to represent some point of truth. A few examples: 

· The "promised land" was "a land flowing with milk and honey" (Numbers 14:8). 

· The earth is God's "footstool" (Isaiah 66:1; Acts 7:49). 

· The moon shall be turned into "blood" (Joel 2:31); and it was (Acts 2:20)! 

· The Lord's disciples are "the salt of the earth" (Matthew 5:13). 

· Of the bread in the Lord's supper, Jesus said, "This is my body" (Matthew 26:26). 

Are these statements true? Yes, figuratively or symbolically, but not literally. Did Sodom and Gomorrah receive "eternal fire"? Figuratively or symbolically they did, although not literally. What they received is a symbol of future judgment upon the ungodly. 

With reference to my answers to his questions, Al says, "I appreciate the answers Thomas has provided. I agree with each of them. However, this poses a problem for those who embrace the traditional view of eternal punishment. If the 'wages of sin' is perpetual torture, Jesus did not pay that price. If indeed this is the penalty that must be paid, then He did not pay it." He then quotes Basil F.C. Atkinson, Curtis Dickinson, and James A. Nichols, none of whose statements PROVE what Al teaches is true!!! He admitted earlier that "this is no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views"! Therefore, those quotations PROVE nothing about the truth. 

In responding to one of Al's questions, I wrote: "If you are asking whether Jesus was tortured in eternal separation from God, then 'No.'" He then comments, "Thomas is exactly right on this point." However, he adds, "Jesus has demonstrated, however, that the penalty for sin is exactly what the Bible declares it to be: DEATH. He DID pay THAT price!!" Al, you are equivocating here! Your comment that Jesus "DID pay THAT price" relates to His PHYSICAL DEATH! However, THAT PRICE was NOT a substitute for PHYSICAL DEATH for those who receive the benefits of His death, because Christians still DIE PHYSICALLY!!! 

I wrote: "If (as you believe) the wicked will receive temporary torment before becoming extinct, Jesus didn't suffer that either!" Al responds, "On the contrary, Thomas! That is exactly what He suffered!!" Therefore, Al admits that he actually believes that JESUS "became EXTINCT" (I suppose for three days)! Friends, I hope that you can see clearly the ridiculous position to which Al's position leads. If you accept HIS position in this debate, then you must be willing to believe that our Lord Jesus Christ BECAME EXTINCT (CEASED TO EXIST) when He died upon the cross! 

Let me make this very clear: I DON'T believe Jesus CEASED TO EXIST when He died. I have quoted Bible verses that plainly deny Al's heretical view (e.g., Luke 23:43; Acts 2:27-31). 

I asked Al four questions. I want to review his "responses." 

#1 -- When "God created man in His own image" (Genesis 1:27), what was made "in the image of God" -- the physical body, the spirit, the breath, or something else? Al said, "I will answer this question in the latter part of this current post when I deal with the nature of man." In that part of his article, as usual, Al quotes the opinions of a number of people. As we both agree such does not PROVE anything to be true, and that I could quote the opinions of many on "my side" of this issue, I pass over those opinions. However, Al did say, "Thus, the verse is not suggesting that man resembles God in physical appearance (head, arms, legs, feet, etc.) ..." He and I surely agree on this! The point of my question was: Since man is NOT "in the image of God" physically, then he must be in some OTHER way. Since "God is Spirit" (John 4:24), and man is spirit as well as body (e.g., James 2:26; 1 Corinthians 2:11; John 19:30; etc.), then it is the spirit of man that is "in the image of God." Although I did not find a direct answer to my question in Al's discussion, I suppose his answer was: not the physical body, the spirit, or the breath, but "something else." 

My question #2 was: "If the wages of sin for the unredeemed is 'utter extinction forever,' did Jesus pay that price?" Al used 171 words in NOT ANSWERING this question! The closest he came was in saying, "When Jesus gave up His life the potential was indeed 'forever extinction.'" Al knew when he wrote this (and evaded my question) that this "potential" he supposes (Jesus' "forever extinction") was NOT realized! Therefore, Al should have been honest enough to say, "No! Jesus did NOT pay that price of 'utter extinction forever'"! 

I asked, "#3 -- Do you believe that Jesus' death upon the cross was the cessation of life for the ENTIRE PERSON, not just a part of him?" Al answered, "Yes." Once more, Al admits that he believes that Jesus NO LONGER EXISTED when He died upon the cross -- He became EXTINCT! I appreciate his forthrightness on this point, but his is a sad position indeed for one who claims to be a Christian. 

I asked: "#4 -- Which of the following individuals EXIST NOW?" Al answered, "Only Elijah (in your list of names) is currently LIVING... Adam, Abraham, Moses and Paul (whom you listed) are all dead" (caps mine, TNT). Unless Al was evading the question (my question said, "existing," but Al said "living"), his answer is that Adam, Abraham, Moses, and Paul NO LONGER EXIST at all! 

Al quotes Acts 2:29, "Brethren, I may confidently say to you regarding the patriarch David that he both died and was buried, and his tomb is with us to this day." Al should know that this, of course, refers to the fact that David was physically dead, and that "his tomb" (where his physical remains were located) was still with them. Al then says, "A few verses later Peter declares that David has not ascended into heaven (vs. 34). Thus, these persons have ceased to be in the cognitive sense..." My brother ASSUMES that because David had not "ascended into heaven" that David had "ceased to be"! The truth is that David was in Hades, just as I have shown that the former rich man was when he died (Luke 16), even though his physical body had been buried. 

Al says, "At one point Moses was summoned from the dust of the ground to appear with Elijah ..." How does Al KNOW this? The text does not say "Moses was summoned from the dust of the ground"! Al doesn't believe this was the case with Elijah, so how does he KNOW that was the case with Moses? 

Al then says, "... but he was likely returned there when his purpose for appearing was fulfilled." Why "LIKELY"??? In answering my question #4, Al wrote, "Adam, Abraham, MOSES and Paul ... ARE all DEAD" (caps mine)! If they ARE (present tense) DEAD, then they are EXTINCT, according to Al's position in this debate! 

AL says, "... after all, our God IS the God of the living and the dead" (his emphasis). However, OUR LORD said, "... have you not read what was spoken to you BY GOD, saying, 'I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob'? God is NOT the God of the DEAD, but of the LIVING" (Matthew 22:31-32). 

Al says, "There is much about that particular situation we simply do not know." And there is also much we DO KNOW from the Bible that Al refuses to accept! 

Al says, "As for Lazarus (Luke 16), he was merely a fictional character in a parable, thus never existed to begin with." Was Abraham (Luke 16) a fictional character as well? Were the angels in Luke 16 also fictional characters? 

Al comments, "Yes, even an atheist can be mistaken in his biblical interpretation!! Much of that misinterpretation is likely the result of centuries of pagan influence upon Christendom, an influence so pervasive that these misconceptions have become part of our common language and culture." This is another reason we ought to go to BIBLE PASSAGES, as I have sought to do, rather than the opinions of men (Pagan, Jewish, Sectarian, or otherwise)! 

Al says, "Many atheists find the traditionalist perspective of final punishment more than they can swallow, and it leaves them with a negative view of Christianity and our God." I don't doubt at all that atheists are often turned off by what God says. Baptists, Methodists, and many other denominationalists are "turned off" by Bible teaching on the necessity of water baptism (Does Al still believe that?). They may have a "negative view" of true Christianity" (for an example, read the Garner-Smith Debate). 

Al then graciously provides us with three quotations from John Clayton (remember, not even one of them PROVES Al's position is correct). Question: Isn't this the same man who contended that the earth is approximately 4.5 billion years old, that man "is a very recent newcomer to this planet," and that the belief "that the entire creation took place within six days" is "a very shallow conclusion"? I don't have much confidence in someone who is no better Bible student than that! 

My friend states: "Needless to say, I completely disagree with his [Thomas'] position and his interpretations." Of course, this fact elicits no shock from me! He promises future examination of my arguments in the fifth article, saying, "These will be examined later in various contexts throughout this debate, and I shall challenge his views on these passages at that time." He is a "promising man"! 

In his discussion of "The Nature of Man," Al quotes a number of Bible verses. I readily accept the teaching of ALL of those passages, NOT ONE of which teaches his view on "the nature" or "the eternal destiny" of man! (I am glad to see him quoting Bible verses, although he continues to cite the opinions of numerous men as well). I will not seek to take up the various opinions of so-called scholars, because (as Al has admitted) they DO NOT PROVE what is God's truth on this subject. 

Perhaps Al will explain to me how the passages that he cited PROVE his position and DISPROVE mine. Most of them refer to man's physical body. Here are a few examples. 

· Psalms 8:4, "What is man, that Thou dost take thought of him?" 

· Psalms 139:14, Man is "fearfully and wonderfully made." 

· Genesis 2:7, "Then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being." 

· Genesis 3:19, "You are dust, and to dust you shall return." 

· Genesis 18:27, "I am but dust and ashes." 

· Psalms 103:14, "For He Himself knows our frame; He is mindful that we are but dust." 

· Ecclesiastes 3:20, "All came from the dust and all return to the dust." 

· Ecclesiastes 12:7, "Then the dust will return to the earth as it was." 

· Job 34:15, "All flesh would perish together, and man would return to dust." 

Al says, "I would imagine there would be little debate between Thomas and me over the physical body of man (and by 'man' I refer to both male and female -- Gen. 1:27). Our bodies are mortal, and thus subject to death. At some point, unless we are privileged to be alive at the Parousia, we shall die (Heb. 9:27). Thus, our bodies will return to the ground ... dust returning to dust." If I understand what Al is teaching in this particular statement, I would agree with him. 

Al says, "The hope of the child of God, therefore, is intricately linked with the resurrection of the body from the dust of the ground. Without resurrection, either Christ's or our own, we have perished!!" However, ALL (both just and unjust) will be raised from the dead (John 5:28-29). 

Al inserts a cartoon in which Dennis says to the minister, "But if we start from dust and return to dust, then somebody's either coming or going under my bed." Of course, the statement about dust has reference to the physical BODY. However, in my fifth article I showed that there is MORE to a person than that. Al hasn't gotten to those yet. I'm not really sure what Al's point was in providing the cartoon; perhaps it was just intended as a little bit of humor. 

My opponent observes, "Obviously the PHYSICAL BODY is not inherently immortal" [emphasis mine]. On this point regarding man's physical body, we are in agreement. 

Al has somewhat to say about the "breath"; however, his idea that the "spirit" is just the "breath" is so obviously false as to require little refutation. Try substituting "breath" for "spirit" in these passages (and I am only giving a few examples): 

· "... and the SPIRIT of God moved upon the face of the waters" (Genesis 1:2). 

· "A man also or a woman that hath a familiar SPIRIT, or that is a wizard..." (Leviticus 20:27). 

· "And God sent an evil SPIRIT between Abimelech and the men of Shechem..." (Judges 9:23). 

· "... and he saw the SPIRIT of God descending as a dove..." (Matthew 3:16). 

· "But the unclean SPIRIT, when he is gone out of the man..." (Matthew 12:43). 

· "God is a SPIRIT..." (John 4:24) 

· "For the Sadducees say that there is no resurrection, neither angel, nor SPIRIT..." (Acts 23:8). 

Al says, "The readers might be surprised to discover, however, that the phrase 'immortal soul' NEVER appears in the Bible .... not even once!! I am assuming Thomas already knows this fact!" And I also know that many expressions that Al uses NEVER appear in the Bible .... not even once! (at least in the translations I checked!) 

· A Few of the Expressions Used By Al and the Times Found In The Bible:

1. Man is entirely mortal in nature ---- Never 

2. ultimate extinction ---- Never 

3. cease to exist ---- Never 

4. total extinction of being ---- Never 

5. the entire person is dead ---- Never 

6. unity in diversity ---- Never 

Al devotes hundreds of words in an effort to answer an argument that "living soul" in Genesis 2:7 means "immortal soul" -- an argument that I didn't even make!!! It is interesting that Al puts forth all of this effort to answer this argument that I didn't make, yet does not answer the arguments I DID make! 

He alleged, "The Scriptures Thomas provided, by the way, are the standard 'proof texts' paraded by traditionalists every time this subject comes up"! Even if this were so, he chose not to answer the arguments I made based upon those passages. 

"The truth shall make you free" (John 8:32)! 
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Maxey’s Sixth Article
THE NUMBERS GAME 

I must admit that I was somewhat surprised to discover the weight of importance Thomas has apparently placed on the number of words I use in my responses. I was even more amazed that he should use such words as "fair and equitable," with the obvious implication that I was perhaps neither. In a private email to me (to which Thomas alluded) he even spoke of "honor." Thomas wrote, "I thought that you would be honorable and fair without our having stated word limits." Again, the implication is rather obvious, and rather troubling. 
As I tried to explain to Thomas in my response to his email, and as I now explain to the readers of this debate (since Thomas has chosen to air his concern publicly), this is not a matter of "honor" or "fairness." These terms do not apply here. Just because one person uses more words than the other to convey his thoughts does not suggest the former is less honorable or fair than the latter. It merely indicates they are both unique individuals with differing communication styles and abilities. 

This is not a contest. This is not a competition. I am not out to defeat my brother in Christ, or humiliate him in "mortal combat." We are two leaders in the Body of Christ who have undertaken to discuss with one another (with the public looking on) a vital concept within God's Word: the nature of man and the ultimate fate of the unredeemed. It is a journey of discovery through God's inspired Word, not a race to the finish line with a gold medal to the victor! 

I firmly believe we must never, ever seek to restrict or regulate any disciple's quest to better perceive, or to profess, his/her understanding of Truth. There must be no man-made boundaries when it comes to delving into the richness of God's inspired Word. Drink of it deeply, and share it fully and freely. 

"Fairness" is evidenced in the fact that Thomas is just as unrestricted as I in what he may say and how he may choose to say it. No one has placed any limitations upon him at all with respect to length of articles, or any other aspect of style (as seen in my acceptance of his use of charts, which I personally have chosen not to use). If he had chosen to write 60 pages in his last post, I would not have said a word. If that is what it would have taken for him to express his position, then so be it. I have no problem with that, and feel no compulsion to "catch up." If he feels he can present his case in less space, then that too is his choice. There is nothing "unfair" or "inequitable" or "dishonorable" about allowing each person in this discussion the freedom to express himself fully and freely, and to delve as deeply into the Word as his ability and desire might allow. It would be difficult to be any more "fair" than that!! 

Neither of us is the standard by which the other should be measured, or to which the other must conform in literary style. We are unique, and we should rejoice in that fact. That is how God has made us. Being different does not equate to some negative character trait (such as dishonesty); it simply signifies diversity. I, by nature, am extremely thorough in both research and presentation. That is just me. When I examine something I examine it "inside, outside, upside-down!" Someone once said of me, "Ask Al Maxey what time it is and he'll tell you how to build a clock." Yup! That's me! Some appreciate that depth, some do not. I can't please everyone, so I'll simply seek to please the Lord. And I grant the same freedom to Thomas. 

Thomas noted that I "refused to accept pre-defined limits." That is correct. When it comes to the study of something as important as God's holy Word I simply refuse to submit to some regulation that might serve to restrict the depth of my research or limit the extent of my presentation of Truth. I will never accept limitations on the proclaiming of the Word. Never! Truth should not be cheapened by reducing it to convenient, popularly palatable "sound bytes." The apostle Paul stated, "I did not shrink from declaring to you the whole purpose of God" (Acts 20:27). Just a few verses earlier he told these same Ephesian elders, "I did not shrink from declaring to you anything that was profitable" (vs. 20). Neither shall I. 

If my brother Thomas should decide to do a word count on the writings of Paul, so as to do a comparative analysis with some of the other NT authors, he would discover that the contribution of this man dwarfs that of the other writers. Yes, Paul was a bit "wordy" at times, wasn't he? In Troas "he prolonged his message until midnight" (Acts 20:7). One of the "youth group" (who was perhaps engaged in counting Paul's words instead of listening) fell asleep and plummeted from a window to his death. Again, not everyone appreciates prolonged discussions of the Word. I, on the other hand, would have been enthralled to have been present that evening, and certainly would not have taken Paul aside later and urged him to abbreviate his discourse lest some become distracted or bored!! 

Thomas did a word count on several of my written, published debates and came to this conclusion: "I found it interesting that this has been true in ALL of Al's debates posted at his web site!" That's right. And what does that tell you, Thomas? It simply confirms that this indeed is my style, brother! I am consistent, if nothing else. I am not trying to be dishonest or unfair; I am not trying to "best" you or "beat" you; I am merely being ME ... "warts and all," as brother Reuel Lemmons might have phrased it. I also have to wonder (somewhat tongue in cheek) if perhaps Thomas' most recent response time of 32 days could have been lessened somewhat if he had been typing his own response instead of counting the words in mine! 

Thomas wrote, "I will not attempt to compete with him by continuing to increase lengths of articles." Again, my brother, I pray that you can come to perceive the fact that this is not a contest. You don't have to "compete" with me in any way, shape or form. You don't have to "catch up" or "stay abreast" of me. Just proclaim and defend your position to the best of your own abilities, and in your own unique style, and I shall do the same. This is not a competition; this is a quest for Truth. Let's lay aside this "competitive" mindset and simply study the Word together as mature disciples of Jesus Christ!! 

Thomas believes shorter articles contribute to the audience maintaining its "attention span" and to better following the process and staying focused on the differences. This may well be true for some readers, but not necessarily for all. Others could just as easily come back on Thomas and decry the "shallowness" of short articles, as indeed some have done with such debates in the past. Again, "different strokes for different folk." 

One could also, by the way, make the same arguments Thomas has made above with regard to response time. Since Thomas likes to play the "numbers game," perhaps that factor should be examined as well. Thomas declared he would not "follow Al down this path" of lengthy posts because he does not want to "extend this debate indefinitely." However, extended delays in responses will lead to exactly the same result. It also may well cause the readers to lose focus, have difficulty following the discussion, and fail to maintain their "attention span." Indeed, I would think lengthy delays in response would be far more detrimental than lengthy posts by respondents. Thus, the knife can cut both ways, Thomas. 

Since Thomas was quick to focus on the disparity in length of posts, let's look at the disparity in length of response time (through the first five posts of each of us). The number under each of our names represents the number of days it took that person to respond to the post of the other. Thomas sent the first post, so the first "0" under Maxey represents the number of days it took me to respond (I responded the same day). The "2" under Thrasher indicates it took him two days to respond to my post. The second "0" under Maxey indicates I again responded to his response on the same day I received it. He then took nine days to respond to my second post. And so forth and so forth. 
                    MAXEY ---- THRASHER
                            ..... 0 .................... 2 ..........
                            ..... 0 .................... 9 ..........
                            ..... 3 .................. 19 ..........
                            ..... 1 .................. 20 ..........
                            ..... 2 .................. 32 ..........

I have a total response time of SIX days in this discussion, whereas Thomas has a total response time of EIGHTY-TWO days, with each response time growing larger and larger. Indeed, his response time is almost fourteen times greater than mine. Should I now begin to publicly speculate to the readers as to the honesty and fairness of Thomas? Should the reader begin to speculate that Thomas is somehow fourteen times less intellectually capable of defending his views than Al Maxey? Or maybe fourteen times busier than Al Maxey? Of course not. Such assumptions would be ridiculous, and are completely unfounded. 

Just as an aside, I took a class dealing with the psychology of statistical analysis while in graduate school at the university. It probably would have been better categorized as "Creative Documentation." In other words, a clever analyst can make statistics say just about anything he wants them to say. Thus, we should all be somewhat careful in the conclusions we attempt to draw from numbers. 

When this discussion began, I asked that we make an attempt to maintain a 7-10 day response time between posts. Thomas agreed, but cautioned me that there would be occasions when he might need additional time due to pressing concerns in his schedule. I agreed to that provision, knowing that such conflicts can occur in the lives of two men who are as busy and involved as we both are. It appears, unfortunately, that there have been many such pressing concerns in the life of Thomas of late. I pray they will lessen for him very quickly. 

Thomas has further acknowledged to me in private emails that this current discussion is simply not a "top priority" with him, which may also explain part of the reason for the delays. That is fine, however. We all determine our own priorities, and neither of us is the standard for the other. I will assure the readers, however, that I will continue to abide by the 7-10 day response time to which I made a personal commitment, and that there will have to be something extremely pressing to cause me to vary from that. I believe this is simply a matter of courtesy to our readers, and courtesy to one another. Believing that to be the honorable course, I will pursue it. I will not speak for Thomas on this, however, and instead will simply thank him yet again, and genuinely, for the opportunity to engage him in this vital discussion of God's Word on a most important, and often misunderstood, topic. He is a good Christian debater, and I appreciate his spirit. 

But, enough time and space devoted to such matters. I only address the issue at all because Thomas chose to introduce it here in the context of our discussion. I will not address it further. Onward and upward toward more important matters! 
THOUGHTS ON THOMAS' LAST ARTICLE 

My brother-in-Christ made a few comments in his most recent response that I would like to address. It is apparent that the "puzzlement" of Thomas continues with regard to the distinction between spiritual and eternal death. I believe he and I agree on the nature of physical death. I think we are perhaps somewhat in agreement on the nature of spiritual death (maybe it's just semantics that separates us). However, we are in total "head-knocking" disagreement over the concept of "eternal death." 

Thomas wrote, "Al knows that the PERSON has NOT ceased to be when he is said to be 'spiritually dead.' Similarly, the PERSON does not cease to be when he experiences the SECOND DEATH either!" As Thomas will no doubt agree, spiritual death does not affect the person physically (at least, not directly); functional animation of the body here on earth continues even when a person is severed from Christ or separated from God by sin. Such a person, rather, has been cut off from the saving relationship necessary for ultimate salvation on the Day of Judgment. Thus, that person can be characterized as "dead" even while still physically alive. The "death" in view is not the actual, literal, physical death of the person himself, but a severing of relationship that is depicted figuratively as "death." 

Thomas seems to have difficulty grasping this, and has referred me to Eph. 2:1-2 where Paul says of these brethren, "And you were dead in your trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked..." Thomas emphasizes the word YOU in this passage, and apparently seems to think this signifies something other than one's personal relationship with the Lord. He declares that I "contradict Paul" by suggesting this is depicting severed relationship and fellowship in the figure of "death." 

This leaves me wondering, however, just what it is that Thomas thinks DIED here. Obviously, the persons in view were not physically dead. Does Thomas, therefore, believe their "immortal spirit or soul" was dead? Can an "immortal soul" DIE? Isn't that a contradiction of terms?! What exactly do you think DIES in "spiritual death," Thomas? I think it is pretty obvious that what is "dead" is the relationship and fellowship we were meant to enjoy with the Father. It has died (thus you are regarded as though dead) because of the "trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked." Thus, with regard to that intimate, saving relationship, YOU were dead to your God!!! 

By way of example, I heard a woman say to a man on a TV show recently (who had severed his relationship with her in a rather brutal way), "You are dead to me!!" Yes, Thomas, she said, "YOU are dead to me!" Does that mean the man himself was literally dead? Of course not. It is a figure of speech. She considered him DEAD because of the severed relationship, and because of the hurt he had inflicted upon her. In like manner, the apostle Paul says we have "died to sin" (Rom. 6:2). Yes, Thomas, you and I are dead to sin when we refuse to live in relationship & fellowship with darkness. Paul says, "WE have died with Christ" (Rom. 6:8) and "consider YOURSELVES to be dead to sin" (Rom. 6:11). What "death" is being spoken of here, Thomas? It is the "death" we experience TO a worldly perspective, relationship, and lifestyle that had separated us from our God. In other words, we DIE to a relationship with the world in order to embrace a relationship with the Father. YOU are thus dead to the world, but alive to a new relationship with the Giver of Life!! 

In like manner, YOU are dead to God if you sever yourself from that saving relationship in order to pursue a relationship with the world of darkness. "If we say that we have fellowship with Him and yet walk in the darkness, we lie and do not practice the truth; but if we walk in the light as He Himself is in the light, we have fellowship with one another" (1 John 1:6-7). Whether you are dead or alive in your relationship with the Lord is determined in large part by the nature of your walk. Thus, "I entreat you to walk in a manner worthy of the calling with which you have been called" (Eph. 4:1). 

Thomas, in speaking of the "second death" suggests, "Similarly, the PERSON does not cease to be." I assume therefore that Thomas sees the "second death" and "spiritual death" similarly. The death experienced in the lake of fire, however, is one that involves the physical body. "Spiritual death" involves it only indirectly, at best. With spiritual death the physical body is not destroyed, but in the lake of fire the Lord will "destroy both soul and body" (Matthew 10:28). The Day of Judgment will be a judgment of those raised from the dust of the ground. These raised physical bodies will be judged, and those deemed unworthy of life will be cast into the lake of fire, which is the second death. There they will be destroyed. As Jesus declares, both body and "being" (soul) will be destroyed. Thomas, however, seemingly denies this. He declares that the person will be preserved in the fire, not destroyed, that they will continue to live, not die. 

Thomas wrote, "What Al seems not to understand is that the same thing is true regarding 'eternal death' -- the individual still EXISTS, but the 'relationship (with God) NO LONGER EXISTS.'" I believe Thomas is wrong about that. It is true that God will have no relationship with the wicked when they are cast into the lake of fire (indeed, He had no relationship with them prior to that) because these wicked ones will be destroyed. You can't maintain a relationship with someone who has been destroyed. And that is exactly what will happen to "body and soul/being/life" in the lake of fire. They will cease to live; cease to be! 

When we get to the final phase of this discussion, where we actually look at the eternal destiny of the wicked, I will seek to demonstrate just how wrong Thomas is in his views of the nature of man and the nature of death. 

Thomas takes me to task with regard to my conviction about the eternal destiny of the unredeemed, saying, "However, AL HAS NOT MADE ANY REAL ATTEMPT TO PROVE THAT ASSERTION!!!" (caps his). What Thomas seems to have overlooked is that we have not yet arrived at that point in our discussion. We are laying foundation, and beginning to build upon it. It would be impossible, for example, to truly formulate a clear doctrine on the nature of the punishment of the wicked if one did not first have an understanding of the nature of man himself. The former will be greatly affected by the latter. Thus, I am attempting to approach this study with an element of logical progression. And this is a biblical concept, by the way: 

· Isaiah 28:9-10 -- "To whom would He teach knowledge? And to whom would He interpret the message? Those just weaned from milk? Those just taken from the breast? For He says, 'Order on order, order on order, line on line, line on line, a little here, a little there.'" 

Thomas, as a mathematician, knows that you don't take a college freshman and place him in a graduate level mathematics course. Even Jesus told His disciples on occasion that there were some things they were not yet ready to receive. This is no reflection on intelligence or devotion; merely sound educational theory, to which Thomas, as an educator, will surely attest. "A little here, a little there" and we shall in due time arrive at the point to which our study is leading us. 

Thomas claims that I have "mischaracterized" something he said with regard to immortality for man. Thomas had previously written, "I do not believe that immortality is 'something inherently ours,' as Al implies that I do .... It is not inherent, but DERIVED." I had commended Thomas for this view, as it seemed to suggest to me that Thomas did not embrace the notion that man is created inherently immortal by nature. I personally believe that man must "seek for ... immortality" (Romans 2:7) and that it will be found IN CHRIST JESUS and conferred after the resurrection! Thus, when Thomas acknowledged that immortality is "derived," I assumed he accepted the biblical view as well. However, Thomas informs me that "This is not so, and I did not say so!" Thus, I apologize for misrepresenting his beliefs. I suppose I misunderstood his use of the terms "inherent" and "derived." 

Thomas apparently believes the physical body is not inherently immortal, and thus must have immortality conferred upon it after the resurrection. I agree. However, he apparently believes the "soul" or "spirit" is a separate living entity and IS inherently immortal, and thus can never be deprived of life ... not even by God. Therefore, (correct me if I'm wrong, Thomas) you believe there is a separate immortal creature living inside of us that survives the death of our bodies. Is that correct? If so, then you and Plato are in agreement, rather than you and I. I believe both of you are woefully misinformed as to biblical teaching on this matter. But, this is ground we've already covered, so I won't attempt to cover it again. I would merely refer the readers to the previous post dealing with the nature of man. 

With regard to my request for clarification on Jude 7, Thomas writes, "I am sorry if I did not make my point clear enough for my brother. I do NOT believe that the people of Sodom and Gomorrah LITERALLY received 'eternal fire,' but that the punishment by fire which they received was so utterly complete that it served as a SYMBOL (figure, type) of the eternal fire to be experienced by the ungodly at the judgment." Thomas further wrote, "The physical destruction of the people in Sodom and Gomorrah was a symbol of 'eternal fire,' although it was not literally so." 

· Jude 7 -- "Just as Sodom and Gomorrah and the cities around them, since they in the same way as these indulged in gross immorality and went after strange flesh, are exhibited as an example, in undergoing the punishment of eternal fire." 

· 2 Peter 2:6 -- "...and if He condemned the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah to destruction by reducing them to ashes, having made them an example to those who would live ungodly thereafter..." 

· Genesis 19:24 -- "Then the Lord rained on Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven." 

Yes, this action by God against these cities serves as an example, and thus a warning, for those who would live wickedly thereafter. It is a testimony of God's destructive power against wickedness. Indeed it was a punishment by fire that Thomas characterized as "utterly complete." I couldn't agree more, Thomas. Those cities ceased to be; that is just how "utterly complete" this punishment by fire was! The wicked should heed this warning, as the same fate awaits them unless they repent. 

I see nothing in the text or context that even remotely suggests this "undergoing the punishment of eternal fire" did not literally occur as stated. The text clearly declares that "the punishment of eternal fire" is exactly what they experienced. I can easily understand why Thomas would want, and even need, for it to be otherwise, but he has no grammatical or exegetical basis for that contention. "Eternal fire" is what these cities and persons experienced. The problem Thomas has here, and I pointed this out previously, is that he still does not truly perceive that the Greek term aionios (which is here translated "eternal") can have either a quantitative or qualitative meaning or application. I would refer the readers back to my earlier post in which I discussed this aspect of this Greek word. Thomas didn't accept this reality then, and he obviously doesn't now. Thus, believing that aionios refers only to endless duration or time without end, he is left with a difficult exegetical problem in Jude 7 in that this "eternal fire" obviously went out after fulfilling its purpose. Therefore, to preserve a false theology, he must deny that these cities and their inhabitants actually underwent the punishment of "eternal fire," even though this is exactly what the biblical text declares! There is absolutely nothing within the text or context that suggests some other fire was employed in the destruction of these wicked ones, and that this other fire was a symbol or figure or type of the "eternal fire" which would be reserved for some future punishment of the wicked. This whole interpretation is a fabrication to avoid a difficulty with one's theology. 

With regard to the crucifixion of Jesus Christ, Thomas wrote, "If you accept Al's position in this debate, then you must be willing to believe that our Lord Jesus Christ BECAME EXTINCT (CEASED TO EXIST) when He died upon the cross! Let me make this very clear: I DON'T believe Jesus CEASED TO EXIST when He died." Did Jesus cease to exist? Well, physically the answer is NO! His body was in Hades (the GRAVE). If by "cease to exist" one means He "totally, completely, utterly forfeited LIFE," then the answer is YES. His "beingness" (how's that for coining a word?), His "personhood," ceased to be. It no longer was. In a word: He was dead. 

But God did not abandon Him to that condition (a condition to which the unredeemed will be abandoned in the lake of fire). He could have, but He didn't, because a promise had been made to Him (Acts 2:27-31). Thus, on the third day, HE AROSE. In so doing He became the guarantee of our own resurrection one day (1 Cor. 15), and yet in His death He also demonstrated the "wages of sin." 

Thomas stated, "I have quoted Bible verses that plainly deny Al's heretical view (e.g., Luke 23:43; Acts 2:27-31)." I have already dealt with the latter passage more than once in the course of this debate, and will deal in-depth with the former passage at the end of this current post. I think careful analysis of these passages show that Thomas doesn't have a leg to stand on. Neither of these texts "plainly deny" what Thomas would like for them to. 

Thomas made the following statement: 

· "I do not arrive at my conclusions based upon what ANY uninspired person (whether so-called traditionalist or conditionalist) has said or written! It does not disturb me one bit to hold a position with which some brethren (even notable ones) disagree. I do not arrive at my convictions by polling the brethren (or sectarians either, Al)." 

Fabulous statement, Thomas. I agree 100% with everything you said. I take the same position. 

With regard to the question of being created in the "image of God," Thomas indicated that he personally believes "it is the spirit of man that is 'in the image of God.'" He then asserts that he "did not find a direct answer" in my article to his question about the image of God and what specifically is created in that image. Actually, I gave a very direct answer in my previous post, to which I again refer my opponent in this debate. 

I deny that it is the "spirit" that is created in God's image. I deal with that in some depth in that post, and won't bother to repeat it here. I simply urge Thomas to go back and examine the information more carefully. I discuss exactly what I believe that "something else" to be. 

Thomas again alludes to the "proof text" (the "crown jewel" of Traditionalism) -- Luke 16:19-31. He writes, "The truth is that David was in Hades, just as I have shown that the former rich man was when he died (Luke 16), even though his physical body had been buried." First, I agree with Thomas that David was in Hades. But, I disagree with Thomas and his fellow Neo-Platonists on the nature of Hades. For this discussion of Hades I would refer the readers back to my earlier post in which this was discussed in some depth. 

Thomas further asks, "Was Abraham (Luke 16) a fictional character as well? Were the angels in Luke 16 also fictional characters?" I will present my views of the Parable of the Rich Man & Lazarus later in this current post. Again, the reader will quickly see that this "proof text" of Traditionalism is anything but. Indeed, if interpreted as literal, factual history, the view Thomas apparently takes, it will lead to some tremendous problems and absurdities. We shall note some of these in just a few moments. 

Switching gears somewhat, Thomas wrote, "I don't doubt at all that atheists are often turned off by what God says. Baptists, Methodists, and many other denominationalists are 'turned off' by Bible teaching on the necessity of water baptism (does Al still believe that?)." Here is a perfect example of ambiguity! What specifically is the antecedent of "that" in the parenthetical query? Do I still believe in the necessity of water baptism? The answer is yes. Or, were you asking if I believe that many in the religious world are "turned off" by this doctrine? Well, yes, I believe many probably are! There are many within our own religious heritage "turned off" by Truth, as well. I also know of Baptists and Methodists (as well as others) who DO proclaim the necessity of water baptism, and practice the same. I sincerely hope you are not suggesting that ONLY "Church of Christers" will be going to heaven, Thomas!! That would be sectarianism gone to seed, brother!! But, that's another topic for another debate! 

Thomas also suggested near the end of his last article that "unity in diversity" is an expression never found in the Bible. He is probably correct in that statement. However, the concept permeates the Scriptures. What other kind of genuine unity is there? The Body of Christ is a diverse grouping of disciples, who are nevertheless unified in the common bond of Jesus Christ. Scripture teaches unity of the Spirit, not uniformity of sectarian preferences and practices. If the whole body were an eye, it would be a freak! Thank God we are diverse, but a unified whole in Him. Decrying "unity in diversity" is about as ludicrous as characterizing someone as a "brother in error" -- what other kind is there? 

With regard to my quotes from brother John Clayton, Thomas asks, "Isn't this the same man who contended that the earth is approximately 4.5 billion years old, that man 'is a very recent newcomer to this planet,' and that the belief 'that the entire creation took place within six days' is 'a very shallow conclusion'?" I don't know if John made those specific statements you attributed to him, but that sounds about like his beliefs as I understand them, although the one about man being a "newcomer" is speaking relatively (compared to 4.5 billion years ... mankind has likely been around for only several million years). I might point out to you, Thomas, that these are MY beliefs as well. My YEC brother then wrote, "I don't have much confidence in someone who is no better Bible student than that!" Hmmmm. I think I see the makings of another debate here!!! 

Seriously, Thomas, you might want to consider the possibility, remote though it may be, that one can differ with you and still be a good Bible scholar, and possibly even a Christian!! Unless you have personally cornered the market on Truth, not all who differ with you are guilty of "heretical views" (a charge you leveled against me in your most recent post). Another "brother" recently accused me of being an "implicit atheist" because I would not accept his theories about the flood and the age of the earth. What arrogance! But, that's another story! 

Thomas wrote, "ALL (both just and unjust) will be raised from the dead (John 5:28-29)." I agree with you on this, Thomas. 

With regard to my Dennis the Menace cartoon, Thomas wondered, "I'm not really sure what Al's point was in providing the cartoon; perhaps it was just intended as a little bit of humor." Bingo!! Nothing wrong with a smile or two on occasion!! 

Thomas wrote, "His idea that the 'spirit' is just the 'breath' is so obviously false as to require little refutation." Again, Thomas obviously needs to go back and really read my study of body, soul and spirit. I do not teach what he declares. I have never declared that the "spirit," when applied to man, is just the 'breath.' Both terms, "soul" and "spirit," refer to several aspects of man, including personality, emotions, and the like. Here is a direct quote from my previous post: 

· "It should also be pointed out that 'spirit' is not infrequently used in Scripture to represent the less physical aspects of man's being -- personality, emotions, attitude, and the like. Thus, one might be 'mean-spirited' or have a broken or contrite spirit (Psalm 51). These terms do not suggest an immortal being trapped inside the body, but merely reflect the mental and emotional aspects of man's nature. 'In both the Old and New Testaments, spirit is used of humans and of other beings. When used of humans, spirit is associated with a wide range of functions including thinking and understanding, emotions, attitudes, and intentions. ... spirit is used extensively with human emotions. ... a variety of attitudes and intentions are associated with spirit' (Holman Bible Dictionary, p. 1300)." 

Thus, the readers can quickly see that Thomas has misrepresented my position by saying that my "idea" is that the spirit "is just the 'breath.'" That is not what I said at all, as I have just demonstrated above. 

Well, there is more in his post upon which I could readily comment, and with which I could easily take exception, but Thomas is probably already counting my words, and I have much ground yet to cover. As promised, I need to address some of the key passages from the Scriptures that Thomas has raised in defense of his theology. I will begin that effort by examining two of the central ones in the remainder of this present post: The Parable of the Rich Man & Lazarus and The Thief on the Cross. In my next post, after responding to whatever comments Thomas makes that may need to be addressed, I will examine several other key texts used (or should I say misused) by the Traditionalists in their quest to substantiate their false doctrine. 
THE PARABLE OF THE RICH MAN & LAZARUS 

Luke 16:19-31 contains a story told by Jesus to a group of scribes and Pharisees who were grumbling and scoffing at Him (Luke 15:1-3; 16:14-15a) because He dared to show concern for tax-gatherers and sinners who were "coming near Him to listen to Him." These religious elitists regarded themselves as superior to other men, and had little to no concern for those less fortunate, nor for those they considered beneath contempt (which was most people, even many of their own fellow religionists who were not of their particular faction or sect). 

The story Jesus conveyed to these rigid religionists and sectarian separatists has come to be known as The Rich Man and Lazarus. It was obviously given that day to impress an eternal truth upon the hearts and minds of these troubled scribes and Pharisees. The basic message, in my view, is that our eternal destiny is determined this side of physical death, and once we breathe our last and return to the dust of the ground our fate is forever fixed. Thus, if we expect to receive mercy and compassion at the judgment, we had better display it to others during our sojourn here on earth. "For judgment will be merciless to one who has shown no mercy" (James 2:13). This was a moral Truth the scribes and Pharisees desperately needed to hear, and Jesus conveyed it to them that day in the form of this story. After all, it was His common practice to convey eternal Truths in the form of common stories (Matthew 13:34 -- "...and He did not speak to them without a parable"). 

Most people have little problem with the major message of this passage of Scripture. The problem arises when seeking to determine the nature of the account itself. Is this a literal, historical account, or is this a parable? This has been hotly debated for many centuries, with reputable scholars and devoted disciples taking stands on both sides of the issue. My personal belief is that this is a parable, and therefore the figures employed should not be pressed into service to formulate a literal picture of disembodied souls or spirits in some Hadean holding place prior to the resurrection and judgment of the Last Day. Jesus simply told a parable to convey a spiritual truth to those still living, not to give us a peek into "the afterlife" to satisfy mankind's morbid curiosity. "Many have supposed that our Lord here refers to a 'real history,' and gives an account of some man who had lived in this manner; but of this there is no evidence. The probability is that this narrative is to be considered as a parable" (Albert Barnes, Barnes' Notes on the New Testament). 

Brother Dillard Thurman, the late editor of Gospel Minutes, wrote, "After having studied this matter for over fifty years, I still firmly believe this is a parable. It begins with the identical introduction as that in Luke 16:1 -- 'There was a certain rich man...'" (Gospel Minutes, August 13, 1982). The parable just before the one in Luke 16:1 begins "A certain man..." (Luke 15:11). Thus, there seems to be a string of parables here each beginning similarly: "A certain man" (Luke 15:11) .... "A certain rich man" (Luke 16:1) .... "A certain rich man" (Luke 16:19). The context also clearly reveals that each of these stories was told to the same group of people: the grumbling, scoffing scribes and Pharisees. "This parable is addressed to the Pharisees, to whom Christ would scarcely have communicated details about the other world, on which He was so reticent in His teaching to the disciples" (Dr. Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, Book IV, p. 278). 

The problem we are faced with regarding our present topical discussion/debate is that most of those in the traditional camp appeal to Luke 16:19-31 as a literal, historical account of the current disposition of disembodied spirit-beings. It has become the "crown jewel" in the apologetics of those who advocate an immortal soul and the perpetual torture of the unredeemed. "Many times over the years, I have observed that when all else fails, believers in the immortality of the soul will turn to the story of the rich man and Lazarus. This scripture, they apparently believe, is indisputable evidence that men, at death, go to a spirit world" (Sidney Hatch, Daring To Differ: Adventures in Conditional Immortality, p. 88). 

"The parable of the rich man and Lazarus is often cited as the chief cornerstone in support of the postulate of man's inherent immortality and the endless duration of the incorrigibly wicked in sin and misery. It is frequently invoked to silence all dissent or question as to Immortal-Soulism. It is persistently set forth as proving beyond all peradventure that the souls of both the godly and the ungodly continue to live on uninterruptedly after death, separate from the body -- but which is simply Plato's contention that death is identical with life, only in another sphere" (Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 234). 

When dealing with a parable, as the reader will discover most reputable scholars believe this account to be, one must be very cautious not to assume literal meaning and application for the figures employed. The figures of a parable convey a message or truth, or embellish that message or truth in some way, but they themselves do not constitute that message or truth itself. Thus, one must never seek to base doctrine upon mere figures and symbols employed in figurative language. Dr. Edersheim stressed, "it will be necessary in the interpretation of this parable to keep in mind that its parabolic details must not be exploited, nor doctrines of any kind derived from them, either as to the character of the other world, the question of the duration of future punishments, or possible moral improvement of those in Gehinnom. All such things are foreign to the parable" (The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, Book IV, p. 277). "We must not look in this parabolic language for Christ's teaching about the 'after death'" (ibid, p. 279). "Doctrinal statements should not be drawn from parabolic illustrations" (ibid, p. 282). 

Professor D. R. Dungan, in his classic book Hermeneutics: The Science of Interpreting the Scriptures, observed, "The parable in Luke 16:19-31, of the rich man and the poor man, has been made to mean almost everything within the range of theological speculation" (p. 234). Parables were not intended to be interpreted literally (as is, for example, historical narrative), something legitimate biblical hermeneutists clearly recognize. Parables are a distinct literary form. "The very reason we do not feel compelled to interpret the parables historically is that they are presented in a somewhat stylized fashion -- the reader or hearer is immediately aware that they belong to a different genre (literary type)" (Walter Kaiser and Moises Silva, An Introduction to Biblical Hermeneutics: The Search for Meaning, p. 106). 

"Strictly speaking, the parable belongs to a style of figurative speech which constitutes a class of its own" (Dr. Milton S. Terry, Biblical Hermeneutics: A Treatise on the Interpretation of the Old and New Testaments, p. 276). "The general design of parables, as of all other kinds of figurative language, is to embellish and set forth ideas and moral truths in attractive and impressive forms" (ibid, p. 277). 

The ancient Jews (as well as the pagans) were very fond of such stories, and there is a body of evidence, and thus some legitimate, scholarly speculation, that Jesus may well have employed a rather well-known contemporary story as He spoke to these scribes and Pharisees, a story with which these religious leaders would have been very familiar. This has led to much documentation of such accounts, many of which predate the Lord's story and are most striking in their similarity. "It seems appropriate to reopen this question and ask: Where should the origin of this parable be placed?" (The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 4, p. 267). Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible informs us that "much of the study of the parable of Lazarus and Dives (Latin: 'rich man') in the 20th century has focused on possible literary antecedents" (p. 796-797). 

"This parable is not theology. It is a vivid story, not a Baedeker's guide to the next world. Such stories as this were current in Jesus' day. They are found in rabbinical sources, and even in Egyptian papyri" (The Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 8, p. 290). "Similar stories existed in Egypt and among the rabbis; Jesus could easily have adapted this tradition to his own purpose" (The Jerome Biblical Commentary). "This parable follows a story common in Egyptian and Jewish thought. .... This parable does not intend to give a topographical study of the abode of the dead, it is built upon and thus confirms common Jewish thought" (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Vol. 3, p. 94). The Catholic Encyclopedia, Vol. 1 (online version) states that the imagery of this parable "is plainly drawn from the popular representations of the unseen world of the dead which were current in our Lord's time." "Jesus told this story to reinforce the fact that the riches of the Pharisees were not necessarily a sign of God's approval. Some interpreters suggest that the kernel of the story was a popular story of those times and possibly derived from an Egyptian source" (New Commentary on the Whole Bible, based on the classic commentary of Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown). 

Josephus (a Jewish historian, c. 37-100 A.D.), in his work Discourse to the Greeks Concerning Hades (in which he notes that the concept of a soul being created immortal by God is "according to the doctrine of Plato"), presents a very similar story to that of our Lord's, including many of the same figures Jesus employed. Yes, he may have borrowed from the Lord's parable, but it is equally possible both were aware of such stories current in their culture. Several good reference works document and describe in some detail a good number of these stories that our Lord may have adapted to His own needs (Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible, p. 797 .... Dr. James Hastings, Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, Vol. 2, p. 18 .... The Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 8, p. 289 .... The Anchor Bible Dictionary, Vol. 4, p. 267 .... Edersheim's The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, Book IV, p. 280-281 .... Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 174-176). 

My own personal conviction is that Jesus used or adapted a popular folktale well-known to His hearers for the purpose of conveying, by a means they would best comprehend and most easily remember, an eternal truth. "Jesus was accustomed to speak the language of His hearers in order to reach their understandings and hearts. And it is noteworthy how, when He employed Jewish imagery, He was wont to invest it with new significance" (Hastings, Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, Vol. 2, p. 18). 

"In the story, then, of the rich man and Lazarus, Jesus has put them down with one of their own superstitions. ... He used their own ideas to condemn them. ... It is simply a case of taking what others believe, practice, or say, and using it to condemn them" (Sidney Hatch, Daring To Differ: Adventures in Conditional Immortality, p. 91). "Since the elements of the story are taken from the Pharisees' own traditions, they are judged out of their own mouths" (ibid, p. 92). 

· It should be noted that the apostle Paul employed a similar device when he sought to impress upon certain Corinthian brethren the truth regarding the resurrection, and spoke of their practice of baptism for the dead. By speaking of this practice in his own teaching, and by not condemning it, Paul was certainly not thereby endorsing it. Rather, he merely used a practice then current among certain readers, to whom he was addressing his remarks, to drive home an eternal truth to their hearts and minds (1 Corinthians 15:29). 

· Another similar situation occurs in John 9:1-3. With regard to a man born blind, the disciples asked Jesus, "Rabbi, who sinned, this man or his parents, that he should be born blind?" Some of the Jews (thanks to Hellenistic influence on Jewish theology with regard to the pagan doctrines of the preexistence & immortality of souls) believed souls existed prior to their being placed in a physical body at birth. Thus, these preexistent souls could sin during this prior life, for which they would be punished during the present life (possibly by being born with some infirmity or deformity). Oddly enough, Jesus did not speak out against this pagan notion, but merely instructed His disciples that neither this man nor his parents had sinned so as to cause Him to be born blind. Contrary to what some might think, Jesus did not go around debunking every Jewish or pagan myth that had arisen in their theology due to pagan influence .... Indeed, He at times seems to have used them in His dialogue with such persons to convey deeper eternal realities. This is exactly what I believe is being done with the parable of the rich man and the poor beggar. 

A far more important reason for regarding the story of the rich man and Lazarus as figurative rather than literal/historical, however, is the obvious conflict with the inspired Scriptures that occurs when it is regarded as an actual account of real people and real events. These, in my estimation, are extremely serious contradictions with revealed Truth. Notice the following problems associated with a literal, historical interpretation of Luke 16:19-31. 

#1 --- It would teach that judgment and punishment of the dead has occurred prior to the resurrection and judgment on that great and final day! The Scriptures clearly and repeatedly teach that judgment and punishment (as well as reward) occur following the resurrection, NOT prior to it. The "blessed" Theophylact (perhaps the most learned exegete of the Greek Church during the 11th-12th century A.D.) observed, "This is a parable and not, as some have foolishly imagined, something which actually occurred. For good things have not yet been allotted to the righteous, nor punishments to the sinners" (The Explanation of the New Testament). 

Until a decision has been rendered in judgment before the Great Throne, is it really reasonable and biblical to proclaim that men are cast into torment or carried off to a state of bliss? This would constitute judgment, sentencing and execution prior to the judgment, sentencing and execution on that Great Day following resurrection. "Behold, I am coming quickly, and My reward is with Me, to render to every man according to what he has done" (Revelation 22:12). See also Matthew 25:31-46. 

Judgment will occur "when the Son of Man comes in His glory, and all the angels with Him" (Matt. 25:31). THEN the dead, who have been raised from the dust of the ground, will undergo judgment, and a great separation will occur, and some will "go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life" (Matt. 25:46). This judging and punishing does not occur prior to the resurrection on that last day! And yet if this parable is taken literally, it clearly contradicts the remainder of biblical teaching on this matter. 

William Tyndale (1484 - 1536), in responding to Sir Thomas More, wrote -- "And ye, in putting them (the departed souls) in heaven, hell and purgatory, destroy the arguments wherewith Christ and Paul prove the resurrection." Tyndale argued that if souls were already in either bliss or misery, "then what cause is there of the resurrection?" And what cause is there even of judgment?! In another part of this same writing, Tyndale said -- "The true faith putteth forth the resurrection, which we be warned to look for every hour. The heathen philosophers, denying that, did put that the soul did ever live. And the Pope joineth the spiritual doctrine of Christ and the fleshly doctrine of philosophers together; things so contrary that they cannot agree. And because the fleshly-minded Pope consenteth unto heathen doctrine, therefore he corrupteth the Scripture to stablish it. If the soul be in heaven, tell me what cause is there for the resurrection?" 

With regard to such prior rewards or punishments, brother Dillard Thurman wrote, "There is never a hint in God's word that this takes place before the general resurrection at the coming of Christ, our Savior!" (Gospel Minutes, Feb. 1, 1985). "You will enter into rest and rise again for your allotted portion at the end of the age" (Daniel 12:13). "The day is coming ... the day which I am preparing," says the Lord of hosts; a day "burning like a furnace; and all the arrogant and every evildoer will be chaff; and the day that is coming will set them ablaze ... and they shall be ashes under the soles of your feet" (Malachi 4:1-3). This is not the day of one's death, but that Final Day when "those who sleep in the dust of the ground will awake" to judgment and punishment (Daniel 12:2). This parable of the rich man and Lazarus, however, if taken literally, stands in direct and dramatic opposition to these divine Truths conveyed repeatedly in both OT and NT writings. 

"A literal interpretation of the parable contradicts some fundamental biblical truths. If the narrative is literal, then Lazarus received his reward and the rich man his punishment, immediately after death and before the judgment day. But the Bible clearly teaches that the rewards and punishments, as well as the separation between the saved and the unsaved, will take place on the day of Christ's coming" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 174). 

"To use this parable as proof that men receive their rewards at death is squarely to contradict Christ Himself, who explicitly states that the righteous and the wicked receive their reward 'when the Son of man shall come in his glory.' He definitely placed the recompense at the resurrection, the time of harvest, and end of the world" (Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 261). "Furthermore, if the narrative is literal, then the beggar received his reward and the rich man his punishment immediately upon death, in the interim before the judgment day and the consequent separation of the good and evil. But such a procedure is repugnant to all justice. Paul said that God 'hath appointed a day, in the which he will judge the world in righteousness' (Acts 17:31). That was still future in apostolic times" (ibid, p. 262). 

"The Pharisees had made God's Word void, as concerns the condition of the dead, by their 'traditions' derived from pagan Platonic philosophy, which in turn had been borrowed from Egypt, Babylon, and Persia. So it was that Dives is here pictured as in a place of torment, living in insufferable flames. It was simply Hebraized Platonism, and was in no way condoned or endorsed by Christ" (ibid, p. 262-263). Thus, on this one point alone we must completely reject the notion that this account is either literal or historical. To accept it as such places it in direct conflict with the remainder of Scripture on the subject of final punishment. Thus, for this reason alone the particulars of the parable must be regarded as figurative. 

#2 --- To embrace this parable as literal, historical narrative would also make one guilty of promoting the view of a mortal man inherently possessing an immortal soul or spirit. Such is simply not taught in Scripture, and constitutes pagan dualism. The Lord "alone possesses immortality" (1 Tim. 6:16), and immortality for man (the whole man) is entirely derived, and will not be "put on" until after the resurrection, "at the last trumpet," and only then by the redeemed (1 Cor. 15:50f). 

In point of fact, this parable doesn't even mention "souls" or disembodied "spirits." That is an assumption of biased interpreters. If this account is of disembodied spirits (ethereal beings devoid of bodies and bodily organs), then is it not strange that the account speaks of eyes, a tongue and a finger? --- real physical body parts! And what relief would a drop of water on a tongue serve to a spirit? Would it provide any relief? Would it not vaporize in the flame?! Or is all of this figurative also, just like the rest of the parable? I believe that is exactly the case! 

"Contenders for literalism suppose that the rich man and Lazarus were disembodied spirits, destitute of bodies," yet "they are portrayed as existing physically, despite the fact that the rich man's body was duly buried in the grave. Was his body carried away into Hades together with his soul by mistake?" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 173). Brother Dillard Thurman declared that this "fanciful notion" of some bodily presence in a Hadean holding area "won't hold any more water than the rich man could dip his finger in! If fingers and tongues were still in the grave, or if they were figurative, then this must be accepted as a parable, and treated as such!" (Gospel Minutes, June 22, 1984). "The passage says nothing about souls or spirit-beings. Furthermore, this would contradict the entire teaching of Scripture, from Genesis 2:7 on, regarding the nature of man. A soul is a living breathing creature, not a ghost" (Sidney Hatch, Daring To Differ: Adventures in Conditional Immortality, p. 90). 

Again, nothing is said whatsoever in this parable about either "souls" or "spirits." There is absolutely no indication at all that Jesus is talking about some "immortal something" trapped in our physical bodies that flies off to some Hadean holding area at the moment of physical death. To promote such a view is contrary to the teaching of Scripture on the nature of man. Jesus simply made use of a common story, which reflected current Jewish/pagan thinking, to convey a moral message to His hearers. 

#3 --- Scripture also makes it abundantly clear that the GRAVE (Hades, Sheol) is not a place of conscious activity for the dead. The dead "sleep" in the dust of the ground, they are not holding conversations with other departed, disembodied spirits across vast chasms. "The Scriptures teach that the death state is one of quiet, silent, unconscious sleep. How much more evidence is necessary to convince any reasonable person that this is simply a story which Jesus told in order to make a point with His adversaries?" (ibid). "The resurrection from the grave will be the time for happiness and bliss for God's saints. It is not when they are yet asleep in Jesus" (Dillard Thurman, Gospel Minutes, Feb. 1, 1985). 

"A literal interpretation of the parable also contradicts the uniform testimony of the Old and New Testaments that the dead, both righteous and ungodly, lie silent and unconscious in death until the resurrection day" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 174). 

#4 --- "Jesus was also not teaching that lost souls have the privilege of praying to patriarchs long dead, who will answer from another realm!" (Dillard Thurman, Gospel Minutes, Aug. 13, 1982). If this parable is to be taken literally, however, we have lost souls praying to people like Abraham, and Abraham answering! There is apparently (if taken literally) a "vast gulf" between the two "compartments of Hades," and yet are we to suppose they can freely converse among each other? I guess sound carries well in the spirit realm!! 

"Since we deride the Catholics for praying to 'the Virgin Mary,' a host of saints, etc., how can we keep a straight face and advocate that folk offer their prayers to Abraham after death? But not only did the rich man pray, his prayer was answered!" (Dillard Thurman, Gospel Minutes, June 22, 1984). "But there is also a flaw in Abraham! He acts as judge and jury, by-passing both God and His Son with his decree. He even accepts the term 'father,' though Jesus taught 'And call no man your father upon the earth; for one is your Father, which is in heaven' (Matt. 23:9). If this be a factual, historical report, it opens up Pandora's Box .... and raises more devils than we can cast out!" (ibid). 

As Leroy Edwin Froom points out in his massive two volume work (over 2000 pages of extensive research), "a literal application breaks down under the weight of its own absurdities and contradictions" (The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 260). "Pagan Platonism, polluting the Jewish faith, which Jesus cited but did not endorse in this legendary fable-parable, should never be allowed to corrupt sound Christian doctrine" (ibid, p. 269). "The story of Dives and Lazarus was never designed to teach conditions on the other side of death. That is an extraneous contention that has been introduced without warrant. It is fallacious as an argument and is unworthy of the name of sound exegesis" (ibid). 

"Parables were used by the Lord to teach truths; and after the primary truths are gleaned, the parable should not be distended and distorted to cover that which the Lord did not intend!" (Dillard Thurman, Gospel Minutes, Aug. 13, 1982). This is exactly what many have done with this particular parable of our Lord. They have forced literalism upon the figures of this story, and in so doing they actually perpetuate the pagan perceptions which found their way into the doctrines of ancient Judaism and Christendom. Any passage of Scripture taken out of context becomes a pretext! In this case, a pretext for the continued promotion of false teaching with regard to the nature of man and his eternal destiny. 

For many reasons, therefore, I completely and unequivocally reject Luke 16:19-31 as anything other than a parable, likely based on common lore, representing the eternal truth that our eternal destinies are determined by our actions and attitudes in this life, and that one's fate is forever fixed at death. To fabricate a theology of disembodied spirits and Hadean holding cells and everlasting torture of the wicked from this passage is an unconscionable abuse of biblical interpretation and should be rejected by all disciples intent upon discerning and declaring Truth rather than perpetuating the tedious tenets of paganistic Tradition. 
THE THIEF ON THE CROSS 

Another passage often appealed to by those who advocate the immediate conscious existence of some "immortal spirit-being" that survives the death of the physical body is Luke 23:43. Here Jesus makes a statement to one of two criminals, as that man was dying on an adjacent cross, who had previously said to Him, "Jesus, remember me when You come in Your kingdom!" (vs. 42). To this man Jesus replied, "Truly I say to you, today you shall be with Me in Paradise" (NASB). 

The argument by the traditionalists is that this verse assures us the penitent thief would be "in Paradise" with Jesus THAT SAME DAY! Since the body of the thief was likely placed in the grave that same day, and since it was not resurrected, they conclude it must be his soul/spirit that went to Paradise that day. This, they declare, proves the conscious existence of some spirit-being trapped within one's physical body that is freed to greater existence by one's physical death. 

It's interesting to note (and most seem to overlook this point) that the thief asked to be remembered when Jesus came in/into His kingdom! When exactly would that have been? Was this on the day of His death and burial? Most scholars would argue that it was not. Most state the victory was not truly won until at least the third day when Jesus Christ arose from the dead. Others will declare it was not until the ascension several weeks after that. Still others will point to the day of Pentecost, or even to the Parousia, as the ultimate coming of the kingdom. But almost nobody suggests our Lord came in or into His kingdom on the day of His death. Thus, some scholars see a problem early on in the traditional interpretation of this statement by Jesus: how did it accurately address the request of the dying thief on the cross with respect to the coming of the kingdom? 

On the night of His betrayal and arrest, just hours before the statement to the thief on the cross, and during the establishment of the Lord's Supper, Jesus declared to His disciples, "I shall never again drink of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new in the kingdom of God" (Mark 14:25). Was Jesus expecting that kingdom to arrive in just a matter of hours? During the many days following the resurrection, our Lord was continuing to speak to the disciples about this kingdom, and the disciples even then were unclear as to when all of this was to occur (Acts 1:3-7). Thus, not even they were under the impression that this kingdom "came" on the day of Jesus' death. Indeed, how was Jesus to "come into" His kingdom that day when He was dead?! Thus, there is much to suggest that the day of our Lord's death was not the day when He came into His kingdom. Some even interpret Paul's statement in 2 Tim. 4:1 about the kingdom of Christ (written decades later) to be an as yet unrealized (thus future) experience. 

But the above is only a minor difficulty with the traditionalist's position on this passage. There are far greater problems associated with their interpretation. However, before one can truly perceive the significance of our Lord's statement to this thief, one must first come to an understanding of the biblical concept of Paradise, which those who believe as Thomas does have definitely failed to do. 

The word Paradise is of Persian origin. It was incorporated into the Hebrew language during the time of Persian influence, and passed into the Greek language through its extensive use by Xenophon. The Hebrew word "pardes" occurs three times in the pages of the OT writings: 

1. Nehemiah 2:8 where it is translated "forest." 

2. Ecclesiastes 2:5 with reference to "gardens and parks." 

3. Song of Solomon 4:13 where the author refers to his bride as "an orchard of pomegranates." 

The word literally means "a park; a garden." In time it came to signify "a place of exquisite pleasure and delight." The Septuagint uses the Greek word "paradeisos" (transliteration: paradise) consistently in Genesis 2-3 for the "Garden of Eden." It is also used in reference to the Jordan Valley (Genesis 13:10) and again of the Garden of Eden in Joel 2:3. 

In the NT writings the Greek word "paradeisos" appears only three times: 

1. 2 Corinthians 12:4 where Paul says he was "caught up into Paradise;" probably equivalent to the "third heaven" of vs. 2, which many biblical scholars suggest signifies being in the very presence of God in heaven (although this event may have been more vision than literal journey, as Paul himself acknowledges). 

2. Revelation 2:7 where Christ promises those who overcome -- "I will grant to eat of the tree of life, which is in the Paradise of God." This tree is in the very presence of God in heaven, positioned on either side of the river of the water of life which flows from the throne of God and of the Lamb (Rev. 22:1-5). Thus, the tree is said to be right before the throne of God in Heaven, which is identified as being "the Paradise of God." 

3. Luke 23:43 where we find the statement of Jesus to the thief on the cross. 

"Later Jewish tradition locates 'Paradise' as an abode of the righteous dead in Hades, however the apocryphal books do not!" (Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 4). Notice that it is according to later Jewish tradition that Paradise is said to be located in the Hadean realm. This is not the teaching of inspired Scripture. Not even the Apocrypha locates Paradise in Hades. Nowhere in the Bible is Paradise ever associated with some so-called "intermediate state or realm" for the dead. This doctrine originated with men, and is not taught in Scripture. 

The word "Paradise," as it is used in the New Testament writings, obviously refers to the eternal abode of God (what we generally term as "Heaven"). "In the NT 'paradise' means heaven in 2 Cor. 12:4 and Rev. 2:7. Accordingly it naturally denotes heaven in the remaining instance: Luke 23:43" (Davis Dictionary of the Bible, p. 569). "It is evident that Luke 23:43 speaks of a heavenly Paradise" (New International Commentary on the NT). "There can, therefore, be no doubt that paradise is heaven! The Fathers made a distinction between paradise and heaven which is not found in the Scriptures" (Charles Hodge). "Paradise is not a shadowy waiting-room, but a blissful abode within the very courts of heaven itself" (New International Commentary on the NT). 

The Jews "have a multitude of fables on the subject" (Adam Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 5, p. 497), and their literature is "full of fancies and discrepancies" (New International Commentary on the NT). The Gospel of Nicodemus even maintains that this thief on the cross is still alive today in the original Garden of Eden somewhere on the earth's surface! According to the Narrative of Joseph, the penitent thief is the only resident of Paradise! 

"Jesus, however, did not endorse the later Jewish tradition that paradise was at any time a compartment of Hades!" (Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 4). Brother Curtis Dickinson wrote, "In the days of Jesus, the Jews held many widely diverse views regarding 'Paradise,' but none of them were based upon Divine revelation, so no weight should be attached to such opinions. We will stick to what is revealed in the Bible" (The Witness, Vol. 30, No. 8, August, 1990). 

Thus, the first major point that needs to be made, and stressed, at this juncture is that Jesus was not speaking of some compartment in Hades or Sheol, but was rather referring to Heaven itself -- the abode of the Father. 

The biggest problem associated with Luke 23:43, however, is in connection with the word "today." What did Jesus mean when He stated that this dying thief would be with Him in Paradise "today?" Was this really what Jesus was suggesting here, or have we perhaps misunderstood and thus misapplied this entire verse? 

There are several significant problems associated with the assumption that the "soul" or "spirit" of this thief left his physical body at death to enter Paradise that day. First, it assumes the inherent immortality of some "spirit-being" trapped inside the physical body which is freed by the death of that body. This is simply not taught in Scripture. The dead "sleep" in the dust of the ground awaiting the resurrection, they are not conscious spirits cavorting in some Hadean realm. 

Another major problem, however, is that it seems clear from Scripture that Jesus Himself did not enter Paradise that day. Thus, how could the thief have been "with Him" that day if Jesus Himself was not there?!! It was not until about 43 days later (He arose the 3rd day and spent 40 days more with the disciples before ascending to the Father) that Jesus returned to the abode of God. At the empty tomb, on the day of His resurrection, He told Mary, who was clinging to Him, "I have not yet ascended to the Father!" (John 20:17). This was three days after His statement to the thief on the cross, and Jesus says He has not been there yet. Where was He? He was dead ... buried in the tomb. "So shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth" (Matthew 12:40). Jesus was not in Heaven, He was in the grave. The promise to Jesus was that He would not be abandoned to the grave, nor would He "undergo decay" (Acts 2:27). He would be raised. If Jesus was not raised, but abandoned to the grave, all is lost (1 Cor. 15:12-19). No, Jesus was not in Paradise that day with the thief. They were both DEAD and BURIED. 

· By the way, an Islamic web site declared the Luke 23:43 & John 20:17 "discrepancy" as one of the major reasons for rejecting the Bible as authoritative for man today (101 Clear Contradictions in the Bible, by Shabir Ally). Thus, we even have pagans mocking Christianity for this perceived hermeneutical dilemma. And yet, as we shall see, it is all so completely unnecessary when this passage is correctly rendered and interpreted. 

Brother H. Leo Boles, in his Commentary on Luke, correctly observed, "Evidently Jesus did not mean that this robber would go with him to heaven that day, as it seems clear from other statements that Jesus did not go to heaven that day. His day of ascension came about forty days after that time" (p. 454). The thief on the cross was not with Jesus "that day" in Paradise for the very simple reason that Jesus Himself was not there!! 

Indeed, the raising of the dead and their entrance into God's presence "in Heaven" is a future event, not one that occurs at the instant of death. "No one has ever gone into heaven except the one who came from heaven -- the Son of Man" (John 3:13). "Brothers, I can tell you confidently that the patriarch David died and was buried, and his tomb is here to this day. .... For David did not ascend to heaven..." (Acts 2:29, 34). Thus, it is unlikely the thief made it into the very presence of God before the throne on the day of his death. If David wasn't there, and Jesus wasn't there, and "no one" was there, then neither was the thief!! 

So, how do we deal with the apparent "problem" raised by the traditionalists when they quote Luke 23:43? "Truly I say to you, today you shall be with Me in Paradise" (NASB). The very simple solution is to be found in an obvious error of punctuation. It is important to keep in mind that the early Greek manuscripts of the NT text did not contain punctuation, nor even spaces between the words (which was the space saving device known as "scriptio continua"). Even question marks were not used commonly in Greek manuscripts until the 9th century A.D. (Dr. Bruce Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p. 27). It would be many hundreds of years before punctuation would be added to the text of the New Testament, and this would be done by uninspired men with theological biases. It was not until 1205 A.D. that Stephen Langton (a professor in Paris and later the Archbishop of Canterbury) divided the Bible into chapters. Thus, it is important to note that the sectional and grammatical separations in Scripture are the devices of men and not of God!! 

The whole meaning of Luke 23:43 literally hinges on the placement of a single comma (a comma placed by fallible men)!! In the Luke 23:43 passage, the comma is traditionally placed prior to the word "today" ("Truly I say to you, today you shall be with Me in Paradise"). However, consider the following alternative: 

"Truly I say to you today,
you shall be with Me in Paradise."

By moving the comma to a position after the word "today" one alters the meaning of the sentence so that it is now no longer in conflict with the remainder of biblical doctrine on the nature of man and his eternal destiny. Grammatically, either placement of the comma is technically correct in the Greek language. Thus, there is just as much grammatical justification for the placement of the comma after "today" as there is for placing it before that word. The theological biases of the early translators (influenced as they were by the heathen doctrines of immortal soulism and subterranean realms of bliss and torment) prompted them to select a placement of the comma that seemed to substantiate their own perceptions of the nature of man and his ultimate destiny. The problem with that selection of comma placement, however, is that it contradicted the remainder of God's Word on the subject!! A simple matter of repunctuation (as this procedure has come to be characterized) solves the problem and brings this verse back into harmony with biblical teaching. 

"Translators have placed the comma before the adverb 'today,' not for grammatical reasons, but for the theological conviction that the dead receive their reward at death. One would wish that translators would limit themselves to translating the text and leave the task of interpretation to the reader" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 176). 

Actually, the phrase "I say unto you this day" (or "...today") is "a common Hebrew idiom which is constantly used for very solemn emphasis" (E. W. Bullinger, Appendix 173, from The Companion Bible). Thus, it would not have been that unusual for Jesus to have said, "Truly I say to you today..." instead of applying the word "today" to the phrase which followed. His statement to the dying thief would certainly constitute a declaration with "solemn emphasis." Brother Curtis Dickinson wrote, "The Greek adverb here rendered 'today' appears in the Septuagint and the New Testament 221 times. In 170 of these places the adverb follows the verb it modifies. For example: 'I declare to you this day, that ye shall surely perish' (Deut. 30:18). Therefore, it would be natural to punctuate Luke 23:43 as follows: 'Truly I say to you today, you will be with me in Paradise.' Paul uses a similar turn of phrase in Acts 20:26 -- 'I testify to you this day, that I am innocent of the blood of all men'" (The Witness, Vol. 30, No. 8, August, 1990). 

"In suggesting that the words of our Lord to the thief can only be understood by re-arranging the punctuation we are often accused of tampering with the text. This is a false accusation because any punctuation is an addition to the text. The correct punctuation can only be determined by comparing Scripture with Scripture" (A. W. Fowler, "Jesus' Promise to the Dying Thief," an article in Resurrection Magazine, Autumn, 1991). Of course, when we compare Scripture with Scripture we discover that there is no way Jesus was with this thief in Paradise that day, nor do the Scriptures teach immortal soulism, or Hadean holding areas for disembodied spirits, or judgment and reward prior to the resurrection on the Last Day. Thus, the placement of the comma that best harmonizes with the teaching of Scripture is to place it after "today." "Thus, Jesus is not teaching conscious existence in paradise immediately after death in an intermediate state!" (Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 4). 

"This emphatic use of 'today' is a common idiom in both Hebrew and Aramaic which are the two Semitic languages in which the Old Testament was written. The idiom is used to introduce a solemn statement. 'I ... to you today' when the verb is one of declaration, testification, command or oath. Some seventy occurrences of this formula are found in the Bible and forty-two are found in the Book of Deuteronomy (for example, Deut. 4:26)" (A. W. Fowler, "Jesus' Promise to the Dying Thief," an article in Resurrection Magazine, Autumn, 1991). "The earliest translation of the Greek New Testament was into the language of Palestine's nearest neighbour, Syria. Syriac is a dialect of Aramaic. It is therefore not surprising that in one of the oldest Syriac manuscripts of the Gospels (5th century Curetonianus) the translator recognized the idiom and translated the passage, 'Amen say I to you today that with me you will be in the garden of Eden.' By introducing the word 'that' the translator removed the need for any punctuation to determine the sense. We therefore have a very ancient precedent for our interpretation which ante-dates all the English versions by hundreds of years" (ibid). 

Is there any evidence among Bible translators, and Bible translations, for this repunctuation? Actually, there is more than some realize. Consider the following: 

· "And he said to him: 'Truly I tell you today, You will be with me in Paradise'" (New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures). 

· "And said to him the Jesus, Indeed I say to thee today, with me thou shalt be in the Paradise" (marginal reading in The Emphatic Diaglott, by B. F. Wilson in the 1800's). 

· German Bible translator L. Reinhardt, in a footnote to this verse, wrote, "The punctuation presently used (by most translators) in this verse is undoubtedly false and contradictory to the entire way of thinking of Christ." 

· In the NT translation by J. B. Rotherham (in the year 1878), a British clergyman and Bible translator, he translated this verse: "And Jesus said to him, Verily, to thee I say, this day, with me shalt thou be in the paradise." Admittedly, this is a rather ambiguous rendering. However, in the 1897 revision, Rotherham phrased the passage this way: "And he said unto him, Verily I say unto thee this day: With me shalt thou be in Paradise." 

· E. W. Bullinger repunctuates and comments as follows: "'And Jesus said to him, Verily, to thee I say this day, with Me shalt thou be in Paradise.' The word 'today' being made solemn and emphatic" (A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the English and Greek New Testament, p. 811). 

· "The English translation by Dr. Wm. Cureton of an old Syriac Version of the gospels agrees with that and renders Luke 23:43: 'And he said to Jesus, My Lord, remember me when thou comest in thy kingdom. Jesus said to him, Verily I say to thee today that with me thou shalt be in the Eden's garden'" (This Means Everlasting Life, p. 281-282). 

· "And Jesus said to him, 'Verily, to you am I saying today, with Me shall you be in paradise'" (The Concordant Literal New Testament). 

· George M. Lamsa's translation from the Aramaic of the Peshitta has this footnote to the verse: "Ancient texts were not punctuated. The comma could come before or after today" (The New Testament From The Ancient Eastern Text). 

· "Indeed today I say to you, you shall be with Me in the paradise" (James L. Tomanek, The New Testament of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Annointed). 

· "Verily do I say unto thee today -- With me, thou shalt be, in Paradise" (Charles A. L. Totten, The Gospel of History). 

· The two volume encyclopedia Insight on the Scriptures (Vol. 2, p. 575) says in part (under the article "Paradise"): "Luke's account shows that an evildoer, being executed alongside Jesus Christ, spoke words in Jesus' defense and requested that Jesus remember him when he got into his kingdom. Jesus' reply was: Truly I tell you today, You will be with me in Paradise." 

Brother Curtis Dickinson wrote, "It may be asked why translators of most modern versions do not place the comma after the 'today' so that the verse will harmonize with other scriptural teaching on death and resurrection. We might as well ask why they do not translate the Greek baptizo as 'immerse' or diakonos as 'servant' instead of merely spelling them with English letters. To do so would put the translation at odds with most denominational doctrine and almost insure its failure to be accepted. When the translators put Luke 23:43 into English, they punctuated it arbitrarily according to preconceived notions. An honest translator, when faced with more than one choice of translation, will choose the one that is in harmony with the rest of God's word" (The Witness, Vol. 30, No. 8, August, 1990). 

Thus, I must conclude that the traditional teaching based on Luke 23:43 is entirely false, and that it is due to a false rendering of the passage (a misplaced comma). This passage in no way teaches the thief went to be with the Lord in Paradise that day. Instead, the Lord merely assured this thief that he would indeed be with Him in Paradise. When will this happen? -- When the thief is resurrected on that last great day!! 
CONCLUSION 

I am thoroughly enjoying this intense and extensive study of God's Word. How can one not be personally enriched by long periods of intimate association with God's inspired revelation? "My heart stands in awe of Thy words. I rejoice at Thy word, as one who finds great spoil. I hate and despise falsehood, but I love Thy law" (Psalm 119:161-163). "O how I love Thy law! It is my meditation all the day" (Psalm 119:97). May none of us ever tire of delving deeply into the words of our Creator, and may He guide us into greater understanding of His Truths and greater concern for those who misapply them. 
 
( ( ( 

Thrasher’ Seventh Article
While taking note of my friend's lack of interest in the number of words we have used, I nevertheless point out that Al's sixth article continues his escalation of article length. Through six articles apiece, Al has used 43,643 words and I have used 18,487 words. Incidentally, for the benefit of those individuals who are apparently unfamiliar with the "word count" feature of Microsoft Word, on my computer it takes less than a second for Word to display the number of words in a document! 

In his sixth article, Al continued his quotations of thousands of words from various uninspired men in an effort to bolster his position. Among those men from whom Al quoted was H. Leo Boles: "Brother H. Leo Boles, in his Commentary on Luke, correctly observed, 'Evidently Jesus did not mean that this robber would go with him to heaven that day, as it seems clear from other statements that Jesus did not go to heaven that day. His day of ascension came about forty days after that time' (p. 454)." This is one of the few books from which Al has quoted that I have in my library. Ordinarily, I do not spend time with Al's uninspired quotations, since we both agree that they don't PROVE what the SCRIPTURES teach. However, in this instance I am making an exception. Having Boles' commentary, I took a few minutes to read the CONTEXT of Al's quote. I found that Boles actually takes the OPPOSITE view to what Al is seeking to prove!!! I invite the reader to investigate the CONTEXT of Boles' remarks on Luke 23:43, which I now reproduce from pages 453-454 of his commentary (the underlining is mine, TNT): 
· "The answer that Jesus gave to this penitent malefactor has received many different interpretations. Jesus used his familiar form of speech to preface his answer. Jesus said to him: 'To-day shalt thou be with me in Paradise.' Jesus had observed the most profound silence amidst the jeers of the rulers and multitude, but now he is ready to make reply to this penitent, dying man. The statement that Jesus gave him can be understood when we know the general teachings of the Christ. 'To-day,' not at some time in the distant future, but this very day, you are to be associated with me in the pains and death of the cross and are to be associated with me in 'Paradise.' 'Paradise' originally meant 'an enclosed park or pleasure-ground.' In the Septuagint Version (Gen. 2:8) it means the Garden of Eden. We are told that in Jewish theology the department of Hades where the blessed souls await the resurrection is calld [typo for "called", TNT] 'Paradise'; it is equivalent to 'Abraham's bosom.' (Luke 16:22, 23.) It occurs three times in the New Testament -- in this passage, 2 Cor. 12:4; Rev. 2:7. It always seems to mean the abode of the blessed [whether the Garden of Eden, the comfort part of Hades, or heaven, TNT]. Some doubt that the evidence in the scripture is strong enough to warrant a belief in the intermediate state of the dead [People like Al, TNT]. Whatever may have been the conception of the early Hebrews with regard to the separation between the righteous and the wicked in Sheol, those of the later period did conceive a separation; hence to them Hades and Sheol designated the place of the righteous and the wicked dead; Hades was the place for the blessed and called Paradise, while the wicked dwelt in the abyss called Tartarus. Evidently Jesus did not mean that this robber would go with him to heaven that day, [as Boles had already stated, Jesus and the penitent criminal would go that "very day" to Hades, TNT] as it seems clear from other statements that Jesus did not go to heaven that day. His day of ascension came about forty days after that time. After Jesus was raised from the dead and appeared to Mary, when she recognized him he said to her: 'Touch me not; for I am not yet ascended unto the Father.' (John 20:17.)" [Jesus had not gone to heaven, but He had gone to Paradise the very day of His death, TNT] 

This constitutes the entire comment of Boles on verse 43. All of it is given in a single paragraph. Why did Al reproduce only a small part of Boles' statement, taken out of context, and leave the impression that Boles agreed with his view when he actually agrees with mine? 

In my third article, I pointed out Al's evident carelessness in quoting. Al's alleged quotation was: "J. I. Packer, in Fundamentalism and The Word of God, wrote: 'We must never become enslaved to human tradition, and assume the complete rightness of our own established ways of thought and practice, and in so doing excuse ourselves from the duty of testing and reforming them by Scripture.'" I observed that Edward Fudge gave a more extended quotation from this statement on page 435 of his book; however, the wording of the two "quotations" is different! Ed's quote was taken from pages 69-70 of Packer's book. I asked Al from what page his "quote" was taken, but he did not answer! 

Since I do not have most of the books from which Al quotes, I am unable to say whether or not he correctly represents the views of other writers whom he quotes. However, based upon his handling of Boles' statement, I don't have a great deal of confidence in his handling of other sources either. 

With reference to Ephesians 2:1-2, Al asks: "Does Thomas, therefore, believe their 'immortal spirit or soul' was dead? [Dead in sin, yes, TNT] Can an 'immortal soul' DIE? [Yes, it can be separated from God due to sin, thus spiritually dead! TNT] Isn't that a contradiction of terms?! [No! TNT]" 

My opponent says, "By way of example, I heard a woman say to a man on a TV show recently (who had severed his relationship with her in a rather brutal way), 'You are dead to me!!' ... Does that mean the man himself was literally dead? Of course not. It is a figure of speech. She considered him DEAD because of the severed relationship ..." Can Al not see that the same can be true of a lost person throughout eternity? God in essence says, "You are dead to Me!" The person does not cease to exist, but he is eternally separated from God! "Depart from Me, ye that work iniquity" (Matthew 7:23). "Depart from Me, ye cursed" (Matthew 25:41). 

Al refers to my clarification on Jude 7: "I do NOT believe that the people of Sodom and Gomorrah LITERALLY received 'eternal fire,' but that the punishment by fire which they received was so utterly complete that it served as a SYMBOL (figure, type) of the eternal fire to be experienced by the ungodly at the judgment." He also quotes my statement that "the physical destruction of the people in Sodom and Gomorrah was a symbol of 'eternal fire,' although it was not literally so." 

My friend responds, "I see nothing in the text or context that even remotely suggests this 'undergoing the punishment of eternal fire' did not literally occur as stated. The text clearly declares that 'the punishment of eternal fire' is exactly what they experienced." Al, what about verse 6? Are those angels in literal "everlasting chains"? Peter evidently refers to the same thing when he writes that "the angels who sinned" were delivered "into chains of darkness" (2 Peter 2:4). Are these literal "chains of darkness"? 

Al quotes me again: "If you accept Al's position in this debate, then you must be willing to believe that our Lord Jesus Christ BECAME EXTINCT (CEASED TO EXIST) when He died upon the cross! Let me make this very clear: I DON'T believe Jesus CEASED TO EXIST when He died." Al responds, "If by 'cease to exist' one means He 'totally, completely, utterly forfeited LIFE,' then the answer is YES. His 'beingness' ..., His 'personhood,' ceased to be. It no longer was. In a word: He was dead." I can only say that I am sad to hear a brother in Christ take such a position. 

Al refers to "Thomas and his fellow Neo-Platonists," yet I have not based my remarks on any man (including Plato), but THE BIBLE! 

In view of Al's erroneous views on so many Bible topics, I am glad to learn that he "still believe[s] in the necessity of water baptism"! Our readers are probably aware that some of our "brethren" no longer think so! 

My brother comments, "Thomas also suggested near the end of his last article that 'unity in diversity' is an expression never found in the Bible. He is probably correct in that statement. However, the concept permeates the Scriptures." PROBABLY? Hmmmm. My reference to the expression "unity in diversity" was in response to Al's remark that "the readers might be surprised to discover, however, that the phrase 'immortal soul' NEVER appears in the Bible ... not even once!! I am assuming Thomas already knows this fact!" I provided (in table form) several expressions used by Al that are "never found in the Bible," yet he accepts them and uses them! Since he does so, what is his point in saying that "the phrase 'immortal soul' NEVER appears in the Bible"? 

Responding to my observations about brother John Clayton, Al said, "I might point out to you, Thomas, that these are MY beliefs as well. My YEC brother then wrote, 'I don't have much confidence in someone who is no better Bible student than that!' Hmmmm. I think I see the makings of another debate here!!!" My brother, I would be glad to do so after this debate is completed, IF you will agree to make each article a reasonable length! I have no problem with the NUMBER of articles. You can write as much as you want, just divide them up into manageable segments. 

Al says he agrees with me (and the Bible) that "ALL (both just and unjust) will be raised from the dead (John 5:28-29)." 

· To Al this means those who once existed will cease to exist, then they will be brought into existence again. He has not so proved from the Bible. 

I said that Al's "idea that the 'spirit' is just the 'breath' is so obviously false as to require little refutation." Al responded, "I do not teach what he declares. I have never declared that the "spirit," when applied to man, is just the 'breath.'" 

Al described his own belief in these words [the underlining is mine, TNT]: "The biblical view of the nature of man is probably best perceived in Genesis 2:7 -- "Then the Lord God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being." One could perhaps present this passage as an equation: 
B + B = B
Body + Breath = Being
He went on to say, "It is this 'breath of life,' this 'spirit of life,' that is proclaimed by some to be immortal, and which consciously survives the death of the physical body." Is Al not equating "breath" and "spirit"? 

He also stated: "'Thou dost take away their spirit/breath, they expire, and return to their dust.' When the breath departs from the body, the body returns to the dust. Solomon points out that men and beasts 'all have the same breath/spirit' (Eccl. 3:19)." 
THE RICH MAN & LAZARUS 

In his remarks on Luke 16:19-31, my opponent asks, "Is this a literal, historical account, or is this a parable? This has been hotly debated for many centuries, with REPUTABLE SCHOLARS AND DEVOTED DISCIPLES taking stands on both sides of the issue" (caps mine, TNT). Obviously, then, his proceeding to quote several men who appear to agree with him on this point PROVES NOTHING so far as the truth of his position, for "reputable scholars and devoted disciples" could also have been quoted in OPPOSITION to his view. Since he admits this fact, it is obviously unnecessary for me to provide examples of such quotations from "reputable scholars and devoted disciples." 

My brother says, "There is ... some legitimate, SCHOLARLY SPECULATION, that Jesus MAY well have employed a rather well-known contemporary story as He spoke to these scribes and Pharisees ..." Al also says, "Several good reference works document and describe in some detail a good number of these stories that our Lord MAY have adapted to His own needs ..." He later says the Lord's teaching is "LIKELY based on common lore" (caps and underlining in these quotes are mine, TNT). Perhaps "scholarly speculation" is convincing evidence to Al Maxey, but it PROVES NOTHING so far as I am concerned! I will, therefore, make no effort to respond to these QUOTATIONS that express the opinions of men, since Al has previously acknowledged that "both of us could quote a host of men (known and unknown, reputable and otherwise) who agree with our respective positions." I have cited three reasons why I have chosen not to follow Al down this path: 

1. Both of us could do this and extend this debate indefinitely. 

2. Even a thousand quotations of this sort would not prove what is true. 

3. What the Bible teaches is all that really matters in determining what "the eternal destiny of the wicked" will be! 

Al says, "A far more important reason for regarding the story of the rich man and Lazarus as figurative rather than literal/historical, however, is the obvious conflict with the inspired Scriptures that occurs when it is regarded as an actual account of real people and real events. These, in my estimation, are extremely serious contradictions with revealed Truth. Notice the following problems associated with a literal, historical interpretation of Luke 16:19-31." I wish to comment on these supposed "contradictions" one-by-one. 

#1 --- "It would teach that judgment and punishment of the dead has occurred prior to the resurrection and judgment on that great and final day!" 

· It would not require that the final judgment described in such passages as Matthew 25:31-46 and Revelation 20:11-15 has already occurred! Certainly the destiny of each individual is unalterably determined at death. Therefore, they can be reserved in the appropriate part of Hades while awaiting the pronouncement of final sentencing by our Lord at His coming. 

#2 --- "To embrace this parable as literal, historical narrative would also make one guilty of promoting the view of a mortal man inherently possessing an immortal soul or spirit." 

· This ASSUMES the very point to be PROVED in this debate. 

"In point of fact, this parable doesn't even mention 'souls' or disembodied 'spirits.' That is an assumption of biased interpreters." 

· The Lord said two individuals who had died had conscious existence after death (Luke 16:22-31). 

"If this account is of disembodied spirits ..., then is it not strange that the account speaks of eyes, a tongue and a finger? --- real physical body parts!" 

· The Bible does not say these are PHYSICAL parts? The Rich Man's physical body was buried on earth (Luke 16:22), but his spirit was in Hades (v. 23). Why cannot a SPIRIT have spiritual "parts"? 

"And what relief would a drop of water on a tongue serve to a spirit? Would it provide any relief?" 

· Probably not. But that does not mean that this individual who had recently died understood that! What he THOUGHT about this (and some other things) was wrong. 

"Jesus simply made use of a common story, which reflected current Jewish/pagan thinking, to convey a moral message to His hearers." 

· Al has already admitted that this MAY be so, but he did not PROVE it using the Bible! 

#3 --- "Scripture also makes it abundantly clear that the GRAVE (Hades, Sheol) is not a place of conscious activity for the dead. The dead 'sleep' in the dust of the ground, they are not holding conversations with other departed, disembodied spirits across vast chasms." 

· Al quotes some more uninspired men to this effect, but not one Bible verse to PROVE it! It seems that Al just will not entertain the thought that our Lord taught the truth in Luke 16:19-31. 

#4 --- "... If this parable is to be taken literally ... we have lost souls praying to people like Abraham, and Abraham answering! 

· Actually, we have one lost person making requests of Abraham, and Abraham's explanation of why these requests could not be granted. 

"There is apparently (if taken literally) a 'vast gulf' between the two 'compartments of Hades,' and yet are we to suppose they can freely converse among each other? I guess sound carries well in the spirit realm!!" 

· You should "suppose" (believe) what the Lord said here! Sound carried well enough for the former Rich Man and Abraham to communicate in the way the Lord described. 

"Any passage of Scripture taken out of context becomes a pretext!" 

· Agreed. However, "thou art the (guilty) man," Al Maxey! 

"To fabricate a theology of disembodied spirits and Hadean holding cells and everlasting torture of the wicked from this passage is an unconscionable abuse of biblical interpretation and should be rejected by all disciples intent upon discerning and declaring Truth rather than perpetuating the tedious tenets of paganistic Tradition." 

· Is it "fabrication" to read and accept what the Lord taught??? 
THE THIEF ON THE CROSS 

Al comments on Luke 23:43: "The argument by the traditionalists is that this verse assures us the penitent thief would be 'in Paradise' with Jesus THAT SAME DAY!" Isn't that what the verse says? Notice a few standard translations: 

1. "To day shalt thou be with me in paradise" (KJV) 

2. "today you will be with Me in Paradise" (NKJV) 

3. "To-day shalt thou be with me in Paradise" (ASV) 

4. "today you will be with me in Paradise" (RSV) 

5. "today you shall be with Me in Paradise" (NASB) 

"It's interesting to note ... that the thief asked to be remembered when Jesus came in/into His kingdom! When exactly would that have been? Was this on the day of His death and burial? ... Thus, some scholars see a problem early on in the traditional interpretation of this statement by Jesus: how did it accurately address the request of the dying thief on the cross with respect to the coming of the kingdom?" 

· As Al observes, "During the many days following the resurrection, our Lord was continuing to speak to the disciples about this kingdom, and the disciples even then were unclear as to when all of this was to occur (Acts 1:3-7)." If these disciples, who had been in close contact with Jesus during His ministry, had a misunderstanding about the TIME of the kingdom, then it is not unreasonable to conclude that this repentant criminal had a misunderstanding on the TIME as well. However, although the Lord did not choose to elaborate on the TIME in either of these cases, He did say to the "thief": "To day shalt thou be with me in paradise" (Luke 23:43). 

My friend quotes several more uninspired men and concludes, "The word 'Paradise,' as it is used in the New Testament writings, obviously refers to the eternal abode of God (what we generally term as 'Heaven')." Among those quoted is Curtis Dickinson, who wrote, "In the days of Jesus, the Jews held many widely diverse views regarding 'Paradise,' but none of them were based upon Divine revelation, so no weight should be attached to such opinions. We will stick to what is revealed in the Bible." Does Al agree with his own source that NO WEIGHT should be attached to such human "opinions" and that we should "stick to what is revealed in the Bible"??? 

My brother states: "Thus, the first major point that needs to be made, and stressed, at this juncture is that Jesus was not speaking of some compartment in Hades or Sheol, but was rather referring to Heaven itself -- the abode of the Father." Much of Al's material is based upon this ASSUMPTION that "paradise" in Luke 23:43 is "heaven," an unwarranted assumption. 

However, Jesus told the repentant criminal, "TODAY shalt thou be with Me in paradise" (Luke 23:43). However, after Jesus' resurrection, He told Mary, "Touch me not; for I am NOT YET ascended to my Father: but go to my brethren, and say unto them, I ascend unto my Father, and your Father; and to my God, and your God" (John 20:17). So, Jesus had NOT yet gone to heaven, but He had been to paradise. Therefore, paradise in Luke 23:43 is NOT heaven! 

Al contends that "the biggest problem associated with Luke 23:43, however, is in connection with the word 'today.' What did Jesus mean when He stated that this dying thief would be with Him in Paradise 'today?' ... it seems clear from Scripture that Jesus Himself did not enter Paradise that day." 

· What "Scripture" makes this "clear"? 

My opponent cites "an Islamic web site [that] declared the Luke 23:43 & John 20:17 'discrepancy' as one of the major reasons for rejecting the Bible as authoritative for man today ... Thus, we even have pagans mocking Christianity for this perceived hermeneutical dilemma." 

· So what? Do you reject every Bible teaching that they (and others) reject? 

Al's attempts to reconcile his view with the teaching of Luke 23:43 by ASSERTING that there is "an obvious error of punctuation" in the passage.... However, consider the following alternative: "Truly I say to you today, you shall be with Me in Paradise." 

· I will take the liberty to offer another uninspired scholar, since Al seems to place so much stock in such men. Dr. Ray Summers wrote: "Grammatically, the sentence cannot be punctuated as some desire to do -- 'I say to you today, 'You will be with me in Paradise.' ... The punctuation has to be, 'I say to you, today you will be with me in Paradise.'" (Commentary on Luke, p. 307). 

"It is therefore not surprising that in one of the oldest Syriac manuscripts of the Gospels (5th century Curetonianus) the translator recognized the idiom and translated the passage, 'Amen say I to you today that with me you will be in the garden of Eden.' BY INTRODUCING THE WORD 'that' the translator removed the need for any punctuation to determine the sense. We therefore have a very ancient precedent for our interpretation which ante-dates all the English versions by hundreds of years" (caps mine, TNT). 

· Is it not obvious that a word had to be ADDED (the word "that") to convey this idea? 

· Did you notice that "garden of Eden" is used by this "translator"? I am curious whether he also rendered it that way in 2 Corinthians 12:4 and Revelation 2:7. Perhaps Al will tell us. 

Al asks, "Is there any evidence among Bible translators, and Bible translations, for this repunctuation?" He then cites several works that appear to support his view. I will make a few observations on these sources. 

· New World Translation of the Holy Scriptures. This is the official Jehovah's Witness translation. Does Al endorse this as a reliable translation? 

· Marginal reading in The Emphatic Diaglott. Apparently even the Diaglott does not incorporate this reading into the main text! This work, along with The Concordant Literal New Testament that Al cites later, were thoroughly discredited by brother Thomas B. Warren in the Warren-Ballard Debate. These two works were L. S. Ballard's main witnesses in seeking to sustain salvation before water baptism. 

· William Cureton's translation says "in the Eden's garden." From what original word is "Eden" translated here? 

Al's choice of "scholars" does not commend his position as the truth. 

Thank you for your interest in this Bible study. 
 
( ( ( 

Maxey’ Seventh Article
THE NUMBERS GAME --- REVISITED

Thomas observed, "While taking note of my friend's lack of interest in the number of words we have used, I nevertheless point out that Al's sixth article continues his escalation of article length." 
It appears my brother in Christ is still somewhat troubled by the fact that my approach to biblical exegesis and presentation differs from his own. This seems to imply his approach is somehow the standard by which all approaches must be measured. I utilize more words than Thomas in my presentation, therefore he implies (as he did in a previous post) that my honor and fairness are in question. I addressed this matter of differing styles and approaches to biblical study and presentation in my last post, but it seems Thomas was not impressed with my reasoning. 

That's fine, he doesn't have to be. We are different disciples with different abilities and approaches. Neither of us is the standard for the other. If Thomas prefers briefer posts, then more power to him; he is free to be brief. There are also readers who will agree with him. I prefer greater depth and thoroughness, and thus longer posts. There are those who agree with this approach, as well. Being different does not necessarily equate to being dishonest or unfair. 

Once again, two can play the numbers game. If Thomas is concerned over my "lack of interest" in the length of my posts, what might one surmise about the ever increasing response times we are witnessing from brother Thrasher?! Should we surmise disinterest on his part? Should we surmise lack of honor and fairness? 

Frankly, in this case we have far more reason for legitimate concern for the simple reason that Thomas has declared to me in more than one post that this debate is not a priority with him. That is indeed somewhat strange in light of the fact that it was Thomas who challenged me to this debate, not the other way around. It was important enough for him to approach me, but apparently not important enough now to prioritize it in his schedule. 

I agreed to debate him, but urged him not to be like previous opponents of mine who, when they realized they were in over their heads, began to drag their feet (sometimes going months without responding). I asked for a 7-10 day maximum response time. Thomas agreed, although pointed out there might be a few occasions when he would need a little more time. Little did I know what that would become! By way of example, through 7 posts each here are our response times: 

Maxey --- 8 days

Thrasher --- 123 days
This last response time alone was 41 days; the time before that was 32 days. Thomas says privately that he is a busy man, with many challenges which demand his attention. This is no less true of me. In fact, I will put my schedule and the demands on my time up against brother Thrasher's without hesitation at any time. I firmly believe the real problem here is one of attitude, and this is seen especially in some of his comments to me in his emails. I have tried to send reminders to Thomas occasionally about response time on behalf of the readers so that this exchange can continue on a timely basis (which apparently irritates my opponent to no end). Most of my emails to Thomas are just ignored completely. However, now and then he will respond, and these occasions are most revealing. 

For example, I had finally determined that at the six week mark (after 42 days ... which would have been today -- Thursday) I would post my next post (this present one) and then post the remainder of my arguments for my position at reasonably spaced intervals until I had completed presenting the evidence. I was determined not to allow Thomas to drag this exchange out until the Parousia, as some of my other opponents have sought to do. I informed him of my decision several days ago, to which he responded, "I was going to email my article Tuesday morning; however, in view of your ultimatum, I may wait and send it Wednesday night (before midnight my time)!" This, in fact, is exactly what Thomas did, posting it just prior to midnight last night. This was intentional delay just for spite, and, to use my wife's term, the epitome of "childishness." This does not present Thomas in a positive light, and it only serves to penalize the readers, not his opponent. 

I hope and pray that we can move beyond such pettiness and childish game-playing with our discussions of God's inspired Truth, and behave as the spiritual leaders in the One Body we each profess to be. Also, I believe most intelligent disciples can clearly perceive that depth of biblical exegesis is hardly on the same level as intentional delay to spite an opponent. 

But, enough about such matters. Let's move on to the Word of God .... in-depth and intense examination, proclamation and defense of which, for me, is very much a priority. "...always being READY to make a defense to everyone who asks you to give an account for the hope that is in you" (1 Peter 3:15). 
REFLECTIONS ON THOMAS' LAST POST 

With regard to my comments on brother Boles' comments on the incident with the thief on the cross, Thomas wrote, "I found that Boles actually takes the OPPOSITE view to what Al is seeking to prove! .... Why did Al reproduce only a small part of Boles' statement, taken out of context, and leave the impression that Boles agreed with his view when he actually agrees with mine?" 

Thomas is correct in his analysis of Boles' convictions with regard to the state of the dead. He and Thomas do indeed share the same misunderstanding, as many do. I don't suggest otherwise. What I do suggest, however, is that brother Boles has made a most insightful observation in his commentary, and it was merely to that astute observation that I made appeal, not to the entirety of his theology on the matter (with which I greatly differ). Here is the quote I took from Boles: 

· "Brother H. Leo Boles, in his Commentary on Luke, correctly observed, 'Evidently Jesus did not mean that this robber would go with him to heaven that day, as it seems clear from other statements that Jesus did not go to heaven that day. His day of ascension came about forty days after that time'" (p. 454). 

What brother Boles has correctly perceived, and what a great many today (even within the churches of Christ) do not perceive, is that one does not enter heaven at the moment of death. I can't even count the number of times I have heard preachers proclaim at a funeral that the "departed loved one" is actually more alive now than they were before, and that they are singing with the angels in heaven. On the contrary. They are not in heaven, as brother Boles has correctly observed, they are dead and in Hades. Where I differ with brother Boles, however, is in the view that Paradise is just some compartment in the Hadean realm for saved disembodied spirits. That is not taught in Scripture. 

The NT evidence indicates that Paradise is heaven, as I have already sought to demonstrate. The tree of life is in Paradise, for example, and it is right before the throne of God in heaven (not in Hades). It is not some distant holding area for redeemed ghosts. Such thinking is paganistic, and has its roots in the so-called Intertestamental Period, as I have already demonstrated in previous posts. Boles differs with Scripture on this, as does Thomas, and places Paradise in Hades (which the Bible never does). Boles' observation (which I quoted) was a good one, and accurate in so far as it went, but he didn't take it far enough, and sadly he reverted back to the pagan roots of his theology. It was that glimmer of insight that I shared in my post, however. At least he saw that much, something far too many today don't even begin to grasp (as is evident from just about any funeral sermon you hear). 

In my discussion of the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, I had noted the following objection to a literal interpretation: "It would teach that judgment and punishment of the dead has occurred prior to the resurrection and judgment on that great and final day!" Thomas, however, seems to believe there may well be two separate days of judgment with ensuing reward or punishment: one at the day of one's physical death, the other at the coming of the Lord in Judgment on the last day. 

Thomas wrote, "It would not require that the final judgment ... has already occurred! Certainly the destiny of each individual is unalterably determined at death. Therefore, they can be reserved in the appropriate part of Hades while awaiting the pronouncement of final sentencing by our Lord at His coming." Well, that all sounds good on the surface, but the Bible doesn't teach this. Nor does it teach that the wicked are being tortured as they are held in this "appropriate part of Hades." 

If you take the parable of the rich man and Lazarus as literal history, however, then you have a man not only judged, but also being tortured, prior to the actual judgment and sentencing on the last day. Yes, the dead are "imprisoned" in the GRAVE until the trumpet sounds to awaken them, but they are not rewarded or punished prior to that trumpet sound. The Scriptures clearly declare that the Lord will bring His reward with Him on His return. It is not dispensed prior to that day. Thomas' theology would be comparable to suggesting that a prisoner awaiting trial is taken and tortured every day prior to his trial, conviction, sentencing and punishment. An unconscionable violation of justice is attributed to our God with such teaching as that proposed by Thomas. It is unthinkable, not to mention unbiblical. One is not tortured prior to judgment, and yet this is exactly what Thomas teaches. It is a travesty of justice, and it impugns the very character of our God. 

I had previously written, "Scripture also makes it abundantly clear that the GRAVE (Hades, Sheol) is not a place of conscious activity for the dead." Thomas remarked, "Al quotes some more uninspired men to this effect, but not one Bible verse to PROVE it." Thomas is correct that in my last post I did not quote any of the Scriptures which demonstrate this truth. The reason is because I had quoted them extensively in previous posts. Here are just a couple from my fourth post dealing with Hades: 

· "For there is no activity or planning or wisdom in Sheol where you are going" (Ecclesiastes 9:10). "There is one fate for the righteous and for the wicked ... There is one fate for all men ... They go to the dead ... The dead do not know anything, nor have they any longer a reward" (Ecclesiastes 9:2-5). 

I will let these few comments on Thomas' last post suffice. He made many other statements and observations, but my previous posts are thorough enough to easily refute his many misconceptions. Thus, I simply ask the readers to go back and reread what I posted on the parable of the rich man and Lazarus and on the account of the thief on the cross. The position of Thomas on both of these accounts is clearly uninformed. 

I will now turn to several more passages of Scripture to which the Traditionalists appeal in a futile effort to validate their false theology. 

#1 --- SOULS UNDER THE ALTAR 

One of the passages to which the "Immortal Soulists" typically appeal in their effort to demonstrate that some conscious, eternal being, trapped inside of man during this present earthly life, exists in some Hadean holding area, separate from the physical body after the latter's death and return to the dust of the ground, is Revelation 6:9-11. In this sixth chapter John is given a vision of six seals (the seventh is revealed in Rev. 8). In the first four we encounter what many have characterized The Four Horsemen of the Apocalypse. These are obviously symbols, not literal horses or horsemen, and represent vital eternal Truths conveyed to John and his fellow faithful disciples during a time of great struggle and persecution. Following the vision of the four horses and their riders comes the vision of martyred "souls" crying out from underneath an altar. It is this particular vision that concerns us at this juncture in our debate. 


    "And when He broke the fifth seal, I saw underneath


the altar the souls of those who had been slain


because of the word of God, and because of the


testimony which they had maintained; and they


cried out with a loud voice, saying, 'How long, O Lord,


holy and true, wilt Thou refrain from judging and


avenging our blood on those who dwell on the earth?'



    And there was given to each of them a white robe;


and they were told that they should rest for a little while


longer, until the number of their fellow servants and their


brethren who were to be killed even as they had been,


should be completed also." ---- Rev. 6:9-11 (NASB)
It is important to understand the nature of Jewish apocalyptic literature if we ever hope to properly interpret the passage before us. These symbols and figures were never intended to be taken literally. This is figurative language, and any attempt to impose literalness upon these images will inevitably lead to a theology which is both false and bizarre. 

· "Apocalyptic literature flourished during a time of some great national crisis when a formidable enemy threatened the life of the people -- a time of trial and stress. This type of writing is characterized by symbols in dreams and visions, in actions and consequences, instructing and encouraging the people under such conditions. The Spirit chose this method to reveal the struggles of God's people with heathen forces and the victory of His cause and kingdom over these worldly powers" (Homer Hailey, Revelation: An Introduction and Commentary, p. 19). 

· Brother Hailey (who preceded me by several decades as the Minister for the Keeaumoku Street congregation of the Church of Christ in Honolulu, Hawaii, where I served for six years and was privileged to minister to some of the very people he immersed into Christ) points out that we must exercise "caution" in our interpretations of this literature, and that we should not "look for literalism in the symbols, for some are grotesque when viewed literally. Symbols, signs, and images are used to express ideas; one must look through John's particular vision, with its symbols and images, and strive to grasp the idea in the mind of God as He revealed it to John" (ibid, p. 36). 

· "As the seals are broken and the scroll unrolled, its contents are not disclosed in words but in symbols. God reveals His purpose in vivid and moving symbolism. .... Confronted with symbols and symbolic pictures, the reader faces the task of learning and interpreting their meaning and significance. .... One must ever be conscious that he is interpreting visions" (ibid, p. 186-187). 

Professor D. R. Dungan observed, "Much of the Scriptures was written in language that was highly figurative; its poetry and prophecy, and very much of its prose, contain the loftiest of Oriental hyperbole. It becomes us, then, to acquaint ourselves with the rules governing this kind of speech. We know that if we shall interpret literal language as if it were figurative, or figurative as if it were literal, we will certainly miss the meaning" (Hermeneutics: The Science of Interpreting the Scriptures, p. 195). Adam Clarke characterizes this whole passage as a "symbolical vision" (Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 6, p. 994). 

One of the keys to interpreting the significance of such literature (especially in the book of Revelation) is to keep in mind that these symbols, many of them, find their roots in, and thus derive their meaning and application from, the Old Testament writings. Dr. Milton S. Terry points out, "Constant reference should be had, in the interpretation of this book, to the analogous prophecies of the Old Testament" (Biblical Hermeneutics: A Treatise on the Interpretation of the Old and New Testaments, p. 468). Therefore, when seeking to interpret Rev. 6:9-11 one should consider two things: (1) this is figurative language, and (2) the correct interpretation of this vision is most likely to be found within the pages of the OT writings. 

As we examine the vision of the fifth seal we are presented with an image of "souls" crying out from "underneath the altar." These "souls" are obviously representative of those persons who have forfeited their LIVES due to their faithfulness in proclaiming the Word of God. In other words, they are martyrs. Now, we must be careful here in our interpretation ... these are, after all, merely symbols; this is figurative language, just as the horses and riders in the previous verses are not to be taken literally either. This passage does not depict literal "immortal souls" who have been consigned to a place underneath some giant altar in the "spirit world" for hundreds and thousands of years, and who cry out to God for avenging. After all, some reward this would be for faithfulness unto the point of death!!! Rather, it is a symbol or figure or representation of the fact that the shed blood of faithful servants is always before our God as a witness to their ultimate sacrifice, "crying out to Him" for avenging. And that shed blood will be avenged. 

Remember what God said to Cain after he had killed his brother Abel? "The voice of your brother's blood is crying to Me from the ground" (Genesis 4:10). Was that blood, which had soaked into the dust of the ground, literally crying out to God? Of course not! And nobody in their right mind would suggest it was! This is clearly figurative language. It simply informs us, as it informed Cain, that God is cognizant of those faithful ones who have forfeited their lives in His service. Their shed blood "speaks to Him" as a continuing testimony of their faithfulness unto death, and that testimony does not go unnoticed by our Father! "O earth, do not cover my blood, and let there be no resting place for my cry" (Job 16:18). Nor will that plea emanating from the poured out blood of martyrs go unanswered! "For behold, the Lord is coming out of His dwelling to punish the people of the earth for their sins. The earth will disclose the blood shed upon her; she will conceal her slain no longer" (Isaiah 26:21). 

Unto what does the figure in Rev. 6:9 allude? I believe we can find its OT antecedent in a couple of passages from the Pentateuch dealing with sacrifices offered unto the Lord God upon the altar, and what was then done with the blood which was shed. 

· Exodus 29:11-12 --- "And you shall slaughter the bull before the Lord at the doorway of the tent of meeting. And you shall take some of the blood of the bull and put it on the horns of the altar with your finger; and you shall pour out all the blood at the base of the altar." 

· Leviticus 4:7 --- "And all the blood of the bull he shall pour out at the base of the altar of burnt offering which is at the doorway of the tent of meeting." (see also: Lev. 4:18, 25, 30, 34; 5:9). 

When a victim was sacrificed unto the Lord, the blood of that sacrificial victim (and martyrs are most definitely "sacrificial victims") was to be poured out at the BASE of the altar. That blood then flowed beneath the altar of sacrifice. Paul used similar language as he contemplated his own death, depicting his martyrdom as an "offering" which was "already being poured out" (2 Timothy 4:6). See also: Philippians 2:17. The Disciples' Study Bible comments that "the deaths of Christian martyrs are precious enough to be likened to holy sacrifices." The martyrs depicted in Revelation 6:9-11 had offered their very LIVES upon the altar of sacrifice, their life blood flowing beneath this sacred altar as a testimony to their ultimate sacrifice. 

· "John says that he saw the 'souls' of those slain (vs. 9). This is generally understood to mean the disembodied souls of these saints. However, the Greek word psyche has various meanings and probably stands here for the actual 'lives' or 'persons' who were killed rather than for their 'souls.'" (The Expositor's Bible Commentary, Vol. 12, p. 475). 

What is the significance of the pouring out of the blood? The LIFE (soul) of the body was said to be in the blood!! Thus, the pouring out of blood signified the pouring out of life. Leviticus 17:11 informs us that "the LIFE (this is the same word we translate "soul") of the flesh is in the blood." Indeed, in Genesis 9:4 we are told that the LIFE (soul) of the flesh IS "its blood." Thus, the blood symbolizes the LIFE of the body, and it should be pointed out again that this word which we translate "life" is the very same word that is elsewhere translated "soul." When an animal was offered on the altar, and its blood was shed as a sacrifice before God, its life/soul was poured out in the shedding of its blood, and this life-blood flowed beneath the altar of sacrifice. Does this signify that bulls and goats sacrificed upon an altar had "immortal souls" which somehow got trapped under this altar of sacrifice? Of course not. It merely signified that their blood was the life/soul of the body, and that life/soul was sacrificed (poured out) unto the Lord in a special offering at the base of the altar. 

· "We further cannot accept the idea of a physical altar of burnt offering and the spatial idea of these souls who have some sort of bodies lying in a mass 'under' or 'underneath' such an altar. Was there an open space under this altar of sufficient size to accommodate many martyrs? Why should the martyrs be assigned so peculiar a place in heaven?" (R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of St. John's Revelation, p. 233). Lenski goes on to connect this vision symbolically with the altar of sacrifice under the Law of Moses, saying these persons "who were slain for Christ's sake are connected with the altar of sacrifice because they were slain, because their blood was shed as holy blood, was poured out as a sacrifice to God and to Christ" (ibid). 

The blood of the martyrs of all ages has been (and is being) poured out on the altar of the ultimate personal sacrifice: the offering of one's life/soul in faithfulness even to the point of death (Revelation 2:10). Just as the soul of the sacrificial animal flowed under the altar through its shed blood, so also does the soul (LIFE) of a martyr flow under the great altar of personal sacrifice through his/her shed blood offered up in faithfulness to the Father, faithfulness exemplified in death. This sacrifice, declares God in this vision unto John, would not be forgotten, nor would it go unavenged. Just as the blood of righteous Abel "cried out" to God from the ground (figuratively speaking), so also does the blood of these sacrificial victims "cry out" (again, figuratively speaking) from beneath the great altar of sacrifice before our God in Heaven. It is a cry to Deity to fulfill the promise made to all faithful ones who pay the ultimate price: "He will avenge the blood of His servants; He will take vengeance on His enemies" (Deuteronomy 32:43). 

"There are no literal 'souls' of martyrs in heaven squeezed at the base of an altar. The whole scene is simply a symbolic representation designed to reassure those facing martyrdom and death that ultimately they would be vindicated by God. .... Apocalyptic pictures are not meant to be photographs of actual realities" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 186). 

It has become a very common tendency "to regard those who died for their witness as having a special place in heaven, with special rights of intercession. Under the influence of Neo-Platonism this led to the development of the idea of 'saints' who had the privilege of intercession for Christians upon earth. The NT, however, provides no ground for such beliefs, since it gives no place of special privilege even to those who have as 'martyrs' died for the faith" (The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 4, p. 103). 

To assume a doctrine of "immortal soulism" from this passage in the book of Revelation is merely to show total ignorance of this type of Jewish literature and of the many symbols, types and figures of the OT writings to which this literature frequently alludes. In short, these "souls" under the altar are no more literal than the locusts from the pit, the four horses and their riders, or Jesus being in actuality a lamb with seven horns and seven eyes and a slit throat! These are symbols which convey some Truth, but which are not the reality themselves; the shadows do not constitute the substance. Failing to perceive this can lead to some rather bizarre, not to mention false, theology. "Immortal soulism" is a false theology. "Souls" of slain disciples trapped under a giant altar, crying out for vengeance, if taken literally, is a bizarre theology. Neither has any place in the proclamation of Gospel Truth. 

#2 --- SPIRITS IN PRISON 

Another passage often appealed to in an effort to promote the view of conscious, immortal spirit-beings dwelling in some so-called Intermediate State apart from their physical, now deceased, host bodies, is 1 Peter 3:18-20. Thus, it behooves us to carefully examine this passage of Scripture to determine its true meaning. 




    "For Christ ... was put to death in the body



but made alive by the Spirit, through whom also



He went and preached to the spirits in prison



who disobeyed long ago when God waited



patiently in the days of Noah while the ark



was being built." ---- 1 Peter 3:18-20 (NIV)
Just exactly who are these "spirits in prison," and how and when did Christ "preach" unto them? And what did He preach unto them? Some scholars have declared this the most difficult passage in the Bible to interpret. Martin Luther has perhaps given the best response of all time when he said, "I don't know what Peter means here!" 

This passage has certainly been the cause of tremendous debate through the centuries, and a host of theories have arisen to try and explain its meaning. I will briefly note the major interpretations proposed over the years. 

ONE --- Christ went to Hell or Hades (both views have been taken) between the time of His death and resurrection and preached to the lost souls in torment there. This was the view of Clement of Alexandria (c. 200 AD). Generally it is felt by those who embrace this view that the only lost souls preached to on that occasion were the ones from the time of the flood. 

There are obviously some major problems associated with this interpretation, not the least of which is the "doctrine of the second chance." Was Jesus really extending the opportunity of salvation to "lost souls" already in torment? And if so, why only to these particular lost souls, and not to all lost souls? Such an interpretation flies in the face of clear biblical doctrine to the contrary. 

The Pulpit Commentary states, "If this passage does mean that Christ preached to the dead, it only speaks of the dead in the days of Noah; it seems incredible that these comparative few should be singled out from the great mass of mankind for so great a blessing. I might remind you, too, that if these words mean that the impenitent dead have a second chance, they stand alone in Scripture, at least as far as I am aware" (Vol. 22, p. 158). 

TWO --- A Roman Catholic view (and this was put forward primarily by Cardinal Bellarmine -- c. 1600 AD) is that Christ went to the place known as Limbo between His death and resurrection. He was there to release the souls of the righteous who had repented prior to the flood, but who could not enter heaven until after the coming of the Messiah. Thus, Limbo was the abode between heaven and hell where the OT saints were kept, according to this view. I don't think we have to go into too terribly much investigation into Scripture to discover that such a view has no basis in fact. 

THREE --- A third view is that during the time between His death and resurrection Jesus preached to the "fallen angels" who were being kept in bonds until Judgment (in Tartarus -- 2 Peter 2:4). These were also the ones (according to this view) who were known as the "sons of God," and who took wives for themselves from among the daughters of men (Gen. 6:1-4). This view was promoted quite vigorously at the turn of the previous century by Friedrich Spitta. 

FOUR --- The fourth major view, and this is held by some of the modern scholars, is that after the resurrection, when Jesus ascended into heaven, He passed through the Hadean realm, and also through the areas where fallen angels were being held, and He proclaimed His victory to them as He ascended to the Father. This was not a proclamation for the purpose of saving them, but a declaration of their ultimate and eternal defeat. 

FIVE --- Personally, I do not believe any of the above have a great deal of merit. My own personal interpretation, and the one which I think best fits the context, and which best harmonizes with the remainder of the Scriptures, is this: It was the Spirit of Christ who preached the message of salvation through His servant Noah, unto the people of Noah's day, during those years prior to the flood. This was also the view of St. Augustine (c. 400 AD), and it is the view which has dominated the theological scene for centuries and is embraced by most scholars today. 

We know that Noah was "a preacher of righteousness" (2 Peter 2:5), so we know that these lost souls (bound & imprisoned in sin) were having the message of salvation proclaimed to them through his efforts. We also know that the OT proclaimers were preaching their message to the lost souls about them by means of "the Spirit of Christ within them" (1 Peter 1:10-11). Therefore, Peter, in the context of the very book wherein we find our difficult passage, confirms for us that the "Spirit of Christ" was proclaiming the "good news" through the OT spokesmen of God. And among those OT proclaimers, according to Peter, was Noah. Thus, Christ was preaching to those people before their physical deaths, prior to the coming of the flood, through Noah. 

John Wesley wrote in his commentary on Peter's epistles, "By which Spirit He preached = Through the ministry of Noah. To the spirits in prison = The unholy men before the flood." Jamieson, Fausset & Brown, in their classic "Commentary Critical and Explanatory on the Whole Bible" (1871), wrote, "Christ, who in our times came in the flesh, in the days of Noah preached in Spirit by Noah to the spirits then in prison." They then point to Isaiah 61:1 to show that those who are in bondage to sin and its wages (death) are characterized as being "in prison." They continue, "So the same Spirit of Christ (who preached through the OT spokesmen -- 1 Pet. 1:11) enabled Noah, amidst reproach and trials, to preach to the disobedient spirits fast bound in wrath." Disobedient, NOT disembodied. Adam Clarke stated that it was "by the ministry of Noah" that the Spirit of Christ preached to "the inhabitants of the antediluvian world" (Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 6, p. 861). 

Noted brethren even within churches of Christ have embraced this view as the biblical one. Both Clem & Dillard Thurman, for example (editors of the Gospel Minutes), have defended this interpretation vigorously in their publication. Brother Clem, in an article dated April 27, 1990, wrote that this view "is clearly shown" in the context of the passage. Brother Dillard, in an article dated Nov. 23, 1979, wrote, "There is nothing in the passage that suggests that Jesus preached while dead. The spirits in prison are very definitely placed in the days of Noah, and it is also shown that Christ (as the eternal WORD) was preaching through Noah by the Holy Spirit." 

Brother Dillard Thurman, in that same article, further writes, "Notice carefully what is said. Jesus was put to death in the flesh, and died like any mortal man. But He was quickened, or made alive by the Spirit. By what Spirit? By the same Spirit by which He once preached to spirits imprisoned by sin and Satan in the days of Noah! When did this happen? The passage plainly states it: 'When once the long-suffering of God waited in the days of Noah.' The word 'when' is an adverb of time that tells when the action took place: in the days of Noah! The idea of the Son of God being off on a preaching junket for the three days and nights that His body was in the tomb is utterly foreign to any Bible teaching! If false doctrines had not first brought forth this fanciful idea, this passage would not have been twisted to support the error!" 

Albert Barnes declared, "...this whole passage refers to his preaching to the antediluvians in the time of Noah .... no argument can be based on it in proof that he went to preach to them after their death, and while his body was lying in the grave" (Barnes Notes on the New Testament). 

In the final analysis, I believe the view which best harmonizes with Scripture is the one which declares that the Spirit of Christ, speaking through Noah, preached to those who were in bondage to sin during the time prior to the flood. I don't find anything in this view inconsistent with the remainder of God's Word, whereas I do find problems with the other interpretations (and in some cases major problems). In short, I find nothing whatsoever in this passage which suggests the concept of "immortal soulism" or some Hadean holding area of disembodied spirit-beings. I believe such teaching is imposed upon this passage (eisegesis) rather than honestly and legitimately drawn from it (exegesis). 

#3 --- THE "WITCH" OF ENDOR 

Another account to which the Traditionalists appeal in a vain attempt to prove "Immortal Soulism" is found in chapter 28 of the first book of Samuel. This is the story of king Saul seeking out the "Witch of Endor" and the apparent appearance of Samuel from beyond the grave. Some have appealed to this event to suggest the conscious existence of a person's "immortal soul" or "undying spirit" in some location beyond this present physical realm. Is that truly, and only, what this account suggests? Or, are there other possible interpretations to this admittedly difficult passage in the Bible? 

God had commanded His people: "Do not turn to mediums or spiritists; do not seek them out to be defiled by them. I am the Lord your God" (Leviticus 19:31). "As for the person who turns to mediums and to spiritists, to play the harlot after them, I will also set My face against that person and will cut him off from among his people" (Leviticus 20:6). "Now a man or a woman who is a medium or a spiritist shall surely be put to death" (Leviticus 20:27). 

King Saul was not an overly righteous king, but to his credit he "had removed from the land those who were mediums and spiritists" (1 Samuel 28:3). Indeed, he had prescribed the death penalty for those who were found practicing this evil, godless craft (vs. 9-10). As one commentator astutely observed, however: "Although Saul had removed the sin of witchcraft from the land, he had not removed it from his heart." At a time of personal desperation, rather than turning to his God he turned to the forces of evil for guidance. 

His fate for this folly is described in 1 Chronicles 10:13-14. "Saul died because he was unfaithful to the Lord; he did not keep the word of the Lord and even consulted a medium for guidance, and did not inquire of the Lord. So the Lord put him to death and turned the kingdom over to David son of Jesse." One interesting observation to this later summation of the events of 1 Samuel 28 is that there is no mention whatsoever of the "spirit" of Samuel having been called up .... only that Saul had consulted with this woman from Endor. 

There has been tremendous debate over the centuries as to what exactly occurred that day when Saul consulted this woman who was practicing the "black arts." There is no question that this woman was not a servant of the Lord. If she was in league with any spiritual force, it was with Satan rather than God. The apostle Paul warns the brethren in Corinth that there is a very real danger associated with idolatry --- it places those who embrace it in fellowship with the evil forces behind these godless practices. There are real spirit beings (demons) against which the godly struggle in this life. "For our struggle is not against flesh and blood, but against the rulers, against the powers, against the world forces of this darkness, against the spiritual forces of wickedness in the heavenly realms" (Ephesians 6:12). Thus, Paul warns them to stay away from such activities of darkness, because "I do not want you to become sharers (participants; fellowshippers) in demons" (1 Corinthians 10:20). 

The woman from Endor was in fellowship with the forces of darkness; she was a participant with demons. I doubt that any person would seek to refute that. She stood in opposition to God in every way; and God's punishment for such was death! 

This raises an interesting question, and, for the purpose of even asking this question, we must make some assumptions. Assuming that mortal man is in possession of an inherently immortal soul which is incapable of ever being destroyed or dying (which I deny Scripture teaches), and which thus of necessity must exist consciously somewhere after being separated from the physical body at death (which I also deny Scripture teaches) ..... assuming this, however, simply for the sake of argument, is it possible for a person in league with the forces of evil to call forth the righteous dead from their blissful abode?! Can those serving Satan really yank a saved soul out of its spiritual repose? -- (assuming, of course, that these "disembodied souls" really are in such an intermediate location ... which I deny the Scriptures teach). 

It seems to me this is a very grave (pun intended!!) theological problem! Personally, I can not imagine how such could be the case. Dr. Lewis, in his book Cults of the Dead, wrote: "Was the woman actually able to raise up the righteous dead (i.e., Satan having power over the saints)?" (p. 115). This is a very troubling question, and has bothered people for centuries! Can Satan actually reach into Paradise and drag "souls" out of there for his own devious purposes? 

There are two major theories which have been put forward over the centuries to try and explain this passage of Scripture (as well as many minor, less logical, and at times almost ludicrous, theories): 

ONE --- God Himself intervened in this situation and by His power raised up Samuel to appear unto Saul. And the purpose was to deliver a message to Saul. There are some problems associated with this view, however, as one might well expect. Would God work hand-in-hand with a "witch" (as the KJV describes her)? Also, keep in mind that from the text itself, in 1 Samuel 28, there is no indication that this appearance was at the hand of God; nowhere does it suggest God did this, but rather that the woman called him forth. One might perhaps assume God did it, but such is not stated ... it is purely conjecture on the part of men. 

God certainly had the power to raise up Samuel and send him to Saul at this time with a message, had He chosen to do so. There is no doubt about that. But did God do this? One may assume it, but one cannot prove it. And something else to consider: even if God did send Samuel to Saul at this time, this in no way proves the conscious existence of an "immortal soul" in some Hadean holding cell. God could just as easily have raised Samuel's mortal remains from the dust of the ground, breathed life back into this dead body, sent him to deliver this message, and then returned Samuel to his slumber in the dust of the ground (Daniel 12:2). That also is a legitimate possibility, and one far more consistent with the remainder of Scripture pertaining to the nature and destiny of man. The text itself does not suggest anything about Samuel's state prior to this calling up. The only possible allusion is when Samuel says, "Why have you disturbed me by bringing me up?" (1 Samuel 28:15). This really does not "prove" either interpretation, however, as this statement could just as easily refer to being disturbed from his "sleep in the dust of the ground" as to his conscious bliss in some intermediate "holding area" which was interrupted by this summons. 

Yes, it is certainly possible that God could have raised Samuel and sent him to Saul .... but it is odd, is it not, that the character said to be Samuel (in 1 Samuel 28:15) attributes the raising up of himself to Saul and this woman from Endor. Why didn't this apparition acknowledge that it was God who raised him up? This is more than a little puzzling. However, again, even if God did raise up Samuel, it still in no way proves the conscious existence of some "immortal soul" or "spirit-being" beyond one's physical death, as noted above. There is simply no way this passage can be used conclusively to "prove" such a doctrine, for God could just as easily, and far more consistently with Scripture, have raised up the physical remains of Samuel from the dust of the ground for this brief appearance. Thus, at best, the Traditionalists seek to build their doctrine upon sweeping assumptions with no textual or contextual substantiation. That is poor hermeneutics, and additionally a mighty unstable foundation upon which to build a theology. 

TWO --- The other major theory proposed is that this "being" who was "raised up" was not Samuel at all .... if indeed there was even a being present (remember: only the woman saw him; Saul never actually saw Samuel ... go back and read this!!!), it is possible this was a demon pretending to be Samuel. The woman, after all, was in league with demons, not with God or the righteous dead. If she herself saw something, what she saw may have been one of the very beings with whom she was in fellowship. The text actually seems to indicate she was shocked by what she saw, which has led some to speculate she was more of a "fake" (to earn money), and thus it surprised even her when something actually appeared that only she was able to see. 

The early church Fathers typically took one of two views: (1) Either God Himself raised Samuel from the dead and sent him to Saul (they simply could not abide the view that a "witch" could raise the righteous from the dead), or (2) this was "just demonic deceit, and what appeared was not really Samuel, but a demon in his guise" (Origen and the Witch of Endor: Toward an Iconoclastic Typology). Some have even suggested that God sent a demon to deliver this message, and perhaps even frighten this woman into repentance. "And for this reason God will send upon them a deluding influence so that they might believe what is false" (2 Thessalonians 2:11). 

The fact that the biblical summary of Saul's sin on this occasion (found in 1 Chronicles 10:13-14) never mentions Samuel being present at all, but only that Saul consulted with this woman, has led many to believe that this narrative was simply an example of "demonic deceit." 

But what does one do about the message given that day by "Samuel?" Could this message have come from a demon? Would demons speak words of truth? And for what purpose? Let's not forget that Paul warns us to be aware of the fact that "deceitful workers disguise themselves as apostles of Christ" and "even Satan disguises himself as an angel of light. Therefore it is not surprising if his servants also disguise themselves as servants of righteousness" (2 Corinthians 11:13-15). Satan even quoted Scripture on occasion! 

And don't forget the "spirit of divination" that possessed the slave girl (Acts 16), and which kept crying out this message after Paul, "These men are bond-servants of the Most High God, who are proclaiming to you the way of salvation." Paul cast out this evil spirit in the name of Jesus Christ, even though what was being proclaimed was true! We should never discount the possibility, indeed the likelihood, that the forces of evil will at times speak words of truth if in so doing it serves to further their ultimate deception and continue their undermining of God's purposes. 

It is at least a possibility that a message of truth was indeed conveyed to Saul; one which was credible enough to make him believe he was hearing from Samuel, and perhaps even from God. Would this not, therefore, lend a sense of validity and credibility to the testimony, indeed the work, of this medium and spiritist? Would not Saul, the king, now perhaps be led to believe that these mediums and spiritists were indeed in contact with God Himself and the departed "spirits" of the righteous?!! Would this not perhaps lead Saul to rethink his ban on their activities, and thus give them a free hand throughout the land? Would Saul now be led to perhaps believe these mediums actually had the approval of God, since God had spoken to him through their mediation? Yes, Satan is a cunning and devious foe. It is at least possible this could have been the explanation for this "appearance" of "Samuel" to Saul, and it is certainly not beyond the power of Satan to perform such a feat, nor is it outside the parameters of biblical teaching that God would allow such a delusion to come upon those who had persisted in rejecting His counsel. 

Dr. Kretzmann writes, "That this apparition could not have been the real Samuel is evident .... the devil has no jurisdiction over those who have fallen asleep in the Lord." He goes on to warn, "What the diviners or clairvoyants state is not all falsehood and deception; for the devil is able, with God's permission, to perform works which, to all appearances, are identical with miracles, and to uncover the future. Christians, therefore, will take the greatest care in fleeing from the temptation of consulting such soothsayers" (Popular Commentary of the Bible, Vol. 1). 

As a side note: there is an interesting passage in the Babylonian Talmud which shows how some of the ancient Jews perceived this event: "A Sadducee once said to Rabbi Abhu, 'Ye say that the souls of the righteous are treasured up under the throne of glory; how then had the witch of Endor power to bring up the prophet Samuel by necromancy?' The Rabbi replied, 'Because that occurred within twelve months after his death; for we are taught that during twelve months after death the body is preserved, and the soul soars up and down, but that after twelve months the body is destroyed, and the soul goes up, never to return'" (Treatise Shabbath, fol. 88, col. 2). So I guess there is a 12 month grace period where one can still capture a "roaming soul" before it is secure in a place of repose!! Right?!! This has about as much authority and believability as many of the fanciful theories of the "afterlife" promoted in more recent times in "Christian" circles. 

Well, what can be said with certainty about this event in 1 Samuel 28? Actually, very little! There is much we just don't know, and probably never will know this side of heaven. We can speculate a great deal, and form numerous opinions, but we have very little in this passage with which to form doctrine with regard to such matters as the nature of man or the nature of what occurs between death and the resurrection. Even if one takes the events of this account literally, as I'm sure Thomas probably does, and even if this medium (or even God, for that matter) did raise up the real Samuel, it in no way proves conscious existence of "immortal souls" in some so-called intermediate state, for Samuel could just as easily, and far more consistently with Scriptural teaching, have been raised from an unconscious sleep in the dust of the ground than from a conscious state in some nether realm (the same argument being true of Moses' appearance at the Transfiguration of Christ, by the way -- Matt. 17:3). There is simply insufficient information in this account from which to formulate any doctrine one way or the other. Indeed, the whole incident raises far more questions than it provides answers ... at least with regard to the nature of man and his eternal destiny. 

As mentioned earlier, nothing is said of any conversation of Saul directly with Samuel himself, but rather the inquiry was directed to, and the guidance came from, the medium (1 Chronicles 10:13-14). Indeed, 1 Samuel 28:6 makes it very clear that God had chosen not to respond to Saul through any means. "When Saul inquired of the Lord, the Lord did not answer him, either by dreams or by Urim or by prophets." God was not speaking to Saul at this point in Saul's life. This is brought out again in vs. 15-16 where both Saul and "Samuel" make it clear that the Lord had departed from Saul and was no longer speaking to him through ANY means. Does it not seem rather odd, therefore, that God would suddenly decide to speak to Saul through a "witch," or through one supposedly raised from the dead (Samuel), when He would not speak through any of the normal means available to Saul? 

Frankly, I seriously question whether this "being" (which Saul never saw) was actually Samuel. Even if the woman was not speaking herself, and Saul heard a voice, it could easily have been the work of a demon. I think it is really important to keep in mind that this chapter in question begins with the clear statement that God was not speaking to Saul by any means. That is a very important point! Isn't it just possible that fact remains constant throughout the passage? -- (and, in fact, it is again brought up during Saul's discourse with "Samuel," as previously noted). It just may be that this whole event was not from God at all, but a demonstration of the power of evil over one who has given himself over to it instead of to God. It can be very, very deceiving and misleading in a person's life, and even destructive! The Bible never declares that any of this came from God!! If anything, the opposite seems far more likely. 

One final thought -- in 1 Samuel 28:19 this apparition, which Saul thought was Samuel, declared, "tomorrow you and your sons will be with me." Well, this turned out to be a true statement, for the next day they were DEAD ... just as Samuel was. However, where exactly was Samuel, according to the Traditional perspective. They would claim his "immortal soul" was in Paradise. Is that where Saul would be? Enjoying the comforts of eternal bliss? Snuggled up in Abraham's bosom?! The biblical text gives strong evidence that Saul most likely will not experience eternal salvation. His death is not portrayed as a spiritual victory! Thus, in what sense would Saul and his sons be with Samuel? The only view truly consistent with Scripture is that they would both be in the dust of the ground ... dead ... awaiting together the resurrection to judgment. Thus, if this account is taken literally, as Thomas most likely interprets it, we must ask of these Traditionalists: Were Saul and his sons saved? Are they and Samuel now together ("you and your sons will be WITH me") in Abraham's bosom, experiencing the joys of their salvation? It will be interesting to hear Thomas' response! 

Thus, once again, one of the passages often utilized by the Traditionalists in an attempt to prove "immortal soulism," proves no such thing. One by one the building blocks of their false theology fall under the scrutiny of sound biblical hermeneutics. 

#4 --- 1 PETER 3:4 & "IMMORTAL SOULISM" 

A fellow disciple of Christ once quoted 1 Peter 3:4 to me and then declared, "After searching the Scriptures, it seems to me that a meek and quiet spirit is incorruptible or immortal and of great price to God." Notice the following passage, to which this devoted disciple referred: 


  
    "Your beauty should not come from outward adornment,


such as braided hair and the wearing of gold jewelry and


fine clothes. Instead, it should be that of your inner self,


the unfading beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is


of great worth in God's sight." ---- 1 Peter 3:3-4 (NIV)
For some unknown reason, some see the doctrine of "immortal soulism" in this passage. Nothing could be farther from the Truth. This passage is speaking of those qualities in a person which truly cause them to be beautiful in the eyes of God and godly people. It isn't fine clothes, a fancy hairdo, and lots of gaudy trinkets dangling from the body which define one's beauty -- true beauty is of character; an "inner" beauty. Traits such as meekness, gentleness, calmness, generosity, and the like, cause one to be genuinely beautiful. External adornments of the body will fade away; they will perish. Godly qualities (love, kindness, gentleness, goodness, etc.) endure forever! This passage says nothing at all about some "immortal soul" (a phrase NEVER found in the Bible, by the way ... not even one time). 

One will quickly discover, if one does his research, that most reputable scholars view this passage (1 Peter 3:4) as nothing more than a statement on the enduring quality of Christian virtues. The Bible is filled with references to the fact that godly characteristics are enduring. Paul, for example, informs us that some things will "cease," but "love never fails" (1 Corinthians 13:8). In Ephesians 6:24 he writes, "Grace to all who love our Lord Jesus Christ with an undying love." That word "undying" is the very same word used in 1 Peter 3:4. What is "immortal" or "undying" here? LOVE!! A quality of one's heart! Scripture points out, and Peter is merely agreeing with this, that such godly qualities (after all, "God is love") endure!! Thus, it is with these that a woman (and a man, for that matter) should adorn herself, not with the fading, perishable trinkets and coverings of this material world. Peter is obviously not declaring such "fixing up of oneself" to be wrong per se, but rather is trying to get us to realize where our focus and priorities should lie -- and that is on developing our inner qualities rather than decorating our outer bodies. 

Wuest, in his Word Studies in the Greek NT (Vol. 2), writes, "The chief adornment of the Christian should be the Lord Jesus, manifested in and through the life of the believer." This people do when they display the qualities of Christ in their attitudes and actions. These are qualities which, because they are godly, are enduring and unfailing (or we could say "immortal" or "incorruptible" or "undying"). This is the Greek word aphthartos which can also be translated "enduring, unfailing." Peter uses the very same word in 1 Peter 1:4 when he speaks of our "inheritance that can never perish, spoil or fade -- kept in heaven for you." 

The word pneuma (which is rendered "spirit" here) is often used in Scripture to refer to one's temperament or personality or character (something I have tried several times to impress upon Thomas, although in his post #6 he accused me of teaching "spirit" only signifies "breath"). "Pneuma is to be understood in the ethical sense of temperament or character" (R.C.H. Lenski, The Interpretation of the Epistles of St. Peter, p. 131). The Tyndale Commentary informs us that this word "refers to the human personality ... the inner character." Wuest writes that it "refers to the personality of the Christian woman" (Word Studies in the Greek New Testament, Vol. 2). He goes on to say, "Peter describes that personality briefly in the case of these wives" as being one characterized by meekness and quietness. He concludes, "Personality is after all far more important than either physical beauty or the adornment which mere clothing affords." 

The Expositor's Bible Commentary defines this as "the character of a person ... The Christian woman is to cultivate an inner disposition (pneuma, 'spirit') of a submissive and quiet sort that is imperishable or 'unfading' -- an attitude God highly values" (Vol. 12, p. 237). When God looks at a person to determine "beauty," He looks at the heart, not at one's outer appearance! The latter is where men normally look for beauty. Our focus is to be like unto God's, however, therefore we must adorn the heart and mind with those godly, enduring qualities which constitute true beauty. "For God sees not as man sees, for man looks at the outward appearance, but the Lord looks at the heart" (1 Sam. 16:7). In Isaiah 3:18f we find that a day would come (and indeed will come at a point in the future) when God would destroy all the adornments of outer beauty which the women of the land valued so highly, and which thus caused them to disregard the adornment of the heart and mind (their "inner self"). 

Jesus says, "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven" (Matthew 5:3). He is speaking of an attitude here; a quality of one's heart and mind; a characteristic of one's being. Notice the characteristic of John: "And it is he who will go as a forerunner before Him in the spirit and power of Elijah, to turn the hearts of the fathers back to the children, and the disobedient to the attitude of the righteous" (Luke 1:17). Was the "immortal soul/spirit" of Elijah inside the body of John? No, of course not! But the same virtues, qualities, characteristics, attitudes of heart and mind were! These unfading, incorruptible, undying Christian virtues are to be ours as well. It is these with which we are to adorn ourselves! These virtues will endure, because they are of the very essence of the Eternal One! "Love never fails" for the simple reason that "God is love!" The very qualities of which Peter speaks are qualities which the NT clearly state reflect the very nature of Jesus Christ Himself, who reflected the very nature of the Father. These qualities are eternal, and we need to be adorning ourselves with these unfading, enduring, undying qualities of heart and mind. Perhaps we can apply the principle of Philippians 2:5 here: "Have this attitude in yourselves which was also in Christ Jesus" (or, to quote the NIV: "Your attitude should be the same as that of Christ Jesus"). 

R.C.H. Lenski writes, "These Christian virtues are far more than adornments which are put on for a while so that men may see and admire them and are then taken off again" (The Interpretation of the Epistles of St. Peter, p. 131). When we put on these ENDURING qualities of heart and mind, they become a part of us! His attitude is impressed upon ours (this is partly what is meant by being "in His image"). And these are qualities which will endure not only here, but here-after as well! Why? Because they are godly qualities! This is not to say that the person himself is immortal (that is not the point of the text), but that certain godly qualities endure, because these qualities themselves are of God. 

Because these adornments endure, and because those of this world do not, we should cultivate the former in our lives. The reformer John Calvin wrote, concerning this passage, "They are to devote themselves to the cultivation of their minds ... nothing becomes them (women) more than a placid and a sedate temper of mind." Our inner disposition is vital to establishing our beauty in the eyes of God -- a beauty which truly endures!! 

This passage in 1 Pet. 3:4 says absolutely nothing .... I repeat: NOTHING .... about some "immortal soul" or "immortal spirit" trapped inside our physical bodies. You have to read something into this beautiful passage that simply is not there to come up with such a wild theory. Look at the passage again ... carefully ... and you will realize that "incorruptible" is a term descriptive of "apparel" and not "spirit." In other words, that which "endures" is the quality of "meekness" and "quietness." It is this quality which endures, not some "immortal spirit-being" trapped inside of us. Most all translations bring this fact out very clearly. Notice the following: 

· ASV --- "But let it be the hidden man of the heart, in the incorruptible apparel of a meek and quiet spirit." 

· KJV --- "...in that which is not corruptible, even the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit." NOT the spirit itself, but rather the "ornament" (apparel -- ASV) of the spirit, which is meekness and quietness. 

· NASB --- "...the imperishable quality of a gentle and quiet spirit." 

· NAB (St. Joseph edition) --- "...expressed in the unfading beauty of a calm and gentle disposition." It is the calmness and gentleness of one's disposition which has an unfading (incorruptible, undying) beauty. 

· CEV (Contemporary English Version) --- "Be beautiful in your heart by being gentle and quiet. This kind of beauty will last." 

· LAMSA's translation from the Aramaic of the Peshitta --- "...with meek pride which is incorruptible and an ornament which is rich in the sight of God." 

Even a well-worn copy of a Greek-English interlinear on my shelf places a statement underneath the Greek word for "incorruptible" indicating it refers to the "adornment" of the spirit (meekness and quietness), and not to the spirit itself. 

Translation after translation, commentary after commentary, Greek word study after Greek word study, scholar after scholar, disagree with the view of a few traditionalists who doggedly maintain this passage in some way teaches "immortal soulism." If one is looking for a proof-text for an "immortal soul," one is going to have to look elsewhere. This is not it. 

#5 ---- THE CASE OF RACHEL'S DEATH 

Some have wondered: "Why does Gen 35:18 refer to Rachel's soul leaving her? Doesn't this signify man possesses an "immortal soul" that departs at our death?" Adam Clarke, in his commentary, rather boldly observed, "Is not this a proof that there is an immortal spirit in man, which can exist separate from and independent of the body?" (Vol. 1, p. 212). My guess is Thomas would echo that sentiment. I would respond to this question, however, with an emphatic: "NO, it is not proof of any such thing." It is only proof of the permeating influence of paganism upon Christian theology! 




    "And it came about as her soul was departing



(for she died), that she named him Ben-oni."



---- Genesis 35:18 (NASB)
The word for "soul" here is nephesh (the same word used in Gen. 2:7 where it says man became a living soul. Animals are also "living souls," according to Scripture; indeed the word is used more often in Genesis of animals than of man). Although this word is translated "soul" quite often in the KJV (and many other versions), it is also translated 117 times in the KJV as "life," an equally legitimate rendering. 

In Leviticus 17:11, for example, we read: "For the LIFE of the flesh is in the blood." The word "life" there is this same word (nephesh). Does this mean an "immortal soul" lives in the blood?!! No, of course not! It merely signifies that the blood is the life of the body. Drain the blood out of the body, and you will quickly see a dead body, not a living one!! In Genesis 9:4 we are told that the soul of the body IS the blood!!! Does this mean our blood IS an "immortal soul?" No! That is an absurdity! But the blood is indeed the life/soul of the body!! Without it we are dead ... we have no beingness! The same is true of respiration! Without breath/spirit the body is also dead (James 2:26). 

In Genesis 35:18, the passage merely states that the LIFE (nephesh) was quickly draining out of Rachel. The text even tells us what this signifies --- it says: "for she died." LIFE was leaving her!!! A dead body is a body without LIFE (nephesh). All the passage says is that Rachel was about to die. Her life was departing. The NIV phrases it this way: "As she breathed her last -- for she was dying -- she named her son Ben-Oni." 

Brother John T. Willis wrote, "The expression 'as her soul was departing' is not a highly religious affirmation meaning 'as her eternal spirit was leaving her body to begin eternity in heaven or hell' or the like; it simply means 'as she was breathing her last few breaths'" (The Living Word Commentary on the Old Testament: Genesis, p. 372). 

There is no reference here at all to some "immortal something" trapped inside her body struggling to get out and be free!! Just the opposite. Rachel is depicted as DYING .... not about to experience an even greater degree of existence! Life was being taken from her, not about to be imparted to her in even greater measure! The traditional doctrine is an unbiblical, ungodly, paganistic absurdity, and it should be rejected by all disciples intent upon embracing and proclaiming Truth! 

#6 ---- 1 CORINTHIANS 2:11 

Another passage to which the Traditionalists often refer in their futile quest to validate their theory of "immortal soulism" is the statement of Paul below to the Corinthian brethren in his first epistle: 




    "For who among men knows the thoughts of a man



except the spirit of the man, which is in him?"



---- 1 Corinthians 2:11 (NASB)
This is simply a reference to one's own will or personality. You can't read my mind, but I can know my own mind or heart. You can't see into me, and know the nature of my being, but I can understand my own thoughts and motives and desires. The only other Being, aside from my own being/self, who can know my inner thoughts is God. Paul emphasizes the fact that we can't truly know or perceive the inner workings of another person's mind or heart or personality. We can't know the very nature of their being. We only behold as much as they choose to show us. But the man himself beholds his own true inner being (unless he has deluded himself, as well as deluding others ... which is possible). 

There are many places, as I have noted before, where the terms "soul" or "spirit" are used to convey the concept of one's mind, or personality, or emotions. Again, Thomas has claimed (in his post #6) that I proclaim the "spirit" is just "breath." This is false. The Expositor's Bible Commentary (Vol. 10) points out that "the expression 'the man's spirit within him' = his human personality." Paul is saying that no person can truly perceive the real personality of another better than that person himself. Thomas Thrasher will never know the thoughts and inner workings of the mind of Al Maxey like Al Maxey does .... and vice versa! However, the Lord knows us both better than either of us know our own selves!! 

A similar passage is found in 1 Corinthians 14:32 --- "And the spirits of prophets are subject to the control of prophets." This simply indicates that each of us are to exercise control of our own self or being. Paul was talking about Christian assemblies being orderly, and the need to avoid chaos and confusion. Some might have been suggesting they couldn't control their prophetic utterances. Paul begged to differ. They could indeed control themselves, and must do so!! 

With regard to the previous passage (1 Corinthians 2:11), Dr. C. K. Barrett wrote, "among men, only any given man knows the truth about himself." He points out that the phrase "the man's spirit" simply refers to his "self-consciousness" (Harper's NT Commentaries: The First Epistle to the Corinthians, p. 74). Adam Clarke, in his commentary, wrote, "The spirit of a man knows the things of a man: that is, a man is conscious of all the schemes, plans, and purposes, that pass in his own mind" (Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 6, p. 200). The Expositor's Bible Commentary points out that this passage merely speaks of "his human personality being in him" (Vol. 10, p. 202). R. C. H. Lenski wrote, "When the Scriptures distinguish the 'pneuma' from the 'psuche' of man, the 'pneuma' or 'spirit' is the real seat of the ego, the latter only the soul life which animates his body" (The Interpretation of St. Paul's First and Second Epistles to the Corinthians, p. 107). In other words, the "soul" is simply the life-force which animates a physical body (which even the animals possess) and the "spirit" is merely the personality of the individual. 

Again, there is simply no basis for suggesting this passage reveals anything about some "immortal being" trapped inside our bodies. The Scriptures, properly understood, simply do not teach such pagan dualism. 

#7 ---- CAUGHT UP TO THE THIRD HEAVEN 

Yet another passage to which the Traditionalists often appeal is found in the comments of Paul pertaining to a certain person he knows (most scholars feel it is a reference to himself) who was said to have been "caught up into Paradise," or into the "third heaven." The part to which they particularly appeal is the reference to an "out of body" experience, which they feel proves some separate immortal being trapped inside of our physical bodies. 



    "I will go on to visions and revelations from the Lord.


I know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago -- whether


in the body I do not know, or out of the body I do not know,


God knows -- such a man was caught up to the third heaven.


And I know how such a man -- whether in the body or apart


from the body I do not know, God knows -- was caught


up into Paradise." ---- 2 Corinthians 12:1-4
Paul is, in the context of this passage, attesting to "visions and revelations from the Lord" that were so extremely realistic that he, upon later reflection, could not in all honesty declare whether he was actually, physically (bodily) experiencing these events, or if it was merely a vision implanted upon his mind by the Lord. It is not unusual to refer to a dream, for example, as an "extra-bodily experience." Or even as an out-of-body experience (OBE). In our minds, we enter another realm ... a place where our physical bodies cannot follow. New Age religions are filled with such accounts of what is termed "soul traveling." These are also often characterized as "astral projection" or "OBE" or "projection of the consciousness." 

Adam Clarke commented, "That the apostle was in an ecstasy or trance, something like that of Peter (Acts 10:9f), there is reason to believe" (Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 6, p. 366). The Pulpit Commentary observes that this wording about an "out of body" experience is "A powerful description of the absorption of all conscious bodily modes of apprehension. In their comments on these verses, many commentators enter into speculations which seem to me to be so entirely arbitrary and futile that I shall not even allude to them. St. Paul's bodily and mental state during this vision is familiar to all who know the history of Oriental and mediaeval mysticism" (Volume 19). 

I think the best commentary on this passage is that of Paul himself. He tells us at the very beginning of his statement, "but I will go on to visions and revelations from the Lord." He then immediately tells of this experience. I think it is rather obvious, therefore, based on Paul's own assessment of the event, that this was simply a vision or revelation, and that he himself didn't actually, physically go anywhere!! Similarly, I don't think John literally left the isle of Patmos, but was simply given a vision or revelation. Indeed, John tells us right at the start of the revelations given unto him that he was "in spirit on the Lord's day" (Revelation 1:10). This was a mental state; a trance. Just before Peter saw the vision he did (Acts 10:11-16), we are told "he fell into a trance" (Acts 10:10). I believe this is exactly what happened to Paul. 

These were visions, journeys within the mind, not actual journeys taken in the flesh that particular day, although they seemed so real that it left one wondering! We've all experienced this phenomena of which Paul speaks. It is nothing unusual. This passage says nothing whatsoever about some immortal, never-dying "something" trapped inside of our mortal bodies which is capable of "flights of fancy" on occasion to grand and glorious realms above! The Lord sent Paul (also John and Peter) a vision; Paul's "immortal spirit" didn't take a heavenly vacation independent of the physical body. That is a pagan, and also New Age, absurdity. If the Traditionalists want to perpetuate such nonsense, that is their choice. I will stick to the Bible. 
CONCLUSION 

It is my fervent prayer that more and more disciples of Christ Jesus will begin seriously questioning and challenging the traditional teaching on the nature of man and the final punishment of the wicked. That which Thomas promotes (and I believe he does so ignorantly, as I once did, and not willfully) is false, and it should be rejected. 

In my opinion we have covered rather extensively the nature of man, and we have both presented our evidence. It is obvious Thomas and I disagree on what the Scriptures teach with regard to this topic. It is also obvious that neither of us is likely to influence the other to alter his thinking. Thus, beginning with my next post, I shall begin my examination of the nature of the destiny of the unredeemed. I will present what I believe that destiny to be, and then will proceed to substantiate that by an appeal to the Word. I will also examine in-depth some of the passages which the Traditionalists point to as refutation of my position. 

May God richly bless all who are following this exchange on this vital topic. I know the delays are discouraging some of you, but please be patient with us. Once again I appeal to my opponent, on behalf of the readers, to rethink his priorities and to make a concerted effort to show common courtesy to our readers and reduce his response time if at all possible. As for me, I think 40 days is just about the outside parameter of my patience. For the remainder of this exchange I will not allow the delay to go beyond that point (and it shouldn't need to unless Thomas is in a coma or on his death bed … then I might extend it to 50 days!!!). When day 41 arrives, so also will my next post (whether Thomas has responded or not). Hopefully, however, we will never even come close to that length of delay in the future. Onward and Upward!! 

 
( ( ( 

Thrasher’s Eighth Article
I want to congratulate Al for actually decreasing the length of his speech in his seventh offering (the first time in this debate that one of his articles has been shorter than the previous one!). This time he used only 12,922 words! Maybe I am winning him over (g)! 

Al says, "Thomas has declared to me in more than one post that this debate is not a priority with him." I don't recall telling Al that "this debate is not a priority"; however, I have said it is not a top priority. I have told Al that commitments to my school job must be honored (cf. Ephesians 6:5; Colossians 3:22). I am usually at school from 7:00 A.M. until 4:30 P.M. (Monday though Friday), and occasionally at night or on Saturday. Commitments to local church work (preaching, classes, radio, preparing study materials, etc.) fill many nights and weekends. Preparation and conduct of occasional oral debates also require substantial time, as I have informed Al from the beginning. Of course, family responsibilities also have priority over this written debate (1 Timothy 5:8. etc.). Remember, I am a grandfather (smile). I am certainly not complaining about any of this -- I receive enjoyment in serving the Lord in all of these activities. I am simply explaining to the readers why this written debate is not a TOP priority in my schedule. 
Al comments, "That is indeed somewhat strange in light of the fact that it was Thomas who challenged me to this debate, not the other way around." Yes, I contacted Al about the possibility of our having an e-mail debate on this subject; HOWEVER, my proposal was to limit articles to no more than 2000 words, a very manageable length for e-mail articles. If you check the early articles as posted on Al's website, you will see that my first three articles were all posted within a period of eleven days (including the amount of time that Al took). That was when the posts were a reasonable length. However, Al's last three articles have averaged more than 13,000 words apiece! (By way of comparison, Al's last three articles have averaged as many words as the apostle Paul used in the books of Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 Thessalonians, and 2 Thessalonians COMBINED!!!) 

Al charges me with "the epitome of 'childishness'" because I delayed sending my previous article to him until just before midnight -- the time he had given in his "ultimatum" to me. However, one of the common characteristics that I have observed in children (and I have observed thousands of them during my three decades in public education) is that they often insist on having things their own way. In this respect Al has demonstrated childishness from the first contact I made with him. Like a stubborn child determined to have his way, Al has refused to accept any of my suggestions relating to features of this debate such as length of articles, number of articles, profuse quotations from uninspired men, etc. I admit experiencing a degree of irritation with his lack of cooperation in these matters. I deny his charge that most of his e-mails to me relating to this discussion go unanswered. However, a considerable number of his e-mail messages are unrelated to this debate. For example, he has sent messages to me about some interview in which he was involved, or reporting on his vacation, or something else to which I feel no inclination to respond. My hours from 7:00 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. each weekday cannot be devoted to extensive e-mail correspondence or even preparation of these debate articles. 

My opponent states: "Let's move on to the Word of God .... in-depth and intense examination, proclamation and defense of which, for me, is very much a priority." Surely this discussion is not the only component of Al's alleged "proclamation and defense" of God's word. It certainly isn't the only one for me! Between submission of articles to Al (whatever time period that may involve), I am continually proclaiming and defending God's word. In fact, since Al has introduced the possibility of a debate between us relating to creation and the age of the earth, I will agree to meet him in an ORAL debate on this important issue SOON, if he is willing. That could provide him with another opportunity to "proclaim and defend" God's word even while this written debate is on-going. 

With regard to Al's quotation from brother H. Leo Boles relating to the thief on the cross and Paradise, I stated, "I found that Boles actually takes the OPPOSITE view to what Al is seeking to prove! .... Why did Al reproduce only a small part of Boles' statement, taken out of context, and leave the impression that Boles agreed with his view when he actually agrees with mine?" Al responded, "Thomas is correct in his analysis of Boles' convictions with regard to the state of the dead. He and Thomas do indeed share the same misunderstanding, as many do. I don't suggest otherwise. What I do suggest, however, is that brother Boles has made a most insightful observation in his commentary, and it was merely to that astute observation that I made appeal, not to the entirety of his theology on the matter (with which I greatly differ)." Al proceeds to re-quote the same portion of Boles' comments that he cited before: "Brother H. Leo Boles, in his Commentary on Luke, correctly observed, 'Evidently Jesus did not mean that this robber would go with him to heaven that day, as it seems clear from other statements that Jesus did not go to heaven that day. His day of ascension came about forty days after that time' (p. 454)." However, Al overlooks the comment HE made immediately following this quotation from brother Boles (caps below are by TNT): 

· "The thief on the cross was NOT with Jesus 'THAT DAY' in PARADISE for the very simple reason that Jesus Himself was not there!!" (Al Maxey) 

· "'TO-DAY,' not at some time in the distant future, but THIS VERY DAY, you are to be associated with me in the pains and death of the cross and are to be associated with me in 'PARADISE.'" (Boles' Commentary, p. 453). 

· "TODAY you shall be with Me in PARADISE" (Jesus Christ, Luke 23:43). 

Al says the "thief" would NOT be with Jesus THAT DAY in PARADISE, but Jesus and Boles both said he would be! I agree with Boles (and Al) that the "thief" did not go to HEAVEN that day, but I agree with our Lord, Boles, and all of the translations quoted below that the "thief" DID go to PARADISE that day! 

Al charges that Boles' teaching, as understood from my quotation of the context from which Al lifted his quote, "reverted back to the pagan roots of his theology." I wonder ... do you suppose that any of the multitude of uninspired men from whom Al has quoted throughout this debate had any theological roots to which they reverted in agreeing with Al's position? (This assumes he has quoted them correctly, which he has not always done!) 

Al failed to answer my reply to his ridiculous contention on the word "today" in Luke 23:43. I cited five Bible translations that dispute his claim that Jesus and the "thief" did not go to Paradise that day: 

· "To day shalt thou be with me in paradise" (King James Version) 

· "today you will be with Me in Paradise" (New King James Version) 

· "To-day shalt thou be with me in Paradise" (American Standard Version) 

· "today you will be with me in Paradise" (Revised Standard Version) 

· "today you shall be with Me in Paradise" (New American Standard Bible) 

To further reinforce this point, I quickly looked for other translations that I have in my library. They read: 

· "today you will be with me in paradise" (New International Version) 

· "this day thou shalt be with me in paradise" (New Testament of Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ) 

· "today you will be with me in paradise" (The Jerusalem Bible) 

· "today you will be with Me in Paradise!" (Norlie's Simplified New Testament) 

· "this very day you will be in paradise with me" (The New Testament in the Language of the People) 

· "today you shall be with me in Paradise" (The New Testament: A New Translation in Plain English) 

· "this day you will be with me in paradise" (The New American Bible) 

· "today you will be with Me in Paradise" (The Children's New Testament) 

· "To day shalt thou be with me in paradise" (The New Testament Emphasized) 

· "today you will be with me in paradise" (The Contemporary English Version) 

· "today you will be in Paradise with me" (The New Testament in Today's English Version) 

· "Today you will be with me in Paradise" (The Living New Testament) 

· "to-day with me thou wilt be in the paradise" (Marshall's Literal English Translation) 

· "To-day with me thou shalt be in Paradise" (Berry's Interlinear Literal Translation of The Greek NT) 

As I am preparing this article, it is possible that I have overlooked some other Bible translation in my library (several thousand volumes housed in four different locations), but the agreement of these quoted is a marvelous testimony to the error that Al holds on this matter. I wish to make it clear that I do not necessarily recommend all of the translations I have quoted, except with regard to their accuracy in rendering the verse under consideration. I included some that I do not generally endorse just to be as thorough as possible on the point regarding the word "today" in Luke 23:43. 

Due to our font limitations, I will not be able to display the Greek characters, but the Greek texts that I checked support the translations on this matter: 

· Textus Receptus (see Berry's Interlinear) 

· Novum Testamentum Graece (Nestle-Aland) 

· Greek New Testament (The British and Foreign Bible Society, Second Edition) 

· The Greek New Testament (United Bible Societies, Second Edition) 

Al objects to the idea that "the wicked are being tortured as they are held in ... Hades.'" He says that "the dead ... are not rewarded or punished prior to that trumpet sound." However, I again cite what OUR LORD said for our readers' benefit, "And it came to pass, that the beggar died, and that he was carried away by the angels into Abraham's bosom: and the rich man also DIED, and was buried. And in HADES he lifted up his eyes, being in TORMENTS, and seeth Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in his bosom. And he cried and said, Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus, that he may dip the tip of his finger in water, and cool my tongue; for I am in ANGUISH in this flame. But Abraham said, Son, remember that thou in thy lifetime receivedst thy good things, and Lazarus in like manner evil things: but now here he is comforted, and thou art in ANGUISH ... For I have five brethren; that he may testify unto them, lest they also come into this place of TORMENT" (Luke 16:22-25, 28, ASV). Following his physical death, the "rich man" was in TORMENTS/ANGUISH in HADES! That's what the Bible says, although Al and many others are not willing to accept it!!! 

Al states: "I had previously written, 'Scripture also makes it abundantly clear that the GRAVE (Hades, Sheol) is not a place of conscious activity for the dead.' Thomas remarked, 'Al quotes some more uninspired men to this effect, but not one Bible verse to PROVE it.' Thomas is correct that in my last post I did not quote any of the Scriptures which demonstrate this truth. The reason is because I had quoted them extensively in previous posts. Here are just a couple from my fourth post dealing with Hades.'" He then quotes Ecclesiastes 9:10 and 9:2-5. 

It so happens that I answered his argument on these verses in my fifth article; however, Al did not see fit to acknowledge or refute my response. Therefore, I will provide that information again at this point: 

Al quotes a portion of Ecclesiastes 9:2-10, as if it supports his position that Sheol is an unconscious state. However, what he fails to report to our readers is that these statements relate to what happens "under the sun" (on earth). Look at the context: 

· "All this I have seen, and applied my heart to every work that is done UNDER THE SUN 
..." (8:9) 

· "There is a vanity which occurs ON EARTH ..." (8:14). 

· "... a man has nothing better UNDER THE SUN ... the days of his life which God gives 
him UNDER THE SUN" (8:15). 

· "... the business that is done ON EARTH ..." (8:16). 

· "... the work that is done UNDER THE SUN ..." (8:17). 

· "... in all that is done UNDER THE SUN ... after that they go to the dead" (9:3). 

· "... Nevermore will they have a share in anything done UNDER THE SUN" (9:6). 

· "... life which He has given you UNDER THE SUN ... labor which you perform UNDER 
THE SUN" (9:9). 

· "... I returned and saw UNDER THE SUN ..." (9:11). 

· "This wisdom I have also seen UNDER THE SUN ..." (9:13). 

Al takes Ecclesiastes 9:2-5, 10 totally out of this context. Let me illustrate with a NT example: 

· Paul described a certain kind of individual: "He is proud, knowing NOTHING, but doting about questions and strifes of words, whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings" (1 Timothy 6:4). 

· Paul wrote that this man knew "nothing"! However, this is obviously not saying he had NO knowledge of any sort! It is limited by the context. He did not know and teach God's word. 

· Similarly, Ecclesiastes 9 is also limited, as I have demonstrated from the context, to those things done "under the sun." 

Al next turns "to several more passages of Scripture to which the Traditionalists appeal in a futile effort to validate their false theology." I will make a few observations in that connection. 

Al took a considerable amount of space in seeking to prove that "immortal soulism" is not taught in Revelation 6:9-11. It is a fact (easily verified by checking my articles) that I made NO ARGUMENT on this passage such as that to which Al refers. It has been my experience in debate that those who teach error often introduce (and try to answer) arguments that I did not make, rather than answering the arguments I did make! For example, in debating a "one container" brother a few years ago, he wanted to know why I did not make the "old Jerusalem argument." He then proceeded to discuss this argument that I had never made, rather than taking up what I did say! 

As usual, Al's remarks included several quotations from uninspired men, which (he has admitted) do not prove what is the truth. After lengthy comments on the passage, Al concludes, "'Immortal soulism' is a false theology." Even if Al is right in his interpretation of Revelation 6:9-11, it would not prove his conclusion. At most, if he is right, it would mean that THIS passage does not teach what he calls "immortal soulism"! 

Al quoted 1 Peter 3:18-20 (NIV), then he summarized and commented upon four "major interpretations proposed over the years." He then stated: "Personally, I do not believe any of the above have a great deal of merit." I agree with Al in this conclusion. 

He then says, "My own personal interpretation, and the one which I think best fits the context, and which best harmonizes with the remainder of the Scriptures, is this: It was the Spirit of Christ who preached the message of salvation through His servant Noah, unto the people of Noah's day, during those years prior to the flood." I also agree with Al's interpretation, which (of course) does not necessarily mean it is right (g)! 

My friend quotes Clem Thurman, Dillard Thurman, and Albert Barnes, none of whom (to my knowledge) wrote any New Testament books! I do not accept their pronouncements as Bible proof in this debate. He then states: "I find nothing whatsoever in this passage which suggests the concept of 'immortal soulism' or some Hadean holding area of disembodied spirit-beings." Once more, I do not recall making any argument on this passage such as that to which Al refers. 

Why won't my opponent answer what I HAVE said? For instance, I made numerous points back in my fifth article to which he has not even alluded, much less answered. When Al regularly goes on for 13,000 or so words in an article, the readers may forget the many points I have made to which he has not replied. At the risk of being repetitious, that is one reason I prefer shorter articles. It is easier for us to detect such failures to respond when the exchanges are shorter. May I remind the reader that I am not seeking to limit what or how much Al writes? (He pretends this is what I have sought to do.) He can present any point or passage he desires in this discussion. I have simply requested that he do so in more digestible quantities. 

Al cites the case of the "Witch of Endor" in 1 Samuel 28 and "the apparent appearance of Samuel from beyond the grave." Have I made this argument anytime during this debate? (I did make several arguments in my fifth article that he has not touched!) 

He continues his scholarly quotations in this section, citing one "unnamed" commentator, Dr. Lewis, Origen, Dr. Kretzmann, and the Babylonian Talmud, all of which was very entertaining (?), but which PROVED nothing about what God's word says. 

Al asked, "Were Saul and his sons saved? Are they and Samuel now together ("you and your sons will be WITH me") in Abraham's bosom, experiencing the joys of their salvation? It will be interesting to hear Thomas' response!" My answer (although I'm not certain how "interesting" it is): (1) I think Saul and his sons are lost. (2) They are all in Hades; however, they are separated by the "Great Gulf" (cf. Luke 16:26). Saul and his sons are not in "Abraham's bosom" nor "experiencing the joys of their salvation," but Samuel is. 

Al concludes, "Well, what can be said with certainty about this event in 1 Samuel 28? Actually, very little! There is much we just don't know, and probably never will know this side of heaven. We can speculate a great deal, and form numerous opinions, but we have very little in this passage with which to form doctrine with regard to such matters as the nature of man or the nature of what occurs between death and the resurrection." What has Al said about 1 Samuel 28? 

· "There is much we just don't know" 

· "There is much we ... probably never will know this side of heaven" 

· "We can speculate a great deal" 

· "We can ... form numerous opinions" 

· "we have very little in this passage with which to form doctrine" 

In spite of all this, Al concludes, "One by one the building blocks of their false theology fall under the scrutiny of sound biblical hermeneutics." Strange! 

In his comments on 1 Peter 3:3-4, Al quotes Wuest, Lenski, the Tyndale Commentary, Wuest again, The Expositor's Bible Commentary, Lenski again, and John Calvin -- all of whom are uninspired and subject to error in their statements. Al has acknowledged that such quotations do not PROVE what the truth is, and he also has admitted that I could quote plenty of people who take opposite views. 

Referring to 1 Peter 3:3-4, Al remarks, "This passage says nothing at all about some 'immortal soul' (a phrase NEVER found in the Bible, by the way ... not even one time)." Reader, do you remember when Al made a similar statement several articles ago? I demonstrated that, using his reasoning, the same is true for a number of things HE believes. He still believes them, even though those phrases are "NEVER found in the Bible ... not even one time"! I will provide that list again, although I am sure the reader can see that his statement would also undermine HIS position if it undermines mine. 

A Few of the Expressions Used By Al and the Times Found In The Bible:

1. Man is entirely mortal in nature ---- Never 

2. ultimate extinction ---- Never 

3. cease to exist ---- Never 

4. total extinction of being ---- Never 

5. the entire person is dead ---- Never 

6. unity in diversity ---- Never 

My friend concludes his discussion by saying, "If one is looking for a proof-text for an 'immortal soul,' one is going to have to look elsewhere. This is not it." Again on this point I ask: Did I make this argument in this debate? 

It seems that I recall making some arguments back in my fifth article. It would be nice if Al would address the ones I DID make that he has not even touched!!! I encourage Al to deal with those arguments. In my next article, I will review Al's responses to those arguments, and also look at his comments on Genesis 35:18, 1 Corinthians 2:11, and 2 Corinthians 12:1-4. 

May the Lord bless us in the study of His word. 
 
( ( ( 

Maxey’ Eighth Article
THOUGHTS ON THRASHER'S 8TH 

About all I can say after having reviewed brother Thrasher's eighth submission to this discussion is -- he and I differ on just about everything. I suppose that is, in part, why we are having this discussion. However, I personally have a far greater interest here than in just having a public dialogue with Thomas Thrasher. Our discussion is merely a means to a far greater end. My ultimate purpose is to utilize this opportunity to share with the public God's marvelous Truth with regard to the nature of man and the final destiny of the wicked. That glorious Truth has been so suppressed by the false teachings of the past that it was virtually unperceivable to men today. It is time to strip away the garbage to reveal the treasure beneath. It is this I have sought to do via this venue. 
For this reason I have indeed raised some of the traditional arguments for the false teaching Thomas embraces, even though Thomas himself may not have raised those particular points in the course of this discussion. They are arguments the readers likely have heard before, and would likely have heard from Thomas at some point in our dialogue. They have been paraded before the unperceiving public long enough; it is time to refute them. Yes, Thomas, I have indeed put forth arguments you yourself had not yet made (and perhaps would not have), but they are the arguments proffered by the traditionalist camp and thus must be addressed in any reasoned response to and refutation of that position. 

This discussion between us is with the readers in mind .... at least, it is for ME. I am under no illusions that I will convict you of your error, as you are likely under no illusions that you will sway me from my own convictions. However, there are readers literally all across the globe who are reading this exchange in the hope of finding something that might help them better understand exactly what God teaches on this subject. There is tremendous confusion in the world on this topic, and thus we both have a responsibility to the readers to take this exchange seriously, and to stand securely behind Truth rather than Tradition. 

We also have a responsibility to the readers to present God's Truth in as timely and responsible a fashion as we possibly can. This will indeed require sacrifices on our part, but Truth deserves no less .... and so do our readers. Some delays in our responses to one another are obviously unavoidable; some, however, are blatantly irresponsible. Thomas and I are both very, very busy men with many responsibilities. I would place my schedule against his any day, and we can both very easily demonstrate that there just aren't enough hours in the day! Yet, we both gladly embrace these challenges and seek to serve the Lord to the best of our abilities and opportunities. 

I do not question my friend's zeal and devotion to the Lord, but I do have some serious doubts about some of his tactics with regard to this dialogue between us. When he intentionally delayed his previous post to this list, and then submitted it just prior to midnight, that was most disturbing because it evidenced a willingness to deprive the readers to spite an opponent. I was not the only one to notice this, and it generated not a few private posts to me. It was suggested that I put this possible spirit of pettiness to the test to determine if indeed this is what was happening, or if that delay was simply a fluke. After all, the Bible tells us to "test the spirits to see whether they are from God" (1 John 4:1). Thus, on advice, I stated at the end of my last post: 

· "As for me, I think 40 days is just about the outside parameter of my patience. For the remainder of this exchange I will not allow the delay to go beyond that point (and it shouldn't need to unless Thomas is in a coma or on his death bed ... then I might extend it to 50 days!!!). When day 41 arrives, so also will my next post (whether Thomas has responded or not). Hopefully, however, we will never even come close to that length of delay in the future." 

The advice was: If indeed there is a spirit of pettiness at work here, the next post will not appear until day 40 at the very last minute possible. I held out hope that this would not be the case, but I agreed it needed to be tested. My opponent's credibility needed to be determined. 

Sadly, on day 40 (yesterday) Thomas wrote a very brief statement to me in which he simply said, "I think today is the end of your 40-days of patience. I will be sending my article." That was in the early morning. His article showed up after midnight that night. As predicted, he waited until the last possible moment. Readers, this is nothing less than premeditated pettiness. It evidences a spirit of spitefulness for one's opponent, and little to no regard for responsible presentation of Truth or concern for those readers eagerly searching for enlightenment. It truly grieved my heart to see this prediction prove true. I had hoped for better from Thomas, a man who professes to be a leader in the church of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

However, I shall not allow this to deter me from my commitment to my God and to these readers to responsibly present the Truth on this vital subject. After all, Paul even gave thanks when some were "preaching Christ from envy and strife .... thinking to cause me distress" (Philp. 1:15, 17), because it still provided an opportunity for Truth to be heard. 

I found little in Thomas' eighth article that necessitates a response beyond what I have already provided in-depth previously. Again, it is obvious we agree on very little. Thus, I shall proceed with a presentation of what I believe God's Truth to be on the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed, and in so doing enter the final phase of our dialogue on this topic. 
AN OVERVIEW OF THE END 

With this particular post I want to begin what might be called "an introduction to the conclusion." In other words, what does the Bible teach us with regard to that final day when the Lord returns, when the dead are raised, and when judgment occurs? What will be the ultimate destiny of both the wicked and the redeemed? 

Scripture informs us that the dead, both righteous and wicked, sleep in the dust of the ground awaiting the trumpet blast which will awaken them on that final day. The prophet Daniel speaks of that day in which "those who sleep in the dust of the ground will awake, these to everlasting life, but the others to disgrace and everlasting contempt" (Daniel 12:2). The prophecy of Daniel ends with this promise to the righteous, "you will enter into rest and rise again for your allotted portion at the end of the age" (Daniel 12:13). 

Jesus promised, "I am coming quickly, and My reward is with Me, to render to every man according to what he has done" (Revelation 22:12). The "rewards" to be dispensed to all men (both righteous and wicked) will not occur until Jesus returns. Then, on that day, a great judging and separation will occur among those raised from the dead. This does not occur in some intermediate holding area prior to the coming of Christ. Our Lord's "reward" comes with Him, it is not given out beforehand. 

"For the Lord Himself will descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trumpet of God; and the dead in Christ shall rise first. Then we who are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and THUS we shall always be with the Lord" (1 Thessalonians 4:16-17). The manner in which we shall encounter our Lord is declared to be through a resurrection from the dead, and a gathering up to Him. It is not through some trapped spirit-being flying instantly off to glory at the moment of physical death. It is at the resurrection that we are gathered to our Lord and receive our reward .... not before. It will occur "in a moment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trumpet" (1 Corinthians 15:52). At that time we shall be changed; this mortal will "put on" immortality, and "THEN will come about the saying that is written, 'Death is swallowed up in victory'" (1 Corinthians 15:54). 

We experience the victory over death, the final enemy, at the resurrection when we are changed by the putting on of immortality, which is a gift of God to the raised redeemed on the last day. The victory isn't won experientially at the moment of physical death; the victory is won at the last trumpet when we are raised up out of the grave and given life everlasting. 

The fate of the wicked, however, is less enviable. They too shall be raised from their graves in the dust of the ground (or from wherever their physical remains may have been scattered). Some shall come forth from the depths of the sea, for example (Rev. 20:13). But all the dead shall be raised up for the purpose of final judgment. The righteous, as already noted, shall be gathered up to Christ and shall put on immortality. Thus, LIFE shall be imparted unto them, and they shall always be together with the Lord in the new heavens and earth. 

The wicked, however, have no such promise. The promise to them is that they shall experience the full and final outpouring of God's wrath. It will be a day in which God, a Consuming Fire, will utterly consume them in His fury. It will be such a complete destruction that it is described in the most fearful terms throughout Scripture. 

· "For behold, the day is coming, burning like a furnace; and all the arrogant and every evildoer will be chaff; and the day that is coming will set them ablaze," says the Lord of hosts, "so that it will leave them neither root nor branch. But for you who fear My name the sun of righteousness will rise with healing in its wings; and you will go forth and skip about like calves from the stall. And you will tread down the wicked, for they shall be ashes under the soles of your feet on the day which I am preparing," says the Lord of hosts. --- Malachi 4:1-3. 

The destruction of the wicked is likened unto the burning up of chaff. All it leaves is ashes. This certainly does not depict continued life for the wicked, but an ultimate extinction of life. Peter declared that "the present heavens and earth ... are being reserved for fire, kept for the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly men" (2 Peter 3:7). Since the earth, and all within it, is to be destroyed in such a manner, "what sort of people ought you to be in holy conduct and godliness?" (vs. 11). The fate of the righteous will not be a "burning up" along with the present heavens and earth, but rather a preservation and an everlasting dwelling in the "new heavens and a new earth, in which righteousness dwells" (vs. 13). 

The fire that consumes the old heavens and earth will also consume the wicked who lived upon it and devoted themselves to it (2 Peter 3:7). A new heavens and earth will be prepared for the righteous, one in which righteousness dwells, and we shall forever dwell in sweet fellowship there with our Lord and His other children. The wicked will be nothing more than ashes under our feet. In other words, the figure portrays the reality that they are gone forever. 

This, admittedly, is just an overview of the final destiny of all men (both redeemed and unredeemed). I have not gone into great depth of detail, but will reserve that for future posts in response to almost certain challenges by Thomas. In the above I merely sought to give a sketchy scenario of what I believe the Bible teaches on this matter. We shall flesh the skeleton out in subsequent exchanges. 

Where Thomas and I obviously differ greatly is with regard to the nature of the ultimate destiny of the wicked. Thus, the title of our debate: "The Eternal Destiny of the Wicked -- Perpetual Torment or Ultimate Extinction?" Thomas believes the wicked will be mercilessly and everlastingly tortured by God. I believe the Bible teaches the wicked will experience death rather than life, and that it will be a death and destruction from which there will be no future resurrection or restoration. It will be the permanent cessation of life, not the preservation of life for the purpose of inflicting endless torture. The remainder of this debate will focus on this theological difference. 
THE TYPES & SHADOWS 

As one examines the many biblical examples of God's dealings with the wicked, it will be quickly perceived that not one single time in all of recorded biblical teaching is the punishment for sin against God ever declared to be torture. The ultimate punishment, instead, is always declared to be death. Thus, if indeed God's final punishment for the wicked is endless torture (as Thomas maintains), it is a fate completely without biblical precedent. Nowhere does God ever use torture as divine punishment. Not even once! 

· "The OT and NT alike, in a multiplicity of ways, terms, figures, pictures, expressions and examples, declare time and time again that the wicked finally will pass away and be no more, that righteousness will then fill the universe, and that God will then forever be all in all. Not one time in all of Scripture does God ever say that any human being will be made immortal for the purpose of suffering conscious everlasting torment" (Edward Fudge, The Fire That Consumes, p. 434) 

After examining a great many of the types and shadows of the OT which speak of God's dealings with the wicked, brother Curtis Dickinson observed, "It will be noted that in each case the thing that was threatened was DEATH, not incessant torture. The types and shadows in no instance teach the idea of an immortal soul or eternal spirit being tortured as the punishment for sin. In ALL cases they show the penalty for sin to be the death of the person" (What The Bible Teaches About Immortality and Future Punishment, p. 20). 

Again, there is simply ZERO biblical evidence in all the many examples of God's dealings with the unrepentant wicked of His punishment for sin ever constituting incessant torture. Such a penalty, as evidenced in God's many dealings with man, is entirely absent from the Scriptures. Thus, again, if God's final punishment is indeed perpetual torture, it is a punishment without precedent. Death and destruction, on the other hand, is a punishment with enormous biblical precedent. It should also be noted that the language of Scripture easily lends itself to this destiny of the wicked. Note the following list of NT expressions regarding the final disposition of the wicked (which is taken from Leroy Edwin Froom's monumental two volume, 2000 page study The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers): 

· Blot Out Of Existence --- Heb. 9:26; Rev. 3:5; 18:21 

· Bring To Nought --- 1 Cor. 1:19 

· Cast Away, Cast Off --- Matt. 13:42, 48, 50; John 12:31 

· Consume, Devour Utterly --- Matt. 3:12; 13:30, 40; 2 Thess. 2:8; Heb. 12:29; Rev. 18:8 

· Crush --- Rom. 16:20 

· Cut Off, Cut Down --- Matt. 3:10; 7:19; Luke 13:7, 9; John 15:2; Acts 3:23; 23:13, 31; 
Rom. 11:20, 22, 24 

· Death --- Rom. 5:20; 6:21, 23; 7:5; Rev. 21:8 

· Destroy --- Matt. 10:28; 27:20; Rom. 6:6; 7:6; 1 Cor. 1:19; 2:6; 5:5; 15:24, 26; Gal. 5:15; 
1 Thess. 5:3; 2 Thess. 1:9; 2:8; 1 Tim. 6:9; 2 Tim. 1:10; Heb. 2:14; 1 John 3:8 

· Devour --- Heb. 10:27; Rev. 11:5; 20:9 

· Die --- John 5:24; 6:50; 8:24; Rom. 7:6, 10; 8:13; 1 Cor. 15:22, 32; Eph. 2:1, 5; Phil. 
2:27; 1 Peter 2:24 

· Drown --- 1 Tim. 1:19; 6:9; 2 Peter 3:11, 12 

· Fall --- Matt. 7:27; Luke 6:49 

· Found No More --- Rev. 18:21 

· Grind To Powder --- Matt. 21:44; Luke 20:18 

· Kill Outright, Put To Death --- Matt. 10:28; 21:41; 22:7; Mark 12:9; Luke 19:27; John 
10:10; Rom. 7:11; 8:13; 2 Cor. 3:6; Col. 3:15; Rev. 2:23 

· Lose Life --- Matt. 7:13; Mark 4:38; John 11:42; 17:12; Acts 8:20; Rom. 9:22; Phil. 3:19; 
2 Thess. 2:3; 1 Tim. 6:9; 2 Peter 2:1, 2; 3:7, 16; Rev. 17:8, 11 

· Never See Life --- John 3:36; 5:40; Acts 13:46; 1 John 3:15; 5:12 

· Overthrow --- Luke 1:52 

· Perish --- Acts 13:41; 1 Cor. 3:17; Gal. 6:8; 2 Peter 1:4; 2:12; Rev. 11:18 

· Root Out --- Jude 12 

· Ruin --- Matt. 7:27; Luke 6:49; 2 Cor. 10:8; 13:10 

· Swallow Up --- 1 Cor. 15:54; 1 Peter 5:8
· Throw Down --- Rev. 18:21 

· Vanish Away --- Heb. 8:13 

"If God intended for us to understand something other than total death for the wicked, certainly He could have found the means in the marvelous Greek language to express such. Instead He used the plainest terms indicating destruction of the whole man" (Curtis Dickinson, What The Bible Teaches About Immortality and Future Punishment, p. 21). Leroy Edwin Froom observes, "The OT uses 50 different verbs in the Hebrew language to describe the final fate of the wicked, and they all signify different aspects of destruction" (The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers, Vol. 1, p. 106). 

· For example, the wicked will be as a vessel broken to pieces, ashes trodden underfoot, smoke that vanishes, chaff carried away by the wind, tow that is burned, thorns and stubble in fire, vine branches pruned off, wax that melts, fat of sacrifices, a dream that vanishes, and the like. Certainly nothing that suggests everlasting continuation (much less under merciless torture). 

Brother Dickinson continues: "The Old Testament presents four great events which portray two principal facts of Judgment Day: (1) The deliverance of God's own people, and (2) The certain destruction of His enemies. The events are: 

1. The Flood, in which the basic punishment and sentence was the death of all except those safe in the ark. 

2. The destruction of Sodom and Gommorrah, in which the punishment was total destruction by fire, which Jude plainly reveals is an example of the final fire of Judgment (Jude 7). 

3. The destruction of Pharaoh and his army in the Red Sea, which was sudden and final (and which Moses sang that they were 'consumed' and 'swallowed up' --- Exodus 15). 

4. The destruction of Jericho from which none -- not even women and children -- escaped except the household of Rahab who had become an obedient believer. 

None of those prototypes of Judgment Day give the slightest support to the idea of punishment by torture" (What The Bible Teaches About Immortality and Future Punishment, p. 37). In addition to the above, suggested by brother Dickinson, one should also not overlook: 

1. The destruction of the Edomites --- Obadiah 15-21. Because of their wickedness, they "will become as if they had never existed" (vs. 16). They will be "cut off forever" (vs. 10). "Then the house of Jacob will be a fire and the house of Joseph a flame; but the house of Esau will be as stubble. And they will set them on fire and consume them, so that there will be no survivor of the house of Esau" (vs. 18). "By 100 AD the people of Edom had become lost to history," brother Homer Hailey points out (A Commentary on the Minor Prophets, p. 30). A man by the name of D. Stuart Briscoe observed, "If you travel today in the region of Edom, you will find nothing but the most stark wilderness and the most isolated emptiness ... it is one of the most formidable, forsaken spots on earth." 

2. The destruction of Nineveh --- Nahum 1. This city, because of its wickedness, will experience "His wrath poured out like fire ... and the burning of His anger" (1:6). "He will make a complete end of it" (1:8-9). "They are consumed as stubble completely withered" (1:10). "They will be cut off and pass away" (1:12). "You will be hidden" (3:11). Their place will not be known (3:17). By using these figures, the prophet is foretelling the total destruction of Nineveh, and that did indeed come to pass. About 200 years later, Xenophon the Athenian and "the Ten Thousand," backing out of their entanglement in Persia, passed by the site and noted that there was no evidence a city had ever stood there! In modern times the site was not discovered until 1842. Today, the site is covered by fields, a local dump, and a cemetery! 

"Everywhere we find the notion of a final cessation of being, of a return to a state of unconsciousness, never that of a perpetual life in suffering" (Emmanuel Petavel, The Problem of Immortality). 

My opponent will make an effort to try and demonstrate that our loving, compassionate, merciful God will be content with nothing less than the perpetual, never diminishing, horrific torture of the vast majority of mankind. Not only is that not what the Scriptures teach, it has the distinct disadvantage of portraying our God as a Monster the likes of which the human mind cannot even conceive. It is to proclaim a God foreign to the inspired revelation. Thus, it is a mockery of Truth and a blasphemy against Deity. 
THE CONSUMING FIRE 

The Bible teaches a different reality for the wicked. They will be consumed in the fire, not preserved. There is no question but what the lake of fire will be a horrific experience. An execution is not a pleasant event, and degrees of torment are involved for the one being put to death. As one who stood inside the death chamber at the side of a man (not two feet away) who was executed by the State of New Mexico on November 6, 2001, and who looked into his eyes as he breathed his last breath, I can assure you that weeping, gnashing of teeth, and deep torment accompany the death experience. However, the ultimate punishment is DEATH itself, not the DYING process. 

Nowhere has our God prescribed incessant torture as the "wages of sin" or the penalty of lawlessness. Consider the following passage as representative of this perspective --- Matthew 3:10, 12. 

· "Every tree therefore that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire. .... And His winnowing fork is in His hand, and He will thoroughly clear His threshing floor; and He will gather His wheat into the barn, but He will burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire." 

Trees with bad fruit are burned (Matthew 7:19), and so are unfruitful vines (John 15:6) and useless weeds (Matthew 13:40). These figures are all employed to depict the fate of sinners at the final reckoning. They will be cast into "unquenchable fire." This is the Greek word "asbestos" which means "inextinguishable." It describes a fire which burns without interruption; it is an enduring fire which none can extinguish no matter how hard they might try. It is important to notice here, however, that it is the fire that Jesus describes as enduring, NOT that which is cast into it. To try and transfer the quality of endurance from the fire itself to that which is cast into it is completely unwarranted either grammatically, logically or theologically. 

That which is cast into the fire will BURN UP. This is the Greek word "katakaio" which means "to burn up; consume." It signifies to completely, utterly, totally destroy with fire. It is enlightening to us in this study to note that this word is used in the LXX (Septuagint) in Exodus 3:2 where Moses beholds a burning bush --- "The bush was burning with fire, yet the bush was NOT consumed." This particular bush was preserved in the fire (what Thomas assumes will happen with the wicked), yet Jesus disagrees with Thomas. Jesus informs us that sinners will NOT be preserved in the fire (like the burning bush was), but rather will be "burned up" --- just the opposite of preservation. Thus, the view of final punishment promoted by Thomas is actually in direct opposition to the teaching of Jesus Christ. Jesus says the wicked will NOT be preserved in the fire, Thomas says they WILL. Jesus says they will be consumed in the fire (unlike the burning bush), Thomas says just the opposite (that they will endure without being consumed, just as the bush did). I don't know about the readers of this debate, but I will choose to embrace the teaching of Jesus over that of Thomas! 

I'm reminded of the words of Edward White, in his classic work Life In Christ, in which he emphatically stated, "My mind fails to conceive a grosser misinterpretation of language than when the five or six strongest words which the Greek tongue possesses, signifying 'destroy' or 'destruction,' are explained to mean maintaining an everlasting but wretched existence. To translate black as white is nothing to this." 

Our God is a consuming fire (Hebrews 12:29; Deuteronomy 4:24), and nothing unholy will long remain when He unleashes his fiery wrath at the last day. It will be consumed, not preserved, in the outpouring of His wrath. In the apostle Peter's second recorded sermon, for example, he alludes to Deut. 18 and declares to his hearers, "And it shall be that every soul that does not heed that prophet shall be utterly destroyed from among the people" (Acts 3:23). "That prophet," of course, is a reference to Jesus Christ. Those who do not heed Him will be called to account. The penalty for their rejection of Him will be "utter destruction." 

This is the Greek word "exolothreuo" which appears only here in all the New Covenant documents. It means to "exterminate; utterly destroy" (The Analytical Greek Lexicon); "to slay wholly" (Vine's Expository Dictionary of NT Words); "to destroy utterly; extirpate -- complete extermination" (Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon). The Expositor's Greek Testament says that if this passage has "any eschatological bearing, it would support the theory of annihilation!" In other words, this term is just that emphatic a declaration of extermination and annihilation. At the very least, it is hardly supportive of the view of Thomas Thrasher, who suggests the wicked will not be utterly destroyed, but rather preserved alive forevermore for the purpose of perpetual torture. 

At the risk of elevating Thomas' blood pressure, I'm going to provide a rather lengthy excerpt from brother Edward Fudge's marvelous study The Fire That Consumes. I believe the following puts the issue into perspective, and reflects my own thinking quite well. Thus, I will let him express my own convictions at this point: 

· "The real issue between 'traditionalists' and 'conditionalists' is nothing other than this: Does Scripture teach that the wicked will be made immortal for the purpose of suffering endless pain; or does it teach that the wicked, following whatever degree and duration of pain God may justly inflict, will finally and truly die, perish, be destroyed and become extinct forever and ever?" 

· "The evidence of Scripture indicates that extinction will be preceded (perhaps even brought about by) a period of conscious suffering which corresponds precisely to the sentence of divine justice. God is severe, but He is not a sadist. Though pagan literature abounds in description of hellish pain, the Word of God does not!" 

· "Does the Word of God teach the eternal conscious torment of the lost? Our modest study fails to show that it does. We were reared on the traditionalist view -- we accepted it because it was said to rest on the Bible. This closer investigation of the Scriptures indicates that we were mistaken in that assumption. A careful look discovers that both OT and NT teach instead a resurrection of the wicked for the purpose of divine judgment, the fearful anticipation of a consuming fire, irrevocable expulsion from God's presence into a place where there will be weeping and grinding of teeth, such conscious suffering as the divine justice individually requires -- and finally, the total, everlasting extinction of the wicked with no hope of resurrection, restoration or recovery. Now we stand on that, on the authority of the Word of God. We have changed once and do not mind changing again, but we were evidently wrong once through lack of careful study and do not wish to repeat the same mistake. Mere assertions and denunciations will not refute the evidence presented in this book, nor will a recital of ecclesiastical tradition. This case rests finally on Scripture. Only Scripture can prove it wrong!" 

Some have suggested this view of final punishment "endangers the faith." Henry Constable, over a hundred years ago, answered this charge this way, "Does it imperil our faith in God? What attribute of His is attacked? His love? Is it the part of love to inflict eternal pain if it can be helped? His mercy? Is it the part of mercy never to be satisfied with the misery of others? His holiness? Is it essential to holiness to keep evil forever in existence? His justice? Can justice only be satisfied with everlasting agonies? NO; we do not endanger faith. We strengthen it, by allying it once more with the divine principles of mercy, equity, and justice. It is the Augustinian (traditionalist) theory which endangers faith, and has made shipwreck of faith in the case of multitudes, by representing God as a Being of boundless injustice, caprice and cruelty" (Duration and Nature of Future Punishment, p. 166). 
THE UNDYING WORM 

I would like to conclude this present post by simply noticing a couple of the more prominent passages the traditionalists seek to employ in an effort to promote their "perpetual torture" theory. Thomas will undoubtedly raise additional passages which we will examine in-depth later in this exchange. One of the more popular references in the "arsenal" of the traditionalist is the "undying worm." 

In speaking of Gehenna, Jesus describes it as a place "where their worm does not die, and the fire is not quenched" (Mark 9:48). Some versions repeat this phrase in verses 44 and 46, although there is little textual evidence for such. Thus, most translations, based on a superior Greek text, include it only in verse 48. What is Jesus suggesting here? Is He really describing a place where maggots are immortal? Or is this merely an allusion to symbols and figures found in the OT writings? I believe the latter is clearly the case. Or, to use the wording of the Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, this passage "is purely figurative" (Vol. 5, p. 969). 

Jesus is referring to the prophecy of Isaiah. In the final statement of this book of prophecy we find a judgment scene, and we see the joy of God's people as they behold His righteous judgment on their behalf against His (and their) enemies. 

· Isaiah 66:15-16 --- "For behold, the Lord will come in fire and His chariots like the whirlwind, to render His anger with fury, and His rebuke with flames of fire. For the Lord will execute judgment by fire and by His sword on all flesh, and those slain by the Lord will be many." 

Please note here that the text says the Lord will SLAY these ungodly ones, it does not declare the Lord will TORTURE them. Notice also that the redeemed will be able to witness the RESULT of this destruction carried out by God against the wicked: 

· Isaiah 66:24 --- "Then they shall go forth and look on the corpses of men who have transgressed against Me. For their worm shall not die, and their fire shall not be quenched; and they shall be an abhorrence to all mankind." 

Please note once again that there is absolutely NO MENTION of the wicked being tortured alive forever and ever!! Indeed, just the opposite. The only thing the redeemed behold are CORPSES. The wicked are DEAD. They have been SLAIN by the fury of God's fire and sword. Thus, all that the redeemed see is evidence of death and destruction. It is one huge scene of abhorrence and shame. It is a giant garbage dump composed of the dead corpses of the wicked. They are not writhing in pain and screaming out in anguish. They are not being tortured in endless misery. They are dead!! 

What is all this a figure of? If one studies the history of armies and warfare during ancient times one will discover a very common practice of those who were the conquerors. They would lead the people they had set free (and even those they had captured) out to the scene of the battle, and there they would make them look upon the bodies of the defeated army. In some cases this was to strike fear into the conquered people; to let them know their army was gone and could no longer fight for them. In other cases, it was to instill disgust in the hearts of those who beheld these slain ones. It also served as an occasion of joy for those who had been liberated from the ravages of this now defeated and destroyed army. The liberated would behold the lifeless corpses of those who had oppressed them, and they would see these slain ones being consumed by maggots (the "worms") and by the fires that had been set to burn them up so as to prevent the spread of disease. "Corruption (the worm) and burning (fire) are mentioned together as the two most common ways of disposing of dead bodies" (Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, Vol. 7, p. 454). 

· "The figure is taken from heaps of the dead slain in battle; and the prophet says that the number would be so great that their worm --- the worm feeding on the dead --- would not die, would live long --- as long as there were carcasses to be devoured; and that the fire which was used to burn the bodies of the dead would continue long to burn, and would not be extinguished until they were consumed. The figure, therefore, denotes great misery, and certain and terrible destruction" (Albert Barnes, Barnes' Notes on the New Testament). 

Barnes is quick to point out, however, that this is figurative language, even though it draws from literal historical practice. He writes, "It is not to be supposed that there will be any 'real' worm in hell." It merely represented the truth that the consumption would continue until the destruction was complete. Kittel writes, "The worm does not die until it has completed its work and the bones as well as the flesh of the dead are consumed, so that all hope of restoration to life is extinguished. The expression thus denotes total destruction." 

W.E. Vine, in his Expository Dictionary of OT & NT Words, stresses that "the statement signifies the exclusion of hope of restoration, the punishment being eternal." In other words, our Lord is referring to the final punishment of the wicked, and He is indicating it will be a destruction and death so complete and total that there will never, ever be any hope of restoration to life. The wicked will be utterly consumed by actions that can't be stymied by the victims; the "worm" and "fire" will continue unabated as they consume completely that which is committed to them. 

In commenting on the passage in Isaiah 66:24, The Expositor's Bible Commentary states, "A comparison with Jeremiah 7:32 - 8:3 strongly suggests the prophet has the Valley of Hinnom, or Gehenna, in mind. Mark 9:48, in its context, applies this to eternal punishment" (Vol. 6, p. 354). I agree that Jesus has this location outside the walls of Jerusalem in mind, and that He is using it figuratively to convey a message of doom for the godless. 

Part of this valley was committed to use as the garbage dump of Jerusalem. It is reported by writers who lived at that time that there were always fires burning or smoldering in the dump, and that numerous maggots ("worms") could be found there consuming the waste. At times notorious criminals were cast DEAD into the garbage outside the walls of Jerusalem (sounds like a scene in Revelation, doesn't it? --- the wicked being cast into Gehenna which is outside the walls of the New Jerusalem). The bodies of these criminals were allowed to lie there (instead of receiving a proper burial, something cherished by the Jews) and to be consumed by the maggots and the fires that were always present in that foul and loathsome place. It was a scene of abhorrence and shame. Few wanted to end their days cast into the garbage to become food for maggots and fire. 

This is the image Jesus is presenting to us in His statement. A day will come when the Lord will appear in judgment against His enemies. He will SLAY them with fire and sword, and their dead bodies will be cast into the garbage dump (Gehenna) outside the walls of the New Jerusalem. There the righteous will witness the effects of this great destruction --- the dead will be piled high in testimony of the victory of God over the forces arrayed against Him, and these corpses shall be utterly consumed so that they will never pose a threat to the people of God again. 

Please note that absolutely nothing whatsoever is said, either by Jesus or Isaiah, about the bodies of the wicked being either conscious, alive or tortured. They are dead. They are corpses. They have been slain. The only thing mentioned which "does not die" is the worm. If Thomas is looking for something immortal in these passages, the only thing he might find is maggots!! Both the fire and the worms are said to be enduring. Such is NOT stated with reference to their victims. 

· "Whether literally or metaphorically understood, the phrase must not be taken as the basis of a Christian doctrine of future retribution. The worm does not stand for remorse; it is simply part of a picture of complete physical corruption" (Dr. James Hastings, Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, Vol. 1, p. 67). These are purely figures and symbols. They depict utter destruction. By trying to make them literal, or by trying to transfer the qualities of the worm & fire to the objects they are said to affect, one formulates a doctrine which goes well beyond authorial intent. Such a practice is hermeneutically unsound, and leads to false teaching (such as that which is embraced by Thomas). 

Even if one allows that maggots might truly be immortal (which, of course, they are not), it says nothing about that upon which they feast. Indeed, the OT Scriptures, from which the "worm" figure is drawn, declare these maggots feast upon corpses .... not upon the living. These are really not difficult figures to interpret if one will simply take note of the type of literature one is seeking to interpret, and if one will further recognize that the interpretation of many of these figures is to be found within the inspired writings themselves, and not in the false fancies of paganism. 

A careful exegesis of these passages in which mention is made of the "undying worm" will reveal they do not support the false doctrine of perpetual torture of the unredeemed. Indeed, sound exegesis demonstrates just the opposite reality. They portray the utter consummation of the unredeemed. 
REVELATION 14:9-11 

"If anyone worships the beast and his image, and receives a mark on his forehead or upon his hand, he also will drink of the wine of the wrath of God, which is mixed in full strength in the cup of His anger; and he will be tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels and in the presence of the Lamb. And the smoke of their torment goes up forever and ever; and they have no rest day and night, those who worship the beast and his image, and whoever receives the mark of his name."

The above passage has long been employed as "proof positive" that the wicked will experience perpetual torture at the hands of a just and merciful God following the final judgment on that last day. Without question there are a few words and phrases in this passage that, on the surface, tend to suggest such a scenario. A deeper, more responsible exegesis, however, will demonstrate such teaching to be without foundation. "These dogmatic interpretations of Revelation 14:9-11 as proof of a literal, eternal torment reveal a lack of sensitivity to the highly metaphorical language of the passage" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 211). 

As previously noted in this debate, if one fails to perceive the unique nature of the literature of Revelation, one will completely fail to perceive and correctly interpret the meaning of the passage in question. Brother Curtis Dickinson wrote, "The apostle John used language and symbols familiar to the people to whom he wrote, yet veiled to the world which was persecuting them. The Christians were familiar with Old Testament Scripture, so much of the Revelation utilized events recorded there" (What The Bible Teaches About Immortality and Future Punishment, p. 32). Understanding that this is highly figurative apocalyptic literature, largely based on OT imagery, is critical to sound exegesis. Therefore, we must carefully examine the four primary statements made with regard to the punishment of the wicked: 

1. Drinking unmixed the wine of God's wrath. 

2. Torment with fire & brimstone in the presence of the angels & the Lamb. 

3. The smoke of their torment rising forever. 

4. Lack of rest day and night. 

ONE --- "...he will drink of the wine of the wrath of God, which is mixed in full strength in the cup of His anger" (vs. 10). The symbol of a cup of wine, representing the fierce anger of God, is common to OT literature. When a nation or people drink of this cup the result is destruction at the hand of God. The Lord told the prophet Jeremiah, "Take this cup of the wine of wrath from My hand, and cause all the nations, to whom I send you, to drink it. And they shall drink and stagger and go mad because of the sword that I will send among them" (Jeremiah 25:15-16). "Drink, be drunk, vomit, fall, and rise no more because of the sword which I will send among you" (vs. 27). 

This is a destruction which would be absolute!! "They will drink and swallow, and become as if they had never existed" (Obadiah 16). Just two verses later the prophecy changes to the figure of fire as the agent of punishment. The house of Esau is likened unto "stubble." It will be "set on fire and consumed," and "there will be no survivor of the house of Esau" (vs. 18). 

"In the hand of the Lord is a cup full of foaming wine mixed with spices; He pours it out, and all the wicked of the earth drink it down to its very dregs" (Psalm 75:8). To drink this down to the dregs symbolizes a complete, total punishment, not just a partial one. It is a full and furious outpouring of wrath. Let not the wicked think they shall escape this fate, for "the cup in the Lord's right hand will come around to you" (Habakkuk 2:16). Job prays that the wicked may "drink of the wrath of the Almighty" (Job 21:20). 

These are passages which speak of destruction and extinction as a result of experiencing the wrath of the Almighty. It is not torture but termination that is consistently in view. It speaks of no survivors, of chaff being burned up in fire, and of the wicked becoming "as if they had never existed." The wrath of God will be unmixed (undiluted), full and furious, and FINAL. How could one possibly survive such an encounter? "But who can endure the day of His coming? Who can stand when He appears?" (Malachi 3:2). The answer is: NO ONE!! 

There is nothing whatsoever in the figure of the cup of the wine of God's wrath that suggests perpetual torture of the wicked. Indeed, the OT references strongly suggest just the opposite: a fearful destruction which is total and complete; one from which there will never, ever be any restoration or recovery or survivor. 

TWO --- "...and he will be tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels and in the presence of the Lamb" (vs. 10). This statement immediately brings to mind the fate of Sodom & Gomorrah. "Then the Lord rained on Sodom and Gomorrah brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven" (Genesis 19:24). The overthrow of Assyria is also depicted in similar language: "The breath of the Lord, like a torrent of brimstone, sets it afire" (Isaiah 30:33). If you read the entire context (vs. 27-33) you will see God's tongue characterized as "a consuming fire" .... God is "burning in His anger, and dense is His smoke" .... His judgment against Assyria will "be seen in fierce anger, and in the flame of a consuming fire." 

God also warned Edom that "a day of vengeance" was coming in which "its streams shall be turned into pitch, and its loose earth into brimstone, and its land shall become burning pitch. It shall not be quenched night or day; its smoke shall go up forever" (Isaiah 34:8-10). This would also be the fate of Gog, as prophesied by the prophet Ezekiel. "And with pestilence and with blood I shall enter into judgment with him; and I shall rain on him, and on his troops, and on the many peoples who are with him, a torrential rain, with hailstones, fire, and brimstone" (Ezekiel 38:22). 

It is very obvious that the passage in Revelation (14:9-11) has its roots firmly grounded in Old Covenant history and literature. Each of the four aspects of the punishment specified are taken directly from the pages of the OT Scriptures. They are symbols. Nothing more. They symbolize a fearful judgment in which God will pour out upon His enemies His full and final wrath, a wrath so consuming that all will vanish away before it. They will be completely consumed like stubble in an unstoppable fire, like chaff in a molten river. Nothing will be left but ashes (Malachi 4:1-3). 

Is there "torment" involved in death by fire? Absolutely!! Men recoil in horror at the thought of perishing in a fire. Few prospects instill as much terror in the hearts of men. Thus, God employed this figure repeatedly to show the seriousness and wretchedness of the fate awaiting those who oppose Him. The wicked will indeed experience "torment" (and indescribable torment, at that) when they are consumed in the fury of His wrath. 

· "For if we go on sinning willfully after receiving the knowledge of the truth, there no longer remains a sacrifice for sins, but a certain terrifying expectation of judgment, and the fury of a fire which will consume the adversaries" (Hebrews 12:26-27). 

The figure of "fire and brimstone" is used repeatedly in the OT Scriptures to represent utter destruction. It is never used to convey perpetual torture. Yes, those being destroyed utterly will experience torment as they are being consumed by the wrath of God. Suffering is a natural part of the process of destruction. However, there is nothing in these figures that suggests God preserves the wicked for the purpose of endlessly heaping upon them unimaginable tortures and torments. Yes, there is pain associated with death & destruction, but it is the latter that is the true punishment, not the former. 

In Revelation 18 we see depicted the fall of Babylon (which again is pure symbolism, and is not speaking literally of the ancient city of Babylon). The merchants and kings and others who consorted with her see "the smoke of her burning" and they stand at a distance because of the fearfulness "of her torment" (vs. 10, 15), and yet we know that "in one hour she has been laid waste" (vs. 19) and "will not be found any longer" (vs. 21). Yes, there is the presence of torment in the destruction of the wicked, and it will be a fearful thing to behold. But when the chaff is burned up it will be "found no more." The figures are not figures representing perpetual torture. On the contrary. They represent utter destruction. A destruction witnessed by the angels and the Lamb. "Angels who through the ages had watched the unfolding and revealing of God's eternal purpose and the conflict between good and evil, now see the consummation of that purpose and final consequence of evil" (Homer Hailey, Revelation: An Introduction and Commentary, p. 310). 

THREE --- "And the smoke of their torment goes up forever and ever" (vs. 11). When God poured out His fiery judgment upon Edom, the land would become desolate and "its smoke shall go up forever" (Isaiah 34:10). Is smoke still rising in that area? Of course not. This is figurative language. It conveys utter destruction. Nothing is left. The smoke is a testimony to the enduring destruction caused by the consuming fire. It is a visible witness of the powerful destruction that has been effected by the outpouring of God's wrath. The sword of God had descended "in judgment on Edom, the people I have totally destroyed" (vs. 5). 

When Abraham arose the next morning and looked out over the area which had previously contained the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah, "he saw, and behold, the smoke of the land ascended like the smoke of a furnace" (Genesis 19:28). Were those cities still there? Were the inhabitants still there being tortured in that fire from out of heaven? No, of course not. They were gone!!! All that remained was the testimony of the smoke; a witness to the power of God's consuming fire!! The cities and their inhabitants had been "reduced to ashes" (2 Peter 2:6) when they experienced the "punishment of eternal fire" (Jude 7). They thus serve as an example of the fate of the wicked (2 Peter 2:6) at the final judgment, who will also be reduced to ashes by the outpouring of God's wrath in a consuming fire (2 Peter 3:7f; Malachi 4:1-3). 

It is extremely important to notice what is NOT said in the above statement. It does NOT say the wicked are tormented forever and ever. It says the SMOKE of their torment GOES UP forever and ever. That is a major distinction. It is not the destroying process, torturous though it will be, that is depicted as being enduring. Rather, it is the testimony and evidence of that utter destruction that is enduring. When God completely and permanently destroys the wicked, that will be a judgment forever noted in the hearts and minds of the redeemed. NO MORE will the wicked be found to oppress them. They are gone, and gone forever, and they are assured of that reality forevermore!! This is the significance of the "forever ascending smoke" --- it is a forever testimony to the enduring judgment of God against all that opposed Him and His people. Like the rainbow, it is a forever, visible reminder of God's judgment. Now, whether there will literally be smoke visible to the saints throughout eternity, or whether this is merely a symbol of the reality of that blessed assurance, is arguable. I personally tend to think that the smoke will not be literally present, but God is merely suggesting by this symbol that the evidence of the utter destruction of the wicked will be evident to us in some way, and we need never again doubt that their destruction has been forever accomplished. 

Again, absolutely nothing is said about the torment being "forever and ever" in this passage. Rather it is ascending smoke that is said to be an enduring testimony. One may perhaps assume the torment continues, but to do so flies in the face of the remainder of Scripture, and contradicts the OT allusions employed. Thus, it is an assumption with no basis in biblical teaching. "The wicked will perish, and the enemies of the Lord will be like the flowers of the pastures; they vanish -- like smoke they vanish away" (Psalm 37:20). 

· "'Smoke' has aptly been said to be the formless relic of an object that has been consumed, or decomposed, by the action of fire. It is but a relic, a vestige, an emblem, a lingering trace of the passing, the drifting aftermath that remains from an object that has been destroyed. A perpetual smoke may, therefore, well stand for a perpetual reminder before the universe of an irreparable ruin that has taken place, a burning up that has accomplished its allotted purpose. The same inspired portrayal, it is to be ever remembered, declares that God will 'consume,' 'devour,' 'destroy,' cause to 'perish,' and 'blot out' all the wicked. That dread transaction, or operation, involves and constitutes the 'second death.' The perpetuity intended is not, therefore, of the torment, but of the death following thereafter and caused thereby" (Dr. Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 409). 

FOUR --- "...and they have no rest day and night" (vs. 11). "The phrase 'they have no rest, day or night' (Rev. 14:11) is interpreted by traditionalists as descriptive of the eternal torment of hell. The phrase, however, denotes the continuity and not the eternal duration of an action" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 213). 

This particular phrase refers to uninterrupted continuity until a desired goal is achieved. There will be no breaks, no reprieve, no relaxing, no respite until the purpose has been accomplished. Some people, for example, when trying to break a world record (like riding a roller coaster) will take regular breaks in order to go to the bathroom or to catch a quick nap. There will be no breaks for rest, neither by day nor by night, when destruction is poured out upon the wicked. It will continue until completed!! 

Dr. Harold Guillebaud correctly explains that this phrase "certainly says that there will be no break or intermission in the suffering of the followers of the Beast, while it continues; but in itself it does not say that it will continue forever" (The Righteous Judge: A Study of the Biblical Doctrine of Everlasting Punishment, p. 24). 

This can clearly be seen, and this interpretation substantiated, in the destruction of Edom. This nation would experience the fire and brimstone of the Lord's fierce wrath, and "it shall not be quenched night or day; its smoke shall go up forever" (Isaiah 34:10). We know for a fact that the "fire and brimstone" spoken of with reference to Edom did indeed cease when its "work of destruction" had been accomplished. Thus, the idiomatic phrase "not quenched night or day" (a Hebraism) clearly referred to continuity, not perpetuity. I see no exegetical reason to suggest otherwise with the passage in Revelation 14. 

This expression is found repeatedly in the OT writings (from which Revelation draws very heavily). "You will live in constant suspense, filled with dread both night and day, never sure of your life" (Deut. 28:66). It would be an unrelenting dread; one which never lessened. Just as the wrath of God would be unrelenting upon those who experienced it. There would be no break, no "time out," no letting up. In Psalm 32 David described the torment he felt over his sin -- "For day and night your hand was heavy upon me; my strength was sapped as in the heat of summer" (vs. 4). The picture here is of unrelenting torment of the inner man; God's hand heavy upon him. God did not relent until the desired result was achieved -- repentance! His hand was heavy upon him day and night, without rest, until he was brought to the desired goal of repentance. 

· "To sum up, the four figures present in the scene of Revelation 14:9-11 complement one another in describing the final destruction of the apostates. The 'unmixed' wine of God's fury poured out in full strength suggests a judgment resulting in extinction. The burning sulphur denotes some degree of conscious punishment that precedes the extinction. The rising smoke serves as a continuous reminder of God's just judgment. The suffering will continue day and night until the ungodly are completely destroyed" (Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 213). 
CONCLUSION 

I again plead with my brother in Christ, and fellow leader in the churches of Christ, to join with me in evidencing a spirit of genuine concern for our readers and for a responsible, reasonable and timely presentation of our respective views. This dialogue is not about one of us besting the other, it is about a quest for ultimate Truth. If we will just keep that uppermost in our hearts and minds then perhaps we can glorify our God in this exchange and help our readers come to an educated conviction as to the nature of Truth. 

Thomas, let's bring this dialogue to a positive and noble conclusion as befits two dedicated servants of the Lord. God is neither honored, nor our readers edified or educated, by a spirit of pettiness. 

May God richly bless each of you in your quest for greater understanding. 
 
( ( ( 

Thrasher’s Ninth Article
I commend Al for decreasing the length of his last article to slightly less than 10,000 words (by way of comparison, a little longer than the books of Hebrews, James, and Philemon combined)! Unfortunately, he chose not to use any of those words to try to ANSWER the points I made. He wrote: "About all I can say after having reviewed brother Thrasher's eighth submission to this discussion is -- he and I differ on just about everything." He repeats this idea a little later: "Again, it is obvious we agree on very little." 

When Al and I began this debate, I thought it was obvious that we did not agree. If we were in agreement, there would have been no need to debate! On his website Al refers to this discussion as "The Maxey-Thrasher DEBATE" (caps mine); however, he quit the "debate" in his eighth article, opting to "proceed with a presentation of what I believe God's Truth to be on the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed, and in so doing enter the final phase of our dialogue on this topic" without even attempting to answer anything in my preceding article. I am not objecting to his presenting what he imagines the truth to be "on the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed" (he ought to do that). However, I am objecting to his refusal to even try to answer the points I have made! 
In concluding my eighth presentation I said, "It seems that I recall making some arguments back in my fifth article. It would be nice if Al would address the ones I DID make that he has not even touched!!! I encourage Al to deal with those arguments. In my next article, I will review Al's responses to those arguments ..." Regretfully, I will not be able to "review Al's responses to those arguments" because he once more refused to respond to them, even though I called attention to this at least three times in my last address. In addition, he did not attempt to answer any arguments advanced in my last address. 

Rather than reply to what I have argued, Al chose to discuss several "traditionalist" arguments that I have not made! My friend admits this: "Yes, Thomas, I have indeed put forth arguments you yourself had not yet made (and perhaps would not have), but they are the arguments proffered by the traditionalist camp and thus must be addressed in any reasoned response to and refutation of that position." My friend, you agreed to a DEBATE, which obligated you to (1) offer Bible arguments in PROOF of his position, and (2) attempt to answer MY arguments. If your intention was to set forth all that you wanted to say on these matters and answer the "traditionalist" positions and arguments, you should have just written a BOOK! 

My opponent states: "We both gladly embrace these challenges and seek to serve the Lord to the best of our abilities and opportunities." What about the opportunity YOU first proposed, and which I have accepted, for us to debate creation and the age of the earth? 

· In Al's sixth article he wrote: "I might point out to you, Thomas, that these are MY beliefs as well. My YEC brother then wrote, 'I don't have much confidence in someone who is no better Bible student than that!' Hmmmm. I think I see the makings of another debate here!!!" 

· In my eighth article I wrote: "Between submission of articles to Al ... I am continually proclaiming and defending God's word. In fact, since Al has introduced the possibility of a debate between us relating to creation and the age of the earth, I will agree to meet him in an ORAL debate on this important issue SOON, if he is willing. That could provide him with another opportunity to 'proclaim and defend' God's word even while this written debate is on-going." 

· Al's response was ... SILENCE! 

Al judged my motives and spirit because I sent my article at the end of his arbitrary deadline. Near the end of his speech he said, "God is neither honored, nor our readers edified or educated, by a spirit of pettiness." I have acknowledged my irritation with Al's stubbornness in regard to several details of this debate, especially his escalation of article length; however, that was not the reason I sent my eighth article near midnight of Al's 40-day deadline. The truth is that I didn't start it until that day! 

He and his cohorts can think whatever they wish; however, those who know me well are fully aware of the fact that I am disposed to procrastinate when it comes to lengthy writing assignments. I tend to postpone them as long as possible, then do "last-minute" work to meet deadlines. This was true when I was assigned numerous papers to write in college and graduate school --- and I still almost always made an "A" (g), and it remains true with regard to my writing articles for educational journals, religious periodicals, and even written debates. 

In his 6th article, Al attempted to answer a "traditionalist" argument on the word "today" in Luke 23:43. He stated: "The argument by the traditionalists is that this verse assures us the penitent thief would be 'in Paradise' with Jesus THAT SAME DAY!" I replied to his peculiar notion on the word "today," quoting 5 different Bible translations of this passage in my 7th article and 14 more in my 8th article. Since then, I have found two more translations in my library: 

· "today you shall be with me in Paradise" (New English Bible) 

· "this very day you will be with me in paradise" (The New Testament in Modern English) 

These 21 English translations serve as impressive evidence against Al's position. He has totally ignored my reply. If (as all of these translations state) Jesus said that the "thief" would be WITH HIM in Paradise that same day, both Jesus and the "thief" continued to exist in Paradise AFTER they died! This is a deathblow to Al's entire position. 

As I promised at the close of my previous offering, I will now respond to Al's remarks on Genesis 35:18, 1 Corinthians 2:11, and 2 Corinthians 12:1-4 given in his seventh article. 

Concerning Rachel's death, Genesis 35:18 states: 

· "And it came to pass, as her soul was in departing, (for she died) ..." (KJV). 

· "And it came to pass, as her soul was departing (for she died), ..." (ASV). 

· "And it came about as her soul was departing (for she died), ..." (NASB). 

In discussing the meaning of the word "soul" (nephesh), Al points out that it may also mean "life" and that the text simply means that "LIFE was leaving her ... Her life was departing." He quotes Adam Clarke and John T. Willis, neither of whose opinions are authority with me. I found it interesting that he endorses the comment by Willis, but he rejects the comment by Clarke. 

When I looked up Clarke's commentary online, these were his observations on Genesis 35:18 (the *** replace the Hebrew words given by Clarke): 

· "Verse 18. As her soul was in departing] Is not this a proof that there is an immortal spirit in man, which can exist separate from and independent of the body? Of Rachel's death it is said, ***, in the going away of her soul; her body did not go away, therefore her soul and body must have been distinct. If her breath only had been intended, *** or *** would have rather been used, as the first means breath, the latter breath or spirit indifferently." 

I showed early in this discussion that physical death occurs when the spirit LEAVES the body: "...the body apart from the spirit is dead ..." (James 2:26, ASV). Luke 23:46, "And Jesus, crying with a loud voice, said, Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit: and having said this, he gave up the ghost." Ecclesiastes 12:7, "Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it." The death of Rachel described in Genesis 35:18 is consistent with this Bible concept. 

In 1 Corinthians 2:11 the apostle Paul wrote: 

· "For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? ..." (KJV) 

· "For who among men knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of the man, which is in him? ..." (ASV) 

· "For who among men knows the thoughts of a man except the spirit of the man, which is in him? ..." (NASB) 

Al says, "This is simply a reference to one's own will or personality. You can't read my mind, but I can know my own mind or heart." He quotes The Expositor's Bible Commentary, Dr. C. K. Barrett, Adam Clarke, The Expositor's Bible Commentary again, and R. C. H. Lenski in setting forth his view. Remember, however, that Al has admitted that such quotations in "no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views." He has also acknowledged that "both of us could quote a host of men (known and unknown, reputable and otherwise) who agree with our respective positions." Nevertheless, he continues in every article to give profuse quotations from such men. 

However, what does the inspired apostle say? "But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God." Paul parallels "the Spirit of God" (Holy Spirit) to "the spirit of man." Since the Holy Spirit is a spirit being, then so is the spirit of man. 

Remember, "the spirit of man" is IN him. If it were not, the body would be dead (James 2:26)! 

In my fifth article, I quoted 2 Corinthians 12:2-3, "I know a MAN in Christ ... whether IN THE BODY I do not know, or whether OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows ... and I know such a MAN -- whether IN THE BODY or OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows." I then observed that "the inspired apostle knew that a MAN could exist without being in his physical BODY. So there is more to MAN than his physical body!" 

Al struggled against the force of this passage, referring to "extra-bodily experiences," "out-of-body experiences," and "soul traveling." He also cited statements from Adam Clarke and The Pulpit Commentary. My friend stated: 

· "I think it is rather obvious, therefore, based on Paul's own assessment of the event, that this was simply a vision or revelation, and that he himself didn't actually, physically go anywhere!!" 

· "This passage says nothing whatsoever about some immortal, never-dying 'something' trapped inside of our mortal bodies ..." 

· "If the Traditionalists want to perpetuate such nonsense, that is their choice. I will stick to the Bible." 

In his effort to overcome the "Traditionalist" view, my brother EVADES my point on this passage! Let me quote several translations of 2 Corinthians 12:2-3 (with caps for emphasis) and then make my point again! 

· "I knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago, (whether in the body, I cannot tell; or whether OUT OF THE BODY, I cannot tell: God knoweth;) such an one caught up to the third heaven. And I knew such a man, (whether in the body, or OUT OF THE BODY, I cannot tell: God knoweth;)" (KJV). 

· "I know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago -- whether in the body I do not know, or whether OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows -- such a one was caught up to the third heaven. And I know such a man -- whether in the body or OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows --" (NKJV). 

· "I know a man in Christ, fourteen years ago (whether in the body, I know not; or whether OUT OF THE BODY, I know not; God knoweth), such a one caught up even to the third heaven. And I know such a man (whether in the body, or APART FROM THE BODY, I know not; God knoweth)," (ASV). 

· "I know a man in Christ who fourteen years ago -- whether in the body I do not know, or OUT OF THE BODY I do not know, God knows -- such a man was caught up to the third heaven. And I know how such a man -- whether in the body or APART FROM THE BODY I do not know, God knows --" (NASB) 

Surely, any sincere reader of the Bible can see what this passage SAYS. My point was (and is) that "the inspired apostle knew that a MAN could exist WITHOUT being in his physical BODY. So there is more to MAN than his physical body!" If a MAN has no existence APART FROM THE BODY (as Al contends), then Paul certainly should have known that he was IN THE BODY!!! 

In Al's "introduction to the conclusion," he seeks to provide his answer to this question: "What will be the ultimate destiny of both the wicked and the redeemed?" Inasmuch as the "ultimate destiny of the redeemed" is not the issue in our discussion, I will forego direct response to that. However, I will respond to his assertions on "the ultimate destiny of the wicked." 

Al says, "Scripture informs us that the dead, both righteous and wicked, sleep in the dust of the ground awaiting the trumpet blast which will awaken them on that final day." Insofar as their physical bodies are concerned, I agree. 

Al quotes Revelation 22:12 where Jesus said, "I am coming quickly, and My reward is with Me ..." He claims these "rewards" will not be dispensed until the second coming of Christ. However, I believe he has misinterpreted and misapplied this passage. It refers to a coming of the Lord that would be soon: 

· "... things which must shortly take place" (verse 6, NKJV). 

· "Behold, I am coming quickly! ..." (verse 7, NKJV). 

· "... the time is at hand" (verse 10, NKJV). 

· "And behold, I am coming quickly ..." (verse 12, NKJV). 

· "... Surely I am coming quickly" (verse 20, NKJV). 

He goes on to say, "Then, on that day, a great judging and separation will occur among those raised from the dead. This does not occur in some intermediate holding area prior to the coming of Christ. Our Lord's 'reward' comes with Him, it is not given out beforehand." Although Al has misapplied Revelation 22:12 to the second coming of Christ, he is correct that the "reward" mentioned here "comes with Him, it is not given out beforehand." It occurred when the Lord came in judgment back in that general time period. The Bible speaks of several "comings" of the Lord in judgment against various people. Those judgments should not be confused with the "second coming of Christ." 

My friend discusses at some length the reward of the righteous; however, that is not the topic of this debate. I suspect that the eternal destiny of the redeemed is one of the few points on which he and I basically agree. 

Al quotes Malachi 4:1-3 and comments that "the destruction of the wicked is likened unto the burning up of chaff. All it leaves is ashes." 

Doesn't my opponent see the obvious use of figurative language in this context? 

· "And they shall be mine, saith the LORD of hosts, in that day when I make up MY JEWELS ..." (3:17). Literal jewels? 

· "But unto you that fear my name shall the Sun of righteousness arise with healing in his WINGS ..." (4:2). Literal wings? 

· "and ye shall ... grow up as CALVES of the stall" (4:2). Literal calves? 

· "And ye shall TREAD DOWN the wicked; for they shall be ASHES under the SOLES OF YOUR FEET ..." (4:3). Literal ashes under their literal feet? 

· "Behold, I will send you ELIJAH the prophet before the coming of the great and dreadful day of the LORD" (4:5). Literally Elijah? 

Al says a little later, "The wicked will be nothing more than ashes under our feet. In other words, the figure portrays the reality that they are gone forever." So he admits this is a figure! How does he KNOW that this figure "portrays the reality that they are gone forever"? 

My friend makes the following claim: "As one examines the many biblical examples of God's dealings with the wicked, it will be quickly perceived that not one single time in all of recorded biblical teaching is the punishment for sin against God ever declared to be torture.... Nowhere does God ever use torture as divine punishment. Not even once!" Let us see if that is true or false. 

According to Webster's New World Dictionary (School and Office Edition), "torture" comes from the Latin torquere, to twist, and refers to "any severe physical or mental pain; agony" (page 452). "Torment" also comes from the Latin torquere, to twist, and means "great pain or anguish; agony" (page 451). They mean the same thing. 

According to the New Webster's Expanded Dictionary, "torment" (as a noun) means "extreme pain; torture; that which gives pain"; as a verb it means "to torture" (page 346). "Torture" means "extreme pain; agony; torment"; as a verb it means "to pain to extremity; to torment" (page 346). They are interchangeable words. 

In Luke 16:24 the no-longer-rich man says (after his death), "I am tormented in this flame"! The word used here is defined in the BAGD Lexicon: "of physical torment.... Esp. of the tortures of hell ..." (page 555). Here is one clear example of a person who was being "tormented"/"tortured" by God for his sins. 

Revelation 14:9-11 says, "... If anyone worships the beast and his image ... he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels and in the presence of the Lamb. And the smoke of their torment ascends forever and ever ..." 

Revelation 20:10 says, "And the devil ... was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone where the beast and the false prophet are. And they will be tormented day and night forever and ever." 

Brother Maxey says, "Nowhere does God ever use torture as divine punishment. Not even once!" Our dear readers, whom will you believe -- God or Al Maxey??? 

Al quotes the opinions of Edward Fudge (who, like Al, apparently doesn't possess the courage to participate in an oral debate on his views), Curtis Dickinson, Leroy Edwin Froom, and several other men in the remainder of his article. I do not accept their pronouncements as authoritative. 

My brother seems to especially appreciate what he calls "Leroy Edwin Froom's monumental two volume, 2000 page study The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers." I wonder what it is that makes it "monumental"? 

· Is it the length? (We all know that Al likes to use a great quantity of words!) 

· Is it Froom's scholarliness? (What are his credentials as a Bible "scholar.") 

· Was he a faithful Christian? 

Citing this work, Al lists many NT expressions regarding the "final disposition of the wicked." However, not a single one of them teaches Al's theory of annihilation, extinction, or ceasing to exist. I will examine these various expressions in my next article. 
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Maxey’s Ninth Article
INTRODUCTORY MATTERS 

In a previous article I had "tongue-in-cheek" (which Thomas apparently didn't recognize as such) made the following comment on our differing views with regard to creation: "Hmmmm. I think I see the makings of another debate here!!" In response to this my brother wrote, "Since Al has introduced the possibility of a debate between us relating to creation and the age of the earth, I will agree to meet him in an ORAL debate on this important issue SOON, if he is willing." 
I thought I had responded to that statement, and have searched through my posts for my response. However, I haven't found it ... thus, my "response" may not have made it "onto paper." I apologize to Thomas for that failure. My position over the years has remained consistent --- I do not do oral debates, only written ones. Oral debates are just not "my thing." Written debates, discussions or dialogues are. Thus, I would respectfully decline any offer of an oral debate. It is simply not a format for discussion with which I have any interest whatsoever. But, thanks for the offer, Thomas. 

Brother Thrasher wrote, "I commend Al for decreasing the length of his last article to slightly less than 10,000 words." This sounds remarkably similar to his opening statement in his post prior to this last one: "I want to congratulate Al for actually decreasing the length of his speech in his seventh offering (the first time in this debate that one of his articles has been shorter than the previous one!). This time he used only 12,922 words! Maybe I am winning him over!" 

And my present article is only 5740 words!! Now, if only I could be as successful in winning Thomas over to a more respectful and responsible response time. Unfortunately, that appears to be a lost cause .... and, sadly, the ones who suffer are the readers. Last time I pointed out I had (on the advice of others) put Thomas to the test to see if a "spirit of pettiness" was at work. Thomas demonstrated that there WAS. I mistakenly assumed that exposing this spirit would be sufficient to shame Thomas into greater responsibility. Instead, he did the very same thing AGAIN. He waited until the last minute of the last day. This is not only premeditated pettiness, it is "in your face" premeditated pettiness. There is now no question in my mind regarding the spirit of my opponent, which, I believe, brings his entire credibility into question. 

Thomas seeks to excuse himself by saying, "those who know me well are fully aware of the fact that I am disposed to procrastinate." My guess is that Thomas, as a school teacher and administrator, does not put up with such from those under his charge. If an entire school system, or even a classroom, followed their "leader" in this respect, it would fall into chaos. As a leader of men, both secularly and spiritually, Thomas has an obligation to overcome such a negative character trait (which he clearly recognizes and acknowledges), rather than glibly perpetuating it to the hurt of others. Thomas would not accept such an excuse from others, and rightly so. If Thomas was a child, I could perhaps justify such a flaw, but not from one who professes to be a secular and spiritual leader. If Thomas was unaware of this negative trait, that would be one thing, but he has admitted he is fully aware of it (as are others close to him), yet he expects us to accept his unwillingness to deal with this problem, even though we are inconvenienced by it. That is not the mark of a leader, and it will not serve Thomas well as he seeks to lead men. 

BUT, my opponent has now made it abundantly clear that he has no intention of changing (either theologically or personally), and so there is little we (the readers and I) can do about that. I find it tragic that one who professionally and spiritually calls others to responsible change with respect to their weaknesses will nevertheless reject that advice for himself. Thomas applauds MY change with regard to length of posts, but refuses to reciprocate with regard to response time! Go figure!! 

With regard to the misplaced comma in most translations of Luke 23:43, Thomas wrote: "These 21 English translations serve as impressive evidence against Al's position." No, brother Thrasher, they only serve as "impressive evidence" of the widespread acceptance of a grammatical error which seems to bolster a pagan perception. Thomas says that I have "totally ignored" this evidence. On the contrary. I freely admit that most translations have perpetuated this error. It is unfortunate, but it is a fact. Many have perceived the error, however, and I gave testimony to those who have. I have no doubt that Thomas could produce even more than 21 English misunderstandings of this passage. 

Thomas made the following observation: 

· I showed early in this discussion that physical death occurs when the spirit LEAVES the body: "...the body apart from the spirit is dead..." (James 2:26, ASV). Luke 23:46, "And Jesus, crying with a loud voice, said, Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit: and having said this, he gave up the ghost." Ecclesiastes 12:7, "Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it." The death of Rachel described in Genesis 35:18 is consistent with this Bible concept. 

I agree 100% with everything Thomas said in the above passage. What I do not agree with is his interpretation of the term "spirit." Thomas believes this constitutes some separate immortal spirit-being living temporarily inside of our physical bodies, and which is released to even greater life (in either bliss or misery) at the moment of physical death. That is a pagan concept nowhere taught in Scripture. I have dealt with this extensively in previous posts to this debate, thus feel no need to belabor the point here. 

Thomas wrote, "Since the Holy Spirit is a spirit being, then so is the spirit of man." Interesting assumption, but it has no basis in fact. Thomas is grasping at straws to try and prove his pagan-based theology that immortal spirit-beings are trapped inside of our physical bodies. Plato taught this absurdity, but God never did. 

With regard to Revelation 22:12, Thomas wrote, "Al claims these 'rewards' will not be dispensed until the second coming of Christ. However, I believe he has misinterpreted and misapplied this passage. It refers to a coming of the Lord that would be soon. .... Al has misapplied Revelation 22:12 to the second coming of Christ. .... It occurred when the Lord came in judgment back in that general time period." 

Yes, Thomas, there are indeed some who interpret this passage as referring to lesser, more limited, judgments prior to the Parousia. Largely this is because of their literal understanding of terms such as "quickly," "near," and the like. These can also convey the idea of imminence and suddenness, of course. Thus, to echo the perspective of The Pulpit Commentary, these terms caution the believer (and non-believer also) against the sin of procrastination. Notice this statement from Volume 22 of The Pulpit Commentary: 

· PROCRASTINATION. Many, Felix-like, put off to "a more convenient season" the consideration of a fact like this [that a day of recompense is coming in which Jesus will reward the righteous and destroy the wicked]. It was this very fact that Paul reasoned about and at which Felix trembled; but, nevertheless, the consideration of which he, as thousands are ever doing, put off. Now, as if to protest against and to prevent such conduct, Christ says, "Behold, I come quickly." There is no time for delay; "now is the day of salvation." 

Nevertheless, there are indeed some who feel the passage does not refer to the Second Coming of our Lord, at which time He will bring His eternal rewards with Him. I do not happen to be one of them. Thus, I reject brother Thrasher's rejection of this passage as a reference to the Parousia. 

Thomas quotes several passages of Scripture to try and prove that the punishment itself for sin is TORTURE. Yes, Thomas, those passages mention that the punishment of our God will NOT be a pleasant experience. Indeed, it will be torturous. Those being executed in the lake of fire will indeed be in torment during the destruction process. The punishment itself, however is not torture .... it is DEATH. When a man is sentenced to death in the electric chair, his punishment for his crime is NOT the pain experienced for those few seconds it takes to kill him. That will not be a pleasant experience. There will be torment involved, no question. But, the actual punishment is DEATH, not the pain involved in the dying process. 

The theory of Thomas, however, is that DEATH never actually occurs in hell. Instead, the wicked LIVE forever!! Thus, the eternal punishment for sin is no longer DEATH, but rather LIFE in torture. As one scholar indicated: calling black white, and white black is nothing compared to this. 

Brother Thrasher, I do not deny that there will be torment present in the destroying/dying process. That torment, however, is not the prescribed "wages of sin" which will be paid out on that day. The wages of sin is DEATH (Romans 6:23). 
A MEETING IN THE AIR 

When reviewing passages pertaining to the Parousia one is immediately and inevitably drawn to Paul's comforting words directed to the brethren in the city of Thessalonica. He tells them that he does not want them "to be uninformed ... about those who are asleep" (1 Thess. 4:13). The reason for this concern is also stated: "so that you may not grieve, as do the rest who have no hope" (vs. 13). Obviously, "sleep" is a figure of speech representing "death." Even some of our Lord's companions misunderstood this figure of speech, and thus Jesus had to explain to them that He was talking of literal, physical death (John 11:11-14). In the same way, Paul was speaking of those brethren who had already died physically and were "asleep" in the dust of the ground. 

The message he was about to impart to them would be information they could then use to "comfort one another" (vs. 18). It was a message of assurance and hope, even of expectation. The Lord would return one day. The dead in Christ shall arise from their graves (Hades). The living will be caught up to the Lord together with those righteous ones who have been resurrected. From other passages we also know that the wicked will experience a resurrection unto judgment. The present heavens and earth shall be burned up with fire, and the wicked will be consumed in this process. Then the redeemed shall be led to the new heavens and earth where they will dwell forever with their Lord. This is a comforting thought mentioned several times in the Scriptures, and from it we can draw great assurance. 

In this passage of Scripture (1 Thessalonians 4:13-18) there are several points that need to receive greater attention exegetically if we would truly perceive the full force of this teaching by the apostle Paul. We will notice each one in turn. 

#1 --- "For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even so God will bring with Him those who have fallen asleep in Jesus" (vs. 14, NASB). Traditionally, this has been interpreted to signify that the souls or spirits of the righteous dead will come back from heaven or Paradise with Jesus when He returns (at the Parousia). Thus, when our Lord comes again to "claim His bride," His bride with come with Him. Hmmmmm. That sounds a bit strange, now doesn't it?!! The traditional explanation, of course, is that He is bringing these "immortal souls" with Him for the purpose of zapping them back into their resurrected bodies. The righteous dead, according to this theory, were already WITH the Lord in Paradise, but now He's coming for the bodies. This leads one to ask the question: Why?! If the redeemed are already experiencing the joys of Paradise with the Lord, why bother with coming back for a body? 

Jesus declared, "In My Father's house are many dwelling places. .... I go to prepare a place for you. And if I go and prepare a place for you, I will come again, and receive you to Myself; that where I am, there you may be also" (John 14:2-3). Thomas teaches that the righteous dead are already there at the moment of physical death. Jesus teaches He will come to receive them to Himself at the Parousia; that they are not already there. Do we believe Thomas or Jesus? I think I'll choose the latter. 

In Matthew 24:30-31 Jesus informs us that at His return His angels "will gather together His elect from the four winds, from one end of the sky to the other." Who exactly is being "gathered together" if they are all already "with Him" when He returns in glory? The traditionalists declare it is just resurrected bodies being gathered together at this time, since the "immortal souls" are returning "with Him." Jesus says He will not lose any who are truly His, but will "raise him up on the last day" (John 6:39-40). Again, a rather strange statement to make if these redeemed ones had already been with Him in glory for many centuries. In what possible way would any of them be "lost" to Him if the resurrection did not occur? And yet Jesus clearly links the saving of these redeemed ones with the resurrection on the last day. 

· Paul declares exactly the same when he says the victory over death is experienced "at the last trumpet." At that point we shall "put on immortality," and "THEN will come about the saying that is written, 'Death is swallowed up in victory'" (1 Corinthians 15:52-55). 

The notion that the victory is won at the moment of death, and we are already with the Lord in a "place of sweet repose," flies in the face of clear biblical teaching to the contrary. And yet the language of 1 Thess. 4:14 does at first glance appear to be saying that Jesus is bringing "with Him" from glory these redeemed ones who have died. So, what exactly IS being declared in this passage? 

The NASB reads: "God will bring with Him those who have fallen asleep in Jesus." Thus, these are those who are asleep. Is this like sleep walking?(G) The New English Bible renders this passage this way: "God will bring them to life with Jesus." The Message (which is a translation in contemporary English) reads much the same: "God will most certainly bring back to life those who died in Jesus." This is certainly true (our Lord will "raise them up on the last day"), but it is not an accurate translation of the actual text. 

The solution to the dilemma can be found in the focus of the "bringing" or "leading away." Where are these "asleep ones" being brought or led TO? And from where? And for what purpose? The traditional teaching from this passage (and it is really an assumption) is that they are coming FROM Paradise, and are being led back to the earth to fetch their bodies. This certainly does NOT fit the "Bridegroom coming for His bride" scenario, however. When the bridegroom left the father's home to fetch his bride, he didn't bring her with Him .... rather, he went to get her. Thrasher's theory has the bride coming along!! 

Consider this possibility: The Lord returns from heaven in the company of the angels to gather His people from the four corners of the earth. He calls them forth from their graves, arousing them from their sleep in the dust of the ground. Both the righteous dead and the righteous living are caught up to a meeting with Him in the air, and then with Him they are led away from the earth (which is about to undergo the judgment of fire) and unto eternal fellowship with the Father in the new heavens and earth. 

· In other words, when the passage says "God will bring with Him those who have fallen asleep in Jesus," it is a bringing unto Himself those who were in their graves, not a bringing unto the earth those who were in Paradise. The Traditionalists have completely misunderstood this "bringing with Him," and regard it as a bringing to earth, rather than a bringing away from the earth and unto eternal fellowship with the Father. With Him (in the company of Jesus), we who have been raised from the dead at the last trumpet, will be led away to the glorious future which awaits us, and which our Lord had gone to prepare, and which He returned to lead us to. 

The word "bring" in verse 14 is a Greek verb signifying "to lead away, lead out; drag away." The Lord Jesus will lead us away from the judgment about to be poured out upon the earth (we shall be caught up from the earth unto a meeting with Him), and then lead us unto the glorious future that awaits us. In other words, being brought with Him is actually the reverse of what the Traditionalists teach. It is a bringing with Him up from the earth unto Paradise (in the new heavens and earth) rather than a bringing with Him down to the earth from Paradise. This interpretation is entirely correct grammatically, and has the advantage of being consistent with the remainder of biblical teaching pertaining to the events of the Parousia. 

· "We are not to think of them as brought from heaven, for they are viewed in respect of their being in their graves. But we may think of them as joining their descending Lord, and brought with him to earth" (The Pulpit Commentary, Vol. 21, p. 94). This, of course, would be the new earth and heavens which will be created following the destruction of the old. Rev. 21:1ff tells us that after the destruction of the old heavens and earth there will be "a new heaven and a new earth," and the bride of Christ is brought with Him to dwell forever in this glorious place. Thus, they are brought up out of the grave to join with Christ in the air, the old is destroyed and they are then with Him brought to the new heavens and earth. 

· Brother Burton Coffman, in his commentary on the 1 Thess. 4 passage, writes that the resurrected redeemed do not dwell with Him in the air, when they meet Him there, "but then accompany him to the new heaven and the new earth." 

· The Expositor's Bible Commentary (Vol. 11, p. 276) comments, "To be brought with Jesus presupposes rising from the dead as part of the process (vs. 16). This is what had been taught the Thessalonians. Yet their ultimate anticipation is not just that of being raised, but that of being 'with Jesus' (4:14; cf. 4:17; 5:10). Beyond resurrection this is the consummating desire of Christians. But even more is in store for Christians. The words 'God will bring' point to a continuing movement heavenward after the meeting in the air (vs. 17), until the arrival in the Father's presence." Although this commentary perceives our destination to be "heaven," rather than the new heavens and earth, nevertheless it has correctly perceived the concept of being brought with Him to be movement toward God's presence, rather than a movement away from His presence in the company of Jesus as He leaves the Father's home to claim His bride. It is the going home to the Father's house with the Bridegroom after the claiming of the bride that is in view, not the bride leaving the Father's house with the Bridegroom to go collect a dead body so some "immortal soul" can be zapped back into it. As this same commentary stated earlier in its exegesis of this verse, "Just as 'Jesus died and rose again,' so will 'those who sleep in Him' be raised when God brings them to heaven with Jesus at His parousia" (ibid). 

In the New Commentary on the Whole Bible (which is based upon the classic work by Jamieson, Fausset and Brown), we find the following statement in its exegesis of this passage: "Disembodied souls are not spoken of; the original Greek reference is to sleeping bodies awaking and returning." 

#2 --- "For the Lord Himself will descend from heaven with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trumpet of God; and the dead in Christ shall rise first. Then we who are alive and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and thus we shall always be with the Lord" (vs. 16-17, NASB). 

In this passage we behold those "dead in Christ" raised from the dust of the ground, and they are gathered up, along with those righteous ones still living at the Parousia, unto an "apantesis" (meeting, encounter) with the Lord in the air. This will be the first "encounter" or "meeting" of the redeemed (both living and dead) with the Lord. "And THUS we shall always be with the Lord." The word translated "thus" is "houtos" which signifies "thusly, under such circumstances or conditions." The conditions or circumstances by which we shall ALWAYS be with our Lord are His coming and our resurrection and gathering up. Nothing is said about the dead already being with Him. Rather, it is under THESE CONDITIONS that this encounter with the Lord occurs, an encounter which leads to us being with Him always. 

The word translated "caught up" (vs. 17) is the Greek word "harpazo" which means to "snatch away by force, convey away suddenly, seize (as a wild beast grabs its prey)." It appears as a Future Passive which signifies this has not yet occurred, but lies in the future (at the Parousia), and it is something that happens to us (we ourselves are not the active agent). We are awakened and called forth from the grave, and then we are "snatched away with great power" unto an encounter with our Lord. He seizes us and lifts us mightily from the earth which is about to experience the full outpouring of the fury of God's consuming fire. The wicked are not snatched away, but rather will be consumed along with the old heavens and earth (2 Peter 3:7). When this is accomplished, we will all be brought with Him (Jesus) to our dwelling in the new heavens and earth, and the wicked, now destroyed forevermore, will be as "ashes under the soles of your feet on the day which I am preparing" says the Lord of hosts (Malachi 4:3). 

· Kittel, in his classic Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, states that this word means "to take something forcefully --- firmly, quickly ... forcefully snatch ... with the thought of speed" (Vol. 1, p. 472). He further states that it "always expresses the mighty operation of God" (ibid). This whole event will happen suddenly, quickly, in the "twinkling of an eye." Thus, our gathering up to this encounter with the Lord will be a sudden "snatching away" from the earth, for the judgment of God will delay no longer. We are being taken out of the way so as not to be destroyed in the outpouring of His wrath. The wicked will experience no such gathering up, but will flee to caves to seek protection against the consuming fire. There will be none, however, and they shall be destroyed along with the old heavens and earth (from which the righteous will have been safely snatched away). 

"But according to His promise we are looking for a new heavens and a new earth, in which righteousness dwells" (2 Peter 3:13). "And I saw a new heaven and a new earth; for the first heaven and the first earth passed away" (Revelation 21:1). "And I heard a loud voice from the throne, saying, 'Behold, the tabernacle of God is among men, and He shall dwell among them, and they shall be His people, and God Himself shall be among them, and He shall wipe away every tear from their eyes; and there shall no longer be any death; there shall no longer be any mourning, or crying, or pain; the first things have passed away.' And he who sits on the throne said, 'Behold, I am making all things new'" (Revelation 21:3-5). 

To sum up, the passage in 1 Thess. 4:13-18 does not even begin to teach what the Traditionalists claim it does. It merely declares that our Lord will return, raise those who sleep in Him, snatch them away from the earth (along with those still living at the time) unto an encounter with Him in the air, and then with Him we shall be brought into the new heavens and earth where only righteousness will dwell (the wicked having been destroyed in the fire after we were caught away), and we shall thus forever be with our Father and His Son. 
ABSENT FROM THE BODY 

With respect to 2 Corinthians 5:8 it has been declared, "No passage in 2 Corinthians has prompted more discussion than this. As a consequence, the diversity of scholarly interpretation is rather bewildering" (The Expositor's Bible Commentary, Vol. 10, p. 346). Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi observes, "This passage is rightly regarded as the crux interpretum, primarily because the figurative language is cryptic and open to different interpretations. Unfortunately, many interpreters are eager to derive from this passage, as from Philippians 1:22-23, precise anthropological, chronological, or cosmological definitions of life after death. Such concerns, however, are far removed from Paul, who is using the poetic language of faith to express his hopes and fears regarding the present and future life, rather than the logical language of science to explain the afterlife. All of this should put the interpreter on guard against reading into the passage what Paul never intended to express" (Immortality or Resurrection? -- A Biblical Study on Human Nature and Destiny, p. 180-181). 

A wise word of caution is sounded by Dr. Leroy Edwin Froom, "It is both illogical and unsafe to build any major doctrine on isolated passages, apart from the general tenor of Scripture. It is to be remembered that enormous errors have been built upon isolated verses" (The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 324). In other words, if one's interpretation of a particular passage is in conflict with the remainder of biblical teaching on that subject, then that particular interpretation becomes suspect. Difficult passages must be interpreted and clarified in light of the entirety of God's Word, not isolated from the whole in order to try and "proof-text" a personal theological preference. "God's message to us is consistent. To put it differently, we should interpret the various parts of Scripture in a way that accords with its central teachings. We may not pit one part of Scripture against another, nor may we interpret a detail of Scripture in a way that undermines its basic message" (Kaiser & Silva, An Introduction to Biblical Hermeneutics: The Search For Meaning, p. 24). 

There is no question but what some interpreters have taken a couple of statements by the apostle Paul and have tried to use them to promote the pagan concepts of the traditionalist positions on the nature of man and the fate of both the righteous and wicked following physical death. These interpretations, however, stand in clear opposition to the overwhelming bulk of biblical teaching on the TRUE nature of man and his ultimate destiny. Thus, to seek to build a theology upon a handful of passages which is contrary to revealed Truth throughout the remainder of God's Word is unconscionable. 

This is exactly what the traditionalists, like brother Thrasher, have done with passages such as 2 Corinthians 5:8 and Philippians 1:23. They have ignored the remainder of biblical teaching and sought to derive a doctrine of "immortal soulism" from these isolated passages which do indeed, when viewed out of context with the rest of God's Word, appear to promote what they proclaim. 

· 2 Corinthians 5:6-8 --- Paul declares that "while we are at home in the body we are absent from the Lord." Thus, he "prefers rather to be absent from the body and to be at home with the Lord." 

· Philippians 1:23-24 --- Paul knew that to one whose life was totally focused on Jesus, death would be "gain" for that one IN HIM (vs. 21). However, to "live on in the flesh" would result in further profitable service to the Lord. Thus, Paul was "hard-pressed from both directions, having the desire to depart and be with Christ, for that is very much better; yet to remain on in the flesh is more necessary for your sake." 

Helmut Thielicke correctly points out that the New Testament is not concerned about a "state" which exists between death and resurrection, but for a relation that exists between the believer and Christ through death. This relationship of being with Christ is not interrupted by death because the believer who sleeps in Christ has no awareness of the passing of time (Living With Death, p. 177). In other words, Paul was not anticipating some meeting with Jesus in some so-called Intermediate State, but rather was confidently looking forward, past the moment of physical death, to the resurrection which, for the dead, would be perceived as instantaneous. We close our eyes in death and we open them in victory when we are awakened by the trumpet at the Parousia. We will not be conscious of the passing of any time. It is similar to the "sleep" brought about by the anesthesiologist prior to an operation. We close our eyes and "instantly" we awaken in the recovery room. Those who sleep in the dust of the ground "do not know anything" (Ecclesiastes 9:5), "for there is no activity or planning or wisdom in Sheol where you are going" (Ecclesiastes 9:10). 

The Bible is filled with striking imagery, but we should not formulate theology based on literal interpretations of images, figures and symbols. To do so will lead to some unbelievably bizarre doctrine. In figurative language Paul simply declares a struggle to know which is personally preferable --- to remain alive, serving the Lord and His people, or to rest from one's labors in death (knowing that the next conscious moment, which will seem but an instant, will place one in the presence of the Lord at His coming). Paul longed to lay aside the flesh (physical death) and to "sleep." It's like the child on Christmas Eve who wants to go to bed earlier "because then it will be morning and Santa will have come!" They know that the span of time will be "bridged instantly" by sleep, and they long for sleep to come so that they may experience the joys of the morning!! 

The Expositor's Bible Commentary points out that "not all at Corinth shared Paul's view of the Christian's destiny. There were some who taught that resurrection lay in the past, accomplished spiritually and corporately for all believers at the resurrection of Christ or else personally experienced at the moment of baptism." Thus, Paul had "in mind these 'proto-Gnostics' who denied any future, bodily resurrection but envisaged a disembodied immortality" (Vol. 10, p. 347). Paul's hope, as indeed is the hope of all disciples of Jesus, is in the resurrection on that final day, a day when we shall be called forth from our sleep in the dust of the ground, this mortal shall "put on" immortality, and we shall dwell forever with Him in the new heavens and earth. Paul longed for that day, even though he understood the value of remaining physically alive on earth to continue preaching the gospel; he longed for that day so much that "going to sleep" sounded wonderful, for it would hasten that glorious morning when all would be made new and we would be with Christ Jesus and the Father forevermore. 

This is all that is being taught in the above passages. It does not declare, as some think, that immortal souls fly off to some intermediate holding area to await the day when they will be zapped back into their bodies. That is a pagan absurdity nowhere taught in Scripture. The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible states that the 2 Cor. 5 passage "cannot with any consistency be interpreted of the moment of death" (Vol. 4, p. 52). I agree whole-heartedly. 

· "Paul's words must be understood in the light of his own uniform and repeated teaching on the nature of man, not on a concept never held either by Paul or by any of the other apostles, much less by any group in the Christian church for nearly two centuries thereafter. This mortal body does not enclose an immortal principle or entity, which is released by the stroke of death, and then flies away in glad release. This is simply thinly disguised Platonism" (Dr. Leroy Edwin Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers: The Conflict of the Ages Over the Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 1, p. 325). 
CONCLUSION 

This debate is quickly coming to a close. Thomas and I have agreed to submit one more post each, and then we will each contribute a summation of our position and argument. Thus, there are only two more posts from each of us. I think this will be sufficient for both Thomas and me to have provided the major aspects of each of our positions, and to have addressed many of the objections raised by the other. 

Obviously, we will not have settled the matter for all time, or even to the satisfaction of the other. But hopefully we will have sparked an interest in the hearts and minds of the readers for greater study and reflection on this important subject. 

I eagerly await the next post by brother Thomas Thrasher. 

 
( ( ( 

Thrasher’ Tenth Article
I have repeatedly urged Al to forego the multitude of "scholarly" quotations that have permeated his articles. He has persisted in this practice, using many thousands of words. However, he has expressed agreement with me that an uninspired man's opinion in "no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views." He stated in his fifth article: "Yes, both of us could quote a host of men (known and unknown, reputable and otherwise) who agree with our respective positions. And, yes, this is no way serves the purpose of providing proof or validation of one's views. Such is not my intention ..." 

Why, then, does he persist in profusely quoting their opinions? He explained, "When one can demonstrate that a concept has been successfully promoted and defended throughout man's history, and by some of the 'giants of faith' in religious history, this tends to cause some to give the matter a more serious look. It certainly doesn't PROVE the doctrine, but when reputable scholars for centuries have ably proclaimed and defended such a teaching, one should not discount that body of testimony lightly." In view of Al's persistence in this matter, and because I think that some people may be swayed to a position on the basis of what so-called "scholars" have written, I am going to deviate from my previous approach in this one article. I am going to quote numerous men relating to the various aspects of our discussion. These do not prove what the truth is! However, they will serve to demonstrate that there are "scholars" on both sides of this issue. Consequently, we need to "search the Scriptures" (not the ideas or opinions of men) "to find out whether these things are so." 
THE NATURE OF MAN 

"Misconceptions abound in our world relative to the basic nature of man.... Materialists view man as wholly mortal. There is nothing that survives him at death. Like Rover, the dog, he is dead all over at death. This view denies man a spirit or an entity that outlives his fleshly tabernacle of clay.... Then there is the Biblical view ..." (Robert R. Taylor, Jr. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 177). 

"There are passages which set forth man as a dual being --- possessive of body and spirit. In Ecclesiastes 12:7 Solomon speaks of the body which goes to dust from whence it came but the spirit goes to God its giver. James 2:26 speaks of the death of the body at the time the spirit vacates the tabernacle of clay. Jesus warns us not to fear killers of the body but fear him who is able to destroy both body and soul in hell (Matt. 10:28). These passages treat man as a dual being." (Robert R. Taylor, Jr. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 179). 

"God has given man an immortal soul. Abraham, Isaac and Jacob were alive for they had immortal souls as do all God's human creation. In this man differs from the beast." (Dudley Ross Spears. "An Answer to Jehovah's Witness Error." The Gospel Guardian. XI:9. July 9, 1959. Page 14). 

"Soul is used in a number of ways.... (5) The soul is used synonymously with the spirit to refer to man's immortal nature that survives the body and earthly life. When body, soul and spirit are all used, we are speaking of the fleshly tabernacle of clay, the earthly life that inhabits it and that immortal part which is made in God's image ..." (Robert R. Taylor, Jr. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 180). 

"In our present passage ([Matthew] 10:28, twice) it [psuche] is clearly the immaterial and invisible part of man, as contrasted with the material and visible." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Footnote on page 471). 

"When Jesus was transfigured, the apostles saw him talking with Moses and Elijah (Matt. 17:3). Moses had been dead about fifteen hundred years and Elijah had been gone for about a thousand years. Yet they still existed and were still Moses and Elijah. They were conscious. Moses did not go out of existence at death." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 189). 

"Man is a spirit, contrary to materialism.... God's image is found in the inner man or the spirit ... Four hundred years after Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were dead ... these men as spirits still lived (Ex. 3:6; Mt. 22:29-32).... Materialism is the view that man is a body without the inner man of the spirit. This theory is held by atheists, evolutionists, Seventh Day Adventists, Jehovah's Witnesses, ... and others." (Ron Halbrook. The Christian and Sin. Indianapolis, IN: Faith and Facts Press, 1993. Pages 8-9). 

"... man partakes of God's immortal nature by receiving a spirit that is in God's image (Gen. 1:27; Heb. 12:9).... That which is immortal cannot be annihilated. Therefore, the spirit -- the immortal part of man, cannot be annihilated."" (John W. Wilson. "The Word of God or the Watchtower." The Gospel Guardian. XI:39. February 12, 1960. Page 5). 

"Jesus distinguished the soul from the physical body: '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.' (Matt. 10:28.) ... Physical death is not the final end of the soul of man, even though the dead body decays in the earth." (Willard Collins. "Man's Most Valuable Possession." Gospel Advocate. LXXXIV:4. January 22, 1942. Page 78). 
HADES 

"Hades ... means the unseen state, the abode of the disembodied spirits." (Gordon Wilson. "What the Bible Says About Hell." The Gospel Guardian. XII:35. January 12, 1961. Page 2). 

"Hades is the place of departed spirits without regard to whether they are righteous or wicked.... The rich man and Lazarus both went to hades but they were not together for they were separated by a great gulf." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 188). 

"It never denotes the grave, nor is it the permanent region of the lost; in point of time it is, for such, intermediate between decease and the doom of Gehenna. For the condition, see Luke 16:23-31." (W. E. Vine. An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words. Old Tappan, NJ: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1966. Volume II, page 188.) 

"What does hades mean? ... It is the 'unseen world into which men pass at death' (James Hastings); 'the unseen realm of the dead' (Guy N. Woods); 'the place of disembodied spirits' (J. W. McGarvey); 'the unseen or the invisible world' (Thayer); 'the unseen' (Liddell and Scott); 'the invisible abode or mansion of the dead' (T. S. Green); 'the place of departed spirits' (W. J. Hickle); 'the abode of the dead' (A. T. Robertson); 'the world of departed spirits' (Sophodes)." (James Meadows. "What Does The Bible Teach?" Oxford, AL: Roger Jackson, Alton Hayes, and James Rogers, 1988. Page 89). 

"They [the Rich Man and Lazarus, TNT] are in hades, -- the intermediate state. They are in the spirit land where all the departed are, and will remain until the resurrection. They have eyes and can see, tongues and can talk. 'There is a spiritual body.' It was into 'hades' that the Saviour went while his body was in the tomb (Acts 2:31). He said to the thief, 'Today shalt thou be with me in paradise." (A. G. Freed. Sermons, Chapel Talks and Debates. Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Company, 1930. Pages 155-156.) 

"... 'hades' does not convey the idea of the place of final punishment…. Rather, it meant, 'the unseen realm,' later to convey the idea of 'the place where the spirit goes at death.' This being true, we must bear in mind that as such, it would be the receptacle for the spirit of the unrighteous as well as the righteous." (George S. Lemasters. Great Bible Doctrines. Marion, IN: Cogdill Foundation, 1975. Page 270). 

"Did Jesus go there [hades, TNT] when he died? Hear Peter. 'He seeing this before spoke of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in hades, neither did his flesh see corruption' (Acts 2:31). While his body was in the tomb, his spirit was in hades.... The thief is there today with the teeming millions of those who have lived on this earth, awaiting the coming of the Lord with his mighty angels." (A. G. Freed. Sermons, Chapel Talks and Debates. Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Company, 1930. Page 186.) 

"This body of man appears to sleep in death as it returns to dust, but the spirit or soul remains very much alive in the hadean world (1 Cor. 15:18; Mt. 10:28; 22:32)." (Ron Halbrook. The Christian and Sin. Indianapolis, IN: Faith and Facts Press, 1993. Page 9). 
LUKE 16:19-31 

"Why should this impressive record of facts be called 'a parable'? What is there in this startling narrative to lead one to think it is a parable? If the history of the rich man and Lazarus be a parable, what does it teach? When one calls it a parable, he speaks as the oracles of God do not speak." (A. G. Freed. Sermons, Chapel Talks and Debates. Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Company, 1930. Page 154.) 

"Man does not cease to be at death. It is the body that sleeps in Mother Earth ... The spirit or soul is very much conscious. Abraham, Lazarus and the rich man of Luke 16:19-31 were all conscious in their widely separated compartments of Hades. The rich man knew he was in anguish and pain. Lazarus knew he was comforted in Abraham's bosom." (Robert R. Taylor, Jr. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Pages 180-181). 

"Jehovah's Witnesses believe their organization's teaching that hades is simply the grave and that there is no conscious existence for the dead until a future resurrection. But, since Jesus' words in the verses above [Luke 16, TNT] do speak of such conscious existence, the Watchtower Society has to do something to negate those words. So they point out that the account is a parable ... Therefore, Jesus was not really talking about the condition of the dead in Luke 16, according to the Watchtower Society.... So, if the story of the rich man and Lazarus is like all the rest of Jesus' parables, it also must use a real situation to illustrate spiritual things. People must really have a conscious existence after death, and some of them must really be 'in torments,' deeply regretting their past life. Regardless of what the parable illustrates, the basic story, like the other stories Jesus told, must be taken from real life." (David A. Reed. Jehovah's Witnesses Answered Verse by Verse. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1986. Pages 63-64). 

"But many times they say that [Luke 16:19-31] is not a reality but a parable. However, although I deny that it is a parable, let's for a moment grant that it is a parable. A parable is a comparison of some experience of life familiar to people that teaches some vital truth.... He was teaching the existence of life beyond the grave both in bliss and torment."(Dudley Ross Spears. "An Answer to Jehovah's Witness Error." The Gospel Guardian. XI:9. July 9, 1959. Page 14). 

"The New Testament does not say that this is a parable, but assuming that it is a parable, why would it teach an untruth? Every other parable of Christ concerns things that could have literally taken place, whether they actually did or not. Christ never made use of Greek mythology or other fictional material of this sort in His teaching." (Dan Walters. "Denial of Hell -- A First Step In Modernism." Truth Magazine. XXIV:38. September 25, 1980. Page 10). 

"The account of the rich man and Lazarus reveals the two possible destinies of people after death.... Some have tried to dismiss the teaching given here by saying it is just a parable. This may be a parable but if it is, it is not called that by Luke. If it is a parable it is the only time Jesus named a person in a parable. However, it teaches the same thing whether it is a parable or not, for a parable is something that either did happen or could happen. A parable may illustrate and make the truth easy to understand, but it does not weaken the teaching." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 187). 
LUKE 23:43 

"Compare the above [Luke 23:43, TNT] with how the same verse is rendered in the Jehovah's Witnesses' New World Translation: 'And he said to him: "Truly I tell you today, You will be with me in Paradise." Do you notice the difference? It is a very small change, but very significant. The Watchtower Society's translators have moved the comma from before the word 'today' to after it. This moves the adverb 'today' from the second half of the sentence to the first half. So, instead of 'today' identifying the time when the repentant evildoer on the cross will be with the Lord 'in Paradise,' the text is changed so that 'today' appears to identify simply the time when Jesus was speaking. This is another case in which JW leaders [and Al Maxey] have changed the Bible to fit their doctrines." (David A. Reed. Jehovah's Witnesses Answered Verse by Verse. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1986. Page 68). 

"Ask the Jehovah's Witness ... to show you the Comprehensive Concordance that the Watchtower Society published in 1973 for the New World Translation. Since the concordance is arranged alphabetically, ... you will find a convenient listing of the six verses where the Lord used this same expression in the Gospel of Luke, as well as all seventy-one passages where he used it in the four Gospels.... Just glance at the list: the commas all line up, except for Luke 23:43. This is the only verse that they punctuate differently, so as to include the time element in the first half of the sentence -- obvious proof that Watchtower translators altered this verse to fit the sect's doctrines." (David A. Reed. Jehovah's Witnesses Answered Verse by Verse. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1986. Page 69). 

"It is comforting to know that when Jesus went to Paradise he did not go alone, but carried with him the soul of the penitent robber (Luke 23:43)." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Page 974). 

"Jesus promised the dying thief that his spirit and the penitent thief's spirit would be together that very day in Hadean Paradise (Luke 23:43).... Man is conscious from death to judgment even though he possesses no body." (Robert R. Taylor, Jr. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 181). 

"Lazarus went to Abraham's bosom, a place of happiness. This is where Jesus went when he died. He told the thief, 'Today shalt thou be with me in paradise' (Luke 23:43)." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Page 188). 

"Jesus, on the day of his death, journeyed with the penitent thief to Paradise.... During the period of his death, the Lord was in Hades (Acts 2:27, 31).... Therefore Paradise is in Hades." (Guy N. Woods. "The Thief on the Cross," Gospel Advocate. LXXXVII. April 19, 1945. Page 219). 

Note: With regard to what Al calls "the misplaced comma in most translations of Luke 23:43," Al says, "I freely admit that most translations have perpetuated this error." With this admission, I need not cite other translations I have found. Al would simply reject them, too! 
DESTROY 

"APOLLUMI ... The idea is not extinction but ruin, loss, not of being, but of well-being. This is clear from its use ... of the loss of well-being in the case of the unsaved hereafter, Matt. 10:28; Luke 13:3, 5; John 3:16 ..." (W. E. Vine. An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words. Old Tappan, NJ: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1966. Volume I, page 302.) 

"APOLEIA ... indicating loss of well-being, not of being." (W. E. Vine. An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words. Old Tappan, NJ: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1966. Volume I, page 303.) 

"The word 'destroy' is used here [Matthew 10:28, TNT] in the sense not of annihilation but of the infliction of everlasting punishment upon a person.... Jesus, then, is saying that there is an everlasting future for both the soul and the body. Neither will be annihilated." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Pages 471-472). 
THE "COMING" OF REVELATION 22:12 

Al states: "I reject brother Thrasher's rejection of this passage as a reference to the Parousia." 

"Since the visions have shown that the beginning of the great ordeal lay in the near future for John and his era, the 'coming' he speaks of here could hardly be the immediate coming of the parousia." (J. W. Roberts. The Revelation to John (The Apocalypse). Austin, TX: Sweet Publishing Company, 1974. Page 199.) 

"In v. 7 and 10 we have additional evidence that those things were to come quickly. In v. 7: 'Behold I come quickly.' He was not speaking of the second coming, but of His coming wrath upon the enemies of the church as it was carried out in the fall of the Roman Empire. Again in v. 10 ... 'At hand' means it's going to happen real soon." (Ken Green. Radio Sermons On The Revelation. Cullman, AL: Printing Service, 1978. Pages 125-126). 

"In verses 10-15 the importance of the book for the immediate needs of the people is indicated. John is told not to seal the book up for some distant generation. It is first of all for the Christians of John's own day (v. 10).... His judgment upon them is imminent (v. 12)." (Ray Summers. Worthy Is the Lamb. Nashville, TN: Broadman Press, 1951. Page 217). 
ETERNAL DESTINY OF THE WICKED 

"In Luke 12:5 Jesus warned, 'Fear him, which after he hath killed hath power to cast into hell.' Hell is not death but after death one can be cast into hell.... Jesus said one could 'be cast into everlasting fire' (Matt. 18:8). It is a fire 'that never shall be quenched') Mark 9:43)." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Pages 189-190). 

"You ... thus spend eternity in hell ... One can endure great sorrows and heavy burdens if there is hope of a better day in the future; but in hell there is no hope of a better day. Its sorrow and despair are endless." (Melvin J. Wise. The All-Sufficiency of the Gospel. Shreveport, LA: Lambert Book House, 1964. Page 132). 

"The New Testament teaches that there are two possible kinds of life waiting for men at the end of this life: life in heaven and life in hell.... And what is hell? Hell is an eternal life of unfulfilled and self-contradictory humanity. It is living in hostility toward God and other people, and therefore denying one's own true self, forever. It is living forever without loving or the willingness to be loved, helping or letting oneself be helped. It is never coming to rest, but living forever in the frantic, self-destroying attempt to be what one is not and never can be. It is eternally attempting to be a human being without or against God and fellowmen. Hell, in other words, is not a kind of eternal life at all; it is a kind of eternal living death."(Shirley C. Guthrie, Jr. Christian Doctrine. Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press, 1968. Pages 397-398). 

"You may live in opposition to God and to other people now and forever. You have chosen the living death of hell." (Shirley C. Guthrie, Jr. Christian Doctrine. Atlanta, GA: John Knox Press, 1968. Page 400). 

"We need to understand, also, that 'eternal life' and 'eternal living' are not synonymous. The wicked will 'live' eternally in hell, but he will not enjoy 'eternal life', (Mt. 25:46)." (Elmer Moore. The Christian and Sin. Indianapolis, IN: Faith and Facts Press, 1993. Page 59). 

"But what will be the punishment of the wicked? ... Will they just be annihilated, or will they suffer unending punishment? ... How long will the righteous enjoy their reward? Unendingly, eternally, of course. Well, just as long as these righteous enjoy their reward, the wicked will suffer their punishment." (John W. Wilson. "The Word of God or the Watchtower." The Gospel Guardian. XI:39. February 12, 1960. Page 5). 

"... this condition of human souls, once begun, will never cease: 'and they shall be tormented day and night for ever and ever' (Rev. 20:10); 'and these shall go away into eternal punishment' (Matt. 25:46)." (Daniel H. King. "Hell and Hot Weather." Guardian of Truth. XXVIII:12. June 21, 1984. Page 7). 

"The Bible says that hell is a place of torment or punishment. 'There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth,' (Matt. 25:30) ... shall be tormented day and night forever and ever,' (Rev. 20:10) ... these shall go away into everlasting punishment,' (Matt. 25:46). It is clear enough from these passages that man will be conscious in hell. While the punishment of the wicked is called destruction, it could not be annihilation, for the person who ceased to exist could hardly be in torment. Everything the Bible teaches about the immortality of the spirit of man goes to prove that he will be conscious in eternity, and if his fate is that of the unrighteous, he is to be conscious in his torment." (Gordon Wilson. "What the Bible Says About Hell." The Gospel Guardian. XII:35. January 12, 1961. Page 2). 

"To be specific, the term correctly translated 'hell' (gehenna) appears twelve times in the New Testament. In each passage where the word is found it refers to a future place of punishment. Not a single time is the term employed literally to the Valley of Hinnom outside of Jerusalem. Future punishment in hell is not a teaching introduced in post-apostolic days, nor did it originate in paganism. It is a fact firmly rooted within the pages of Holy Scripture." (Jimmy Tuten. "Why The Doctrine Of Hell Is Rejected." Guardian of Truth. XXV:34. August 27, 1981. Page 7). 

"Those who deny eternal punishment argue that hell will be annihilation; the wicked will simply be burned up. Yet the Bible teaches that hell was prepared for the Devil and his angels (Matt. 25:41) and that the Devil will 'be tormented day and night for ever and ever' (Rev. 20:10). The Devil is an angel, a spirit being, and there is no evidence that such a being is capable of being burned up. But then it is argued that man, being mortal, will be burned up while the Devil will continue to be tormented. The punishment of wicked humans is described in Romans 2:9 as 'tribulation and anguish.' ... but annihilation contains neither tribulation nor anguish." (Dan Walters. "Denial of Hell -- A First Step In Modernism." Truth Magazine. XXIV:38. September 25, 1980. Page 10). 

"... the pains of hell are eternal and of a twofold nature -- the pain of loss and the pain of sense. The first consists in the privation of the beatific vision, the loss of God the greatest good which alone can satiate the longings of the human soul. The continual consciousness of this irreparable loss causes the reprobate unutterable anguish. The indescribable torment of sense is produced by a real, material, inextinguishable fire which differs from ordinary fire, as it doesn't need to be replenished with fuel in order to continue burning." (Edmund M. Dunne. Polemic Chat. St. Louis, MO: B. Herder Book Co., 1921. Page 113). 

"The Lord quoted from Isaiah 66:24. He said, 'Their worm dieth not.' 'Worm' is translated from skokex, which is defined in the following manner: 'worm which preys upon dead bodies, is used metaphorically by the Lord in Mark 9:48. The statement signifies th exclusion of the hope of restoration, the punishment being eternal' (W. E. Vine, Expository Dictionary of N.T. Words, Vol. 4, p. 234). Since the 'worm' stands for punishment and is followed by the clause 'the fire is not quenched,' it is obvious that the Lord is talking about eternal or unending punishment. The phrase 'fire is not quenched' is the same in meaning as Matt. 18:9 where 'hell fire' is used. It has the same meaning as 'the lake of fire' (Rev. 20:14-15; 21:8), which is the 'second death' (Rev. 21:8)." (Jimmy Tuten. "Why The Doctrine Of Hell Is Rejected." Guardian of Truth. XXV:34. August 27, 1981. Page 7). 

"The Bible is clear about the eternal nature of the punishment of the wicked. 'And these shall go away into everlasting punishment: but the righteous into life eternal' (Matt. 25:46). It is easy to see that Life is the same in duration as is the Punishment of the wicked. If one is temporary, so is the other.... 'Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and his angels' (Matt. 25:41)." (Albert Gardner. Introducing the Church of Christ. Fort Worth, TX: Star Bible Publications, 1981. Pages 190-191). 

"Then he shall also speak to those at his left (saying): Depart from me, you accursed ones, into the everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels.... This passage describes the punishment of the wicked as consisting of: a. separation ("Depart from me"); b. association ("prepared for the devil and his angels"); c. fire ("into the everlasting fire"), to which may be added d. (see verse 30) darkness ("into the outer darkness").... The wicked will dwell forever with the devil and his angels, for whom the everlasting fire was prepared.... This fire is unquenchable. It devours forever and ever." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Pages 889-890). 

"And these shall go away into everlasting punishment, but the righteous into everlasting life.... Common to the concept 'everlasting' in both of these cases is the idea 'without end.' 'There is going to be an enduring separation. Punishment and life are everlasting. There will be no change' (F. W. Grosheide). Contrary to A.V. -- 'everlasting ... eternal" -- the adjective must be rendered by the same word in both of these balanced and co-ordinate clauses; hence, either 'eternal ... eternal' or 'everlasting ... everlasting.' ... Mark 9:48, 'where their worm does not die and the fire is not quenched'; Rev. 14:11, 'the smoke of their torment goes up forever and ever.' Note also the sixfold 'no molre at all' of Rev. 18:21-23." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Page 891). 

"And as to aionios [Hendrikson gives this using the Greek letters, TNT], if we limit the duration of the punishment, then why not also that of the life? But this hardly anyone wishes to do. Also, though it is true that aionios [Greek letters in original] may indicate either 'without beginning' ... or 'without end' ... or both ..., this does not help us in the present context, which, as has been shown, must be interpreted in the light of parallel passages, and therefore means 'without end." (William Hendriksen. New Testament Commentary: Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1973. Footnote on page 892). 

"... the texts [Psalms 92:9; 94:23; 114:20; Isaiah 1:28; Ezekiel 18:20; 2 Thessalonians 1:9; 2 Peter 3:7] ... while implying ruin, irremediable overthrow, do not mean annihilation or extinction. Mortal-soulists, or 'annihilationists' as they are commonly designated, interpret these texts, on the contrary, with a bald and rigid literalism, inferring from them the actual annihilation of the wicked.... To show the irrelevancy and unsoundness of the arguments employed by writers of this class, the following examples of scripture usage are introduced. The reader will see, at a glance, to what absurdities literalistic interpretation, if consistently carried out, would lead its advocates." (John W. Haley. An Examination of the Alleged Discrepancies of the Bible. Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Company, 1974. Pages 203-204). 
SUCH QUOTATIONS COULD BE GREATLY MULTIPLIED! 

It is unnecessary to reproduce thousands of additional quotations from other scholars, commentators, and authors who have written in agreement with various views I have expressed in this debate. My opponent knows I could do it if I desired to extend this article indefinitely. 

I emphasize again that these quotations do not prove what the truth is! Neither do those cited by Al! However, those I have cited will serve to demonstrate that there are "scholars" on both sides of this issue. Consequently, we need to "search the Scriptures" (not the ideas or opinions of men) "to find out whether these things are so." The Bible passages I have cited prove my position and refute Al's. 
WHAT ABOUT AN ORAL DEBATE? 

My acceptance of what I thought was Al's offer to debate "creation and the age of the earth" has been refused by him. He said, "My position over the years has remained consistent --- I do not do oral debates, only written ones.... Thus, I would respectfully decline any offer of an oral debate. It is simply not a format for discussion with which I have any interest whatsoever." Actually, this is just the type of response I expected from Al! However, why does he say, "I do not do oral debates"? 

· In his first article, Al stated: "'As iron sharpens iron, so one man sharpens another' (Proverbs 27:17). It is my prayer that this discussion between us will be an 'iron sharpening' experience. It may become heated, and sparks may fly, as often happens when 'iron sharpens iron,' but if the goal is Truth." -- However, Al says, "Not in an ORAL debate"! 

· In an oral debate, time is divided equally. I am convinced that Al is not willing to agree to divide time equally. 

· In an oral debate, I do not "procrastinate" on making a speech. It would seem this arrangement would make Al happy! 

· Al advertises himself as a "pulpit minister" who has been preaching over a quarter of a century. Surely, he has no difficulty in presenting his views orally in public gatherings. 

· Al may say that some do not behave honorably in oral debates, so he does "not do oral debates." If this is his contention, then it follows that he must believe that no one behaves dishonorably in written debates, since he does them! Furthermore, don't some "pulpit ministers" behave dishonorably? Yet he doesn't refuse to do "pulpit ministry"! Does he ever do radio or TV preaching? Some behave dishonorably in those media, don't they? Does anyone ever behave dishonorably in writing a book? Still, Al has written a book. 

· Al has said in this debate: "Truth has nothing to fear from honest investigation, only darkness flees from the light. Thomas and I will be opening up the LIGHT of God's Word and shining it upon the other's teaching. May the only 'winner' in this exercise be TRUTH!!!" -- Does this not apply to ORAL debates, too, my friend? 

· Many false teachers today say, in effect, "I do not do debates" with as much justification as Al has for his "position." 

Al has much to say about my procrastination. However, the fact is that Al set a 40-day deadline for submitting my article, and I met it! I sent it by the time he specified! He stated: "My guess is that Thomas, as a teacher and school administrator, does not put up with such from those under his charge." Actually, you are wrong, Al. If I establish a deadline for something to be done, and it is done by that time, I am not the least bit unhappy! 

Al quotes from The Pulpit Commentary on "the sin of procrastination," citing the case of Felix. What Felix did bears no parallel whatsoever to my sending an article by Al's specified deadline! I was busy serving the Lord in a variety of ways all during the 40-day period Al established. That one task of sending an article to Al was postponed until the deadline date, because I chose to do other things in His service. However, I did send the article when it was due!!! 

Brother Maxey speaks of my "glibly perpetuating it to the hurt of others." Al, do you think the world is at a standstill while it awaits a debate article from me? I certainly do not have such an exalted opinion of myself! My belief is that there is plenty for all of us to be doing in the service of the Lord every day, whether or not they get to read an article from me! Remember, while Paul was "waiting" in Athens for his brethren, he was busy doing the Lord's work (Acts 17:16-17). 

Since Al alleges that my sending my articles by his deadline has been "to the hurt of others," I request that anyone who has been "hurt" e-mail me before I prepare my final article and tell me what "hurt" you have suffered. Reader, if you have been sitting back and failing to do the Lord's work because you were waiting for one of my articles, please let me hear from you. 

In his eighth article, Al quoted Edward Fudge: "Does Scripture teach that the wicked will be made immortal for the purpose of suffering endless pain; or does it teach that the wicked, following whatever degree and duration of pain God may justly inflict, will finally and truly DIE, PERISH, be DESTROYED and become extinct forever and ever?" Like my erring brother Edward, Al has argued that the words "die," "perish," and "destroy" indicate that the wicked will be annihilated, cease to exist, or become extinct. I agree that the wicked will die, perish, and be destroyed; however, both Al and Edward are wrong in arguing that these terms set forth the ANNIHILATION, EXTINCTION, or CEASING TO EXIST of the wicked. 
"PERISH" 

The Lord spoke of "bottles" that perish: "Neither do men put new wine into old bottles: else the bottles break, and the wine runneth out, and the bottles PERISH: but they put new wine into new bottles, and both are preserved." (Matthew 9:17). The same idea is found in Luke 5:37, "And no man putteth new wine into old bottles; else the new wine will burst the bottles, and be spilled, and the bottles shall PERISH." The bottles did not cease to exist, but they were ruined. 

Deuteronomy 22:1-3 states: "Thou shalt not see thy brother's ox or his sheep go astray, and hide thyself from them: thou shalt surely bring them again unto thy brother. And if thy brother be not nigh unto thee, or if thou know him not, then thou shalt bring it home to thy house, and it shall be with thee until thy brother seek after it, and thou shalt restore it to him. And so shalt thou do with his ass; and so shalt thou do with his garment; and so shalt thou do with every LOST thing of thy brother's, which he hath LOST, and thou hast FOUND: thou mayest not hide thyself." The word rendered "lost" in verse 3 is often translated "perish" (including Psalms 146:3, Deuteronomy 30:18, and Psalms 37:20, cited by brother Maxey). However, it is obvious that the ox, sheep, ass, or garment that were lost did not cease to exist when they were "lost" ("perished"), for another person could FIND them: "which he hath LOST, and thou hast FOUND"! 
"DESTROY" 

Edward also argued in the quotation Al gave that "destroy" was equivalent to becoming extinct. Al made the same argument in his articles, citing Matthew 10:28; 27:20; Acts 3:23; Romans 6:6; 7:6; 1 Corinthians 1:19; 2:6; 5:5; 15:24, 26; Galatians 5:15; 1 Thessalonians 5:3; 2 Thessalonians 1:9; 2:8; 1 Timothy 6:9; 2 Timothy 1:10; Hebrews 2:14; 2 Peter 3:7; 1 John 3:8 as if they teach the extinction/annihilation of the wicked. 

Commenting on the word "destroy" (Acts 3:23) in his eighth article, Al said, "This is the Greek word 'exolothreuo' which appears only here in all the New Covenant documents. It means to 'exterminate; utterly destroy' (The Analytical Greek Lexicon); 'to slay wholly' (Vine's Expository Dictionary of NT Words); 'to destroy utterly; extirpate -- complete extermination' (Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon). The Expositor's Greek Testament says that if this passage has 'any eschatological bearing, it would support the theory of annihilation!' In other words, this term is just that emphatic a declaration of extermination and annihilation." 

When I checked Al's "quotations" from these sources, I found that he has once more been somewhat careless in "quoting" his sources. 

· My copy of Thayer actually says, "... to destroy out of its place, destroy utterly, to extirpate ..." (page 224). 

· Vine says, "... to destroy utterly, to slay wholly, is found in Acts 3:23, R.V., 'utterly destroyed,' referring to the destruction of one who would refuse to hearken to the voice of God through Christ." (Volume I, page 303). However, Vine defines olethros (noun form) as "ruin, destruction" (page 304), and he gives 1 Corinthians 5:5. 

However, the word "destroy" is not equivalent to extinction or annihilation, as the Bible clearly shows: 

· Job 19:10, "He hath DESTROYED me on every side, and I am gone: and mine hope hath he removed like a tree." Had Job become extinct? 

· Hosea 4:6, "My people are DESTROYED for lack of knowledge: because thou hast rejected knowledge, I will also reject thee, that thou shalt be no priest to me: seeing thou hast forgotten the law of thy God, I will also forget thy children." Did those people still exist or had they become extinct? 

· Hosea 13:9, "O Israel, thou hast DESTROYED thyself; but in me is thine help." 

Not one passage cited by brother Maxey teaches the annihilation or extinction of the wicked. I urge you to read again the many passages that I have cited from God's Book in proof of the position that the wicked will suffer eternally. 
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Maxey’s Tenth Article
PRELIMINARY THOUGHTS 

My opponent observed, "I have repeatedly urged Al to forego the multitude of 'scholarly' quotations that have permeated his articles. He has persisted in this practice.... Why does he persist in profusely quoting their opinions?" I appreciate the fact that Thomas supplied the answer to his own question by quoting a portion of my previous response. I don't know how much experience Thomas has had in doing "scholarly research" on a graduate level, but if he has had any at all he will know that personal perceptions, devoid of some degree of scholarly reference, is considered virtually worthless. It is critical for one to test his/her perceptions in the arena of established, reputable, published scholarship down through the ages. If one's conclusions do not have the benefit of at least some substantiation from noted authorities in the field in which one seeks to make some notable contribution, then one's conclusions are immediately suspect. I have merely sought to display beyond any reasonable doubt that the position I promote has been widely promoted by very reputable scholarship throughout recorded history. I did not want my views portrayed by Thomas, or anyone else, as some recent, radical revelation unique to myself alone. Thus, I sought to present the testimony of reputable scholarship, both ancient and modern. 
Frankly, I was glad to see Thomas finally begin to employ some acceptable research techniques himself by appealing to something other than his own opinions and interpretations, which frankly have been horribly flawed. I am greatly disappointed in the quality of the "scholarship" to which he appealed, however. A disproportionate number of them are little more than vocal leaders of the ultra-conservative wing of the "Church of Christ" faith-heritage (sometimes characterized as the "anti" faction or the "Non-Institutional" faction). I know some of the "scholars" to whom he appealed personally, and have even dialogued with a few of them, and must state that I am not impressed. And any quotation from the factionist journal Guardian of Truth (which I think is more aptly characterized as Garbling of Truth, and which has run articles attacking me personally in years past for not parroting their party line) is hardly worthy of consideration by serious students of the Word. 

· Dudley Ross Spears, just by way of a singular example, and I have discussed this very topic with one another in years past, and I have repeatedly (in published articles) demonstrated the fallacy of some of his views. He has made some statements that were so outrageous that I presented them to the departments of biblical languages of numerous major universities and they unanimously declared he had no clue what he was talking about. A sample of these discussions with this particular "scholar" cited by my opponent can be examined at the following site: 

· http://www.zianet.com/maxey/intart40.htm --- "Breath of LIVES" 

Essentially, all Thomas managed to accomplish in his several pages of quotations from such noted "scholars" among his faction of an historical religious movement (with, admittedly, a few reputable ones thrown in) was a brief compendium of typical misunderstanding of the biblical text and traditional misrepresentations that have persisted for sufficient time to be regarded by the undiscerning as Truth. Yes, many good, honest men have bought into Satan's original lie pertaining to the nature of man and his destiny. Thomas has actually provided us a valuable service by documenting that fact through his quotes gleaned from the writings of these deceived disciples. 

Robert Taylor, for example, speaks of certain passages clearly revealing "man as a dual being." I believe I have sufficiently demonstrated, and in quite some depth in previous posts to this debate, that this perspective is fallacious. Rather than refuting that body of evidence, Thomas merely reasserts the traditional premise as though that settles the matter for all time. Dudley Ross Spears declared that humans have "immortal souls," and "in this man differs from the beast." I have had extensive dialogue with this man on this matter, examining the text and the specific words in question in quite some depth, and have shown his assertion to be misinformed at best. One may view one such article at the following site: 

· http://www.zianet.com/maxey/intart14.htm --- Genesis 2:7 and "Immortal Soulism" 

Ron Halbrook, for whom I personally have absolutely no respect whatsoever as a biblical "scholar," tries to discredit my position through the tactic of "assassination by association." He, and others, will repeatedly seek to scare away disciples from the Truth by declaring such views to be associated with "atheists, evolutionists, Seventh Day Adventists, Jehovah's Witnesses, ... and others." 

Albert Gardner declares that "Moses did not go out of existence at death." How does he know this? Because Moses was on the mount with Jesus at the transfiguration? Now there's a leap of illogic if ever I beheld one! Could not our God have just as easily raised Moses from the dust of the ground for this occasion? Does his presence on the mount of transfiguration demand his conscious existence between his death and this event? Of course not. This just shows the "depth of perception" of such "scholars." It is virtually non-existent. They are grasping at straws to try and prove (and proof-text) an untenable theory. 

Guy N. Woods' "logic" is so warped that it is almost laughable when he maneuvers his way to the conclusion: "Therefore Paradise is in Hades." I have already demonstrated, by means of sound exegesis of the Scriptures, that this is false. Paradise is immediately before the throne of God; heaven itself ... it is NOT found in the Hadean realm. 

David Reed, with a parenthetical note by Thomas, bemoans the "moving of the comma" in Luke 23:43 with these words: "This is another case in which JW leaders (and Al Maxey) have changed the Bible to fit their doctrine." This is hogwash. The BIBLE was not changed at all. The comma was never part of the original text of Luke's gospel, but was added centuries later by copyists. To suggest their grammatical addition is in some way infallible and inviolate is merely to display ignorance of textual transmission and translation. 

Shirley Guthrie speaks of the destiny of the wicked being "an ETERNAL LIFE of unfulfilled and self-contradictory humanity .... It is LIVING FOREVER without loving or the willingness to be loved" (the caps are mine for emphasis, AHM). The Bible declares the punishment for sin to be DEATH. Guthrie (and Thomas) declare it to be ETERNAL LIFE or LIVING FOREVER. They have redefined "death" to mean "life." As one commentator suggested, one might as well call black white and white black as to do this! It is an unbiblical absurdity. 

Well, I could go on and on and on, but I think this is sufficient to display the type of "scholarship" to which Thomas has appealed to "substantiate" his traditional misunderstandings. As I mentioned previously, I am less than impressed. 

My opponent made several comments, and offered several quotations, on such matters as the nature of man, the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, Hades, the undying worm, the smoke of their torment, the meaning of aionios, and Jesus and the thief on the cross, but I have already dealt with each of these in sufficient depth to warrant no further response at this time. I have already more than adequately refuted his repeated regurgitations of the traditional tenets of his pagan-based theory. I would simply refer the reader and my opponent back to those previous in-depth studies. 

As to the issue of an oral debate, I have already addressed that matter. As Thomas is aware, I do not do oral debates. I appreciate his list of reasons why such a venue might prove profitable, and for some people I believe it would indeed. I simply don't happen to be one of those people. That doesn't mean one of us is right and the other wrong on this issue, it just means we're different people with differing perspectives on the matter of oral debates. He likes them, I don't. It's just that simple. 

As for the continued procrastination of my opponent, he writes, "The fact is that Al set a 40-day deadline for submitting my article, and I met it. I sent it by the time he specified!" He again, a few sentences later, speaks of "sending an article by Al's specified deadline!" He further states, "However, I did send the article when it was due!!" A couple of paragraphs later he speaks of "sending my articles by his deadline" (emphasis here by Thomas). Thomas declares that it is his practice, as a teacher and school administrator, "if I establish a deadline for something to be done, and it is done by that time, I am not the least bit unhappy!" 

Thomas has done a marvelous "song and dance," "weave and dodge" job here, and has sought to divert the attention of the readers from what are actually the true facts pertaining to our debate and our "unwritten gentleman's agreement" involving response time. However, I have gone on record in this debate several times with the actual initial understanding between us, thus it is easily verifiable if one is willing to go back through the posts. 

Thomas would have you to believe that the "deadline" ESTABLISHED BY ME was 40 days. That is false. In point of fact, and Thomas knows this very well, I had urged him even before this debate began to please post his responses no later than 7-10 days following mine (and that I would do the same). Thomas agreed to this, although he warned me that there might be a few times when he would need a few extra days. Those few extras "days" have turned into MONTHS. His response times got progressively longer and longer and longer, even though I repeatedly sought to call him back to the original agreement (the posts will attest to this). Finally, in frustration, I declared that I would absolutely NOT wait any longer than 40 days, and that if he procrastinated longer than that I would simply post my final posts on day 41 and he would be in default. From the time of that declaration of frustration on my part he has posted precisely at 41 days (and generally at the last minute of the last hour). Indeed his last four posts have had precisely 41 days response time on each of them. Coincidence? Hardly. That is nothing less than premeditated pettiness, something he has sought to excuse by an appeal to his sin of procrastination. "Fool me once, shame on you .... Fool me twice, shame on me." Well, he's sought to fool us four times now with this. I ain't buying it!! Here are the current response times (in number of days) between Thomas and me during the course of this debate to this point: 

· Maxey --------- 9 

· Thrasher --- 246 

It doesn't take a rocket scientist to "do the math" here and perceive a problem. Thomas wrote, "Al, do you think the world is at a standstill while it awaits a debate article from me?" No, of course not. But what about a modicum of common courtesy for your debate opponent and the readers? What about even an attempt at honoring your agreement to a 7-10 days response time (with occasional requests for a few extra days)? Must I remind my opponent that it was he who challenged me to this debate, and thus perhaps it is he who has some responsibility here to seeing it through in a timely fashion? 

Some might suggest this is somewhat petty to even be discussing, however it goes to the issue of one's character and credibility. I believe in the course of this debate both have been called into serious question as they pertain to my opponent. That works to my advantage, of course, but I am not nearly as concerned with "winning" a point as I am over the fact that my brother in Christ is "losing" so much more by his attitude and actions!! As a professed spiritual leader of God's children, he sets a poor example indeed. And it is that which concerns me most of all. Secondarily, although certainly of major concern as well, is the fact that he also is leading others away from Truth on this issue by promoting his traditional, pagan-based falsehoods on the nature of man and the destiny of the wicked. 

Of course, it is too late now to hope for any clear evidence of a turning away from this pettiness since all that remains in this debate, after this present post, is our respective concluding remarks. Thus, I suspect we shall be privileged to read Thomas Thrasher's at the last minute of the last hour of the 41st day following the posting of my current comments! He may be plagued with the sin of procrastination, but at least my opponent has one good quality -- consistency!! 
A FEW DOCTRINAL CONSIDERATIONS 

One of the passages to which reference was made several times in my opponent's last post was Matthew 25:46 --- "And these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life." Thomas quoted John W. Wilson, who wrote, "Well, just as long as these righteous enjoy their reward, the wicked will suffer their punishment." He also quoted Albert Gardner, who wrote, "It is easy to see that Life is the same in duration as is the Punishment of the wicked. If one is temporary, so is the other." 

Gardner's mistake, of course, is in thinking the conditionalist position is that the punishment of the wicked is temporary. Nothing could be farther from the truth. Both the punishment of the wicked and the blessing of the righteous are enduring. Both are "aionios." As explained in a previous post, this term can be used both qualitatively and quantitatively in Scripture, and indeed is used as much one way as the other. Also, it is important to define the nature of the punishment. "The wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord" (Romans 6:23). The contrast in destinies is life and death. 

Both these fates are enduring. For just as long as the redeemed LIVE, the unredeemed will be DEAD. Life and death are both forever. The righteous will always be alive, the wicked will always be dead. Neither is temporary, but rather forever. It is important to understand that the text declares it is the punishment (result) that endures, not the punishing (process). Dying is the process; death is the result. It is the latter that is forever. 

I would strongly encourage the readers, and Thomas also, to carefully consider the comments of one of the great thinkers in the Restoration Movement today, and a dear brother and friend: Dr. Leroy Garrett, the editor of the well-known and respected periodical Restoration Review. The following article appeared in that publication several years ago and is some much needed food for thought. 

IS HELL FIRE ETERNAL?
by Dr. Leroy Garrett, Editor
Restoration Review
http://www.zianet.com/maxey/hellfire.htm

Thomas, and some of his sources, sought to impress upon us a meaning of "apollumi" that they feel fits their theology much better -- "to ruin; a loss of well-being." There is no question that many of the words in the Greek language (and in English also) have multiple meanings and applications. This is known as semantic range. The art and science of biblical hermeneutics is in applying sound principles to best determine which meaning is applicable to a particular text and context. This will, and must, take into account the entire teaching of Scripture on a particular subject, such as the destiny of the wicked. When that destiny is understood, then one will be able to intelligently interpret the specific meaning and application of a particular word or phrase in a particular context. 

The Greek word "apollumi" means: "to destroy utterly; to bring to naught, make void; to perish; to be put to death" (The Analytical Greek Lexicon of the NT). Yes, W.E. Vine gives his opinion and interpretation of the application of this word with respect to the lost, but even he himself declares the word to be "a strengthened form of ollumi, signifying to destroy utterly" (Expository Dictionary of Old and New Testament Words). The Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament defines these terms (apollumi and apoleia) as "destruction, annihilation" (Vol. 1, p. 135). 

Consider this term as it is used of the wicked in the following passages of Scripture: "The very memory of them has perished" (Ps. 9:6). Does that sound like a memory still in existence? "But the wicked will perish; and the enemies of the Lord will be like the glory of the pastures, they vanish -- like smoke they vanish away" (Ps. 37:20). Does this sound like something still in existence? "As smoke is driven away, so drive them away; as wax melts before the fire, so let the wicked perish before God" (Ps. 68:2). "Those who contend with You will be as nothing, and will perish .... Those who war with You will be as nothing, and non-existent" (Isaiah 41:11-12). This is a case of synonymous parallelism in which "contend" and "war" are synonymous parallels, and "perish" and "non-existent" are synonymous parallels. "Let sinners be consumed from the earth, and let the wicked be no more" (Ps. 104:35). 

Thomas, I fail to see a whole lot of "everlasting existence" in such figures from God's Word. Will such destruction and oblivion be the "ruin" of these wicked persons? Absolutely. But for you to redefine death as life and destruction as preservation is an appalling twisting of the inspired message of our God. Death is a "loss of life," not a "life of loss." To promote your theology you must literally take words and phrases and give them the exact opposite meaning and application to accepted biblical and extra-biblical usage. That fact alone should cause one to seriously question the entire traditional teaching on this matter. 
CONCLUSION 

One of the great American Restoration Movement leaders of the distant past was a man by the name of Elias Smith (often referred to as "Elder" Elias Smith), who lived and worked during the late 1700's and early 1800's. In the year 1816 he penned his autobiography. In the following excerpt he wrote about his break with the Baptists. Among the several doctrines he began to seriously study and rethink (among which were certain Calvinistic teachings and the Baptist view of baptism) was the traditional teaching on the nature of hell and the destiny of the wicked. He did some serious reflection from the Word on this topic. Notice the following words from Elias Smith himself (beginning on page 347 of The Life, Conversion, Preaching, Travel and Sufferings of Elias Smith): 

· This year, in June, my attention was called to think of the real state of the wicked after the last judgment. Before this time, I had taken for truth the old pagan doctrine of "eternal misery" for the wicked. In June, 1804, being in Mr. Holmes' bookstore, in Boston, I asked him if he had any new publications. He handed me Evan's Sketch. On opening the book my eyes first fixed on the word, "destructionists." I read one page, and concluded, people who held the wicked would be destroyed, were in strange error, as no such thing ever before entered my mind. I bought the book. Often after that the destruction of the wicked would pass through my mind, though I supposed eternal misery was recorded in the Bible. In April 1805, I concluded one day to take my Bible and concordance, and find eternal misery, and not have my mind any longer troubled about destruction. I examined the words misery, miserable, and miserably; and found there was not one place in the Bible where the word was used to describe the state of man beyond death. Next I looked for the word torment, and found that was limited, and that there was no torment mentioned beyond the day of judgment. I then looked at the words destroy, destruction, death, second death, perish, consumed, perdition, burnt up, end, etc. I examined the similitudes used to describe the end of the wicked, such as chaff and stubble burnt up; dry trees cast into the fire, and tares burnt up; the fat of lambs consumed, whirlwinds, a dream, and noise. All these things proved to me that at the last judgment, the wicked would be punished with everlasting destruction, which would be their end. 

· My mind was settled upon the subject; but concluded to keep my discovery to myself; as the people were almost distracted with having so many new things; such as that God was one and not three, and that all rules but the Bible were useless, and that salvation was free for all. 

· My first preaching and writing disturbed the clergy and the wicked; the next disturbed the Baptists, and I was about certain, if this was known, it would disturb my brethren with whom I was connected. I kept it back as long as duty would suffer me, and was constrained at last to make it known, or preach no more. It made some stir, but people bore it as well as could be expected. Soon after preaching it, I wrote and published five sermons upon the subject, which have never been answered to this day. 

I can identify quite readily with my fellow brother, preacher and elder. My experience was very much similar. Having come to the Truth, however, I can never again remain silent in the face of pagan untruths parading as the will of my God. Thus, I have appreciated the opportunity this debate afforded me to make even a small personal contribution to elevating Truth and destroying Satan's original lie, which is: You will not die, but will be just like God (Genesis 3:4-5). It is time for Thomas, and those in his camp, to cease proclaiming the "gospel of the Serpent" and return to the pure gospel of our Savior. 

With this post the body of our debate comes to an end. Obviously, neither of us has convinced the other, but I seriously doubt either of us really expected to. I pray, however, that in our dialogue and debate with one another that you, the reader, have been challenged to do some serious reflection upon the inspired writings, and that with an open heart and mind, and with a prayerful attitude, you will ponder the questions raised by this exchange. 

All that remains is for each of us to submit a summation of our position. As soon as Thomas sends his ... 41 days from now ... mine will follow within a few hours. May God richly bless each of you in your studies of His Word. 

 
( ( ( 

Thrasher’s Final Article
Al suggested a short summary article to bring this discussion to a close. Therefore, I will not seek to re-argue the points made from the Bible passages I have introduced in the course of our study. The passages quoted are clear, despite Al's efforts to overthrow them. 

From the beginning of this discussion, my opponent's articles have been permeated with quotations from so-called "scholars." It would be superfluous for me to call to our readers' attention again the failure of this approach to PROVE what the Bible teaches. Even Al has admitted this, yet he persists in taking that approach. 
· Most of those "scholars" Al cited are not even willing to accept what the Bible teaches on the conditions of salvation, New Testament worship, the nature and work of the New Testament church, and a host of other matters. However, Al thinks they are great Bible scholars because they agree with his view of "the eternal destiny of the wicked"! 

· Some Christians (such as Edward Fudge and Leroy Garrett, whose "scholarship" Al praises so highly) have long ago left the truth and ceased contending for "the faith once delivered to the saints" (cf. Jude 3). 

In my previous article I cited a number of men (some of whom Al recognizes as "reputable ones") who expressed disagreement with aspects of Al's theory. My opponent characterized them as setting forth "typical misunderstanding of the biblical text and traditional misrepresentations that have persisted for sufficient time to be regarded by the undiscerning as Truth." He refers to "the writings of these deceived disciples." He attacks the character and good name of several gospel preachers. I need not defend them from the attacks of people like Al; they are perfectly capable of doing that themselves. 

Nevertheless, from Al's reaction to those citations I gave, all of us can surely comprehend Al's criteria of acceptable "scholarship." A true "scholar" is someone who agrees with Al!!! Those who disagree with his views are "deceived disciples"! Their writings are simply "repeated regurgitations of the traditional tenets of" some "pagan-based theory"! They ought "to cease proclaiming the 'gospel of the Serpent' and return to the pure gospel of our Savior." Of course, Leroy Garrett, Edward Fudge, and the host of denominational writers quoted by Al are real "scholars"! Yea, verily, we ought to bow before the altar of their opinions! 

Al reminds us once more that he does "not do oral debates." He neglects to offer any scriptural justification for this refusal. Perhaps he is just following in the steps of his friends, Leroy Garrett and Edward Fudge -- they won't submit to having their views tested in oral debate either! 

In closing this discussion, I want to quote the writings of a few more inspired men: 

· "... We ought to obey God rather than men" (Acts 5:29). 

· "... that which is highly esteemed among men is abomination in the sight of God" (Luke 16:15). 

· "...The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the wise, that they are vain" (1 Corinthians 3:20). 

· "...that ye might learn in us not to think of men above that which is written ..." (1 Corinthians 4:6). 

· "O LORD, I know that the way of man is not in himself: it is not in man that walketh to direct his steps" (Jeremiah 10:23). 

· "For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the LORD. For as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts" (Isaiah 55:8-9). 

Despite all of the efforts of Al Maxey to overthrow the clear teaching of God's word concerning the eternal destiny of the wicked, I hope that all of us will continue to "do some serious reflection upon the inspired writings, and that with an open heart and mind" we will accept what God's word teaches, regardless of what Al and his so-called "scholars" believe and teach. 

The Bible still says, "And these shall go away into everlasting punishment: but the righteous into life eternal" (Matthew 25:46). 
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Maxey’s Final Article
Daniel Patte, in his book Discipleship According to the Sermon on the Mount, made the following insightful observation, "Truly critical biblical study requires us to take the risk of personally assuming responsibility for our interpretations, and of exposing ourselves to others as we reveal the reasons for our interpretive choices." This is exactly what I have attempted to do over the years with regard to my various beliefs and practices, and I thank Thomas Thrasher for providing a critical sounding board where my position on the nature of man and the final destiny of the wicked could be examined in some depth. Together we have penned over 114,000 words in this debate (mine outnumbering his about 2 to 1), and have likely delved deeper into the matter than many would have believed possible. Even then, however, there is much more that could be discussed. We truly have not yet fully plumbed the depths of this matter. 

However, as with most dialogues, a point is inevitably reached when it becomes obvious that both sides have presented their major points, and neither side is swayed from their beliefs by the other, and thus it is time to bring the exchange of ideas to a close. We have reached that point in our discussion of this vital biblical topic. 
Not surprisingly, Thomas and I differ dramatically on what we believe the Bible teaches with regard to the nature of man, just as we also do with respect to the ultimate destiny of the unredeemed. Thomas is a proponent of what is commonly referred to these days as the Traditionalist position, whereas my views are more in line with the Conditionalist perspective. The former promotes the idea that men inherently possess immortality, in the form of an immortal soul, which will immediately enter a Hadean realm at the moment of physical death. These conscious souls will then either experience happiness in Paradise or horror in a place of fiery torment. At the Parousia these souls will be placed back into their resurrected bodies and a judgment will occur. The redeemed will be with the Lord forever, and the unredeemed will be tortured in Hell without end. 

The Conditionalist position, on the other hand, maintains that the biblical view of the nature of man is holistic in nature. Man does not possess a soul, man is a living soul (Genesis 2:7). Man, by nature, is mortal, but unto the redeemed a promise of immortality has been extended. Thus, immortality is conditional, not the inherent right of all men. This eternal life is in the Lord Jesus Christ. At physical death both the wicked and the saved sleep in the dust of the ground awaiting the day of resurrection. On that day they shall be called forth from their graves. The righteous dead shall be lifted up to meet the Lord in the air, and removed to a place of safety while God's fiery judgment rains down upon this earth and its wicked inhabitants (2 Peter 3:7). The wicked will not be given immortality, but will be consumed by the outpouring of God's fiery wrath. They will be utterly destroyed; annihilated. The redeemed, however, will "put on immortality" (1 Corinthians 15:52f) and will then dwell in the new heavens and earth with their God. 

Thus, eternal life is a GIFT from God which will be bestowed only upon those who "seek for ... immortality" (Romans 2:7), and not upon all men indiscriminately. We are informed that Jesus Christ "brought life and immortality to light through the gospel" (2 Timothy 1:10). I find no place in Scripture where eternal LIFE is promised to those who have spurned God Almighty; rather, their fate is consistently declared to be DEATH. "The wages of sin is DEATH, but the free GIFT of God is eternal LIFE in Christ Jesus our Lord" (Romans 6:23). 

Had Christ not been raised victoriously over sin and death on the third day, then ALL men (even those who have died "in Him") would "have perished" (1 Corinthians 15:18). However, HIS victory at His resurrection assures us of OUR victory at our resurrection on the last day. This is clearly why the early disciples are characterized as going about "preaching Jesus and the resurrection" (Acts 17:18). They proclaimed not just His resurrection, but also ours. The ultimate hope of the Christian for eternal life is NOT in some ghost-like entity which is trapped inside our mortal bodies and which flies off to greater life at the moment of our physical demise (this is the teaching of paganism), rather the hope of the Christian is in the resurrection from the dead. The Traditionalist teaching embraced by Thomas actually undermines the very foundation of the Christian faith, and makes the resurrection an unnecessary absurdity. 

When God breathed the "breath of life" into our mortal, dust-of-the-earth bodies we BECAME "living beings/souls" (Genesis 2:7). This in no way teaches that God put some "immortal spirit being" inside this physical body. After all, the same exact words are used of all the other life-forms on the planet ... bug, bird, bull and beast. God breathed the breath of life into animals also, according to Scripture, and they too became "living beings/souls." Indeed, the phrase "living soul" is used many times more often in Scripture of the other creatures than of man. Again, the biblical view of the nature of man is what is called holistic. The view of Thomas, however, is pagan dualism. This latter view comes more from Plato than from God, a fact to which Thomas seems woefully oblivious. 

With regard to the two great eternal destinies, notice just a couple of key passages. "God has GIVEN us eternal life, and this life is IN HIS SON. He who has the Son has the life; he who does not have the Son of God does not have the life" (1 John 5:11-12). Our everlasting life ... our immortality ... is fully conditional. It hinges upon being IN CHRIST JESUS. The apostle John says that IF we have the Son, THEN we have the life. IF we do NOT have the Son, then we do NOT have the life! Thomas, however, declares the lie of Satan, rather than the Truth of God: Thomas says you DO have the life! God can't take life from you. You are just as immortal as HE is, even though Paul declares that He "ALONE possesses immortality" (1 Timothy 6:16). Thus, Thomas teaches the wicked will have eternal life just as the righteous will have eternal life. BOTH will live forever!! ... or so says Thomas. 

The Traditionalists, to prove their false doctrine, must literally reinterpret and redefine clear biblical terms. They will declare of the wicked, "Of course they still have life! It's just life away from God's presence; it's life in misery; it's life in torment ... but it is LIFE nevertheless!" Thomas, therefore, declares that death is really an illusion, and that the person is actually more alive when dead. The traditionalists redefine "death" to mean "life." It is characterized as a "life of loss" (rather than loss of life), but it is LIFE just the same (a fact they can't seem to comprehend). Thomas declares that man is INCAPABLE of ever truly experiencing loss of life. We CAN'T fully die. Why? Because we are just as immortal as God. Life is our inherent right, and we WILL live ... either with or without Him. What arrogance! 

That certainly does sound a lot like the original lie of Satan to Eve, doesn't it? "You surely shall NOT die!" (Genesis 3:4). Then the crafty serpent said to her, "You will be like God!" In actuality, Thomas is preaching the same false doctrine today (the "gospel of the serpent") when he upholds his traditionalist dogma. 

Remember the passage which some have called "the gospel in a nutshell" -- John 3:16? "For God so loved the world, that He gave His only Son, that whosoever believes in Him should NOT PERISH, but have eternal LIFE." Notice the statement which immediately precedes this -- "...whosoever believes may IN HIM have eternal life" (vs. 15). Eternal life (immortality) is ONLY "in Him." That is conditional immortality. Those who do NOT accept the Lord Jesus Christ must receive the "wages" of their decision -- DEATH. "For the wages of sin is DEATH, but the free gift of God is eternal LIFE in Christ Jesus our Lord" (Romans 6:23). 

What is the ultimate destiny of those who die "in Christ" and sleep in the dust of the ground? They will be called forth from the grave and will "put on immortality." They will then dwell forever in the new heavens and earth. What is the ultimate destiny of those who die outside of Christ? They too will be called forth from the dust of the ground to experience judgment. Their fate will be the "second death." They will be executed. It will be an everlasting death; one from which there is no coming back; no future resurrection to life. Once they are dead, they are dead forever! 

Thomas ended his concluding remarks by quoting Matthew 25:46: "And these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life." What IS that punishment? DEATH. And, yes, it will be just as enduring as the reward for the righteous. Both will be forever! For just as long as the redeemed are ALIVE, so will the unredeemed be DEAD. God does not sentence the wicked to a never-ending process of dying (as Thomas would have you assume from this passage). If that was so, then the eternal punishment would be an eternal punishing; it would be DYING, not DEATH. The latter is a result, the former a process. The punishment specified in Scripture is DEATH. That result WILL be achieved. In Thomas' view, however, it never will be. Thus, Thomas has had to basically rewrite God's Word in order to teach his pagan doctrine of everlasting LIFE for the wicked. 

Before closing with a quote from Edward Fudge, which I think is a fitting concluding remark for this exchange, let me say just a few words about the tactics of my debate partner. Thomas has, regrettably, displayed during the course of this debate a complete disregard for common Christian courtesy. He has repeatedly stalled and dragged this exchange out unnecessarily, and he has obviously done so with what can only be called a spirit of premeditated pettiness. Does anyone actually believe it took him six weeks to write his ten paragraphs in his concluding post? Of course not! I knew to the very day when he would send this post, and so did the readers. Readers, do you dare trust matters of eternal import to one who has repeatedly evidenced such a spirit? I certainly don't. Frankly, the behavior of my opponent has been such that he has no credibility at all in my estimation. By his repeated and persistent pettiness he has only harmed his own position. I have received numerous emails from people who have stated that they formerly embraced the traditional position, but when they witnessed Thomas' behavior in this debate they began to realize that these were the tactics of desperation, thus they determined to carefully scrutinize their former views, and a good number of these respondents have declared they have abandoned that traditionalist dogma, and frankly we have Thomas' attitude to thank for that. 

Thomas is a member of the ultra-conservative and ultra-legalistic wing of the Church of Christ church; a faction known as the Non-Institutional group (often called the "anti" church because they are anti/against just about everything). Anyone who does not bow to their perceptions and self-made laws derived from personal assumptions is perceived as lower than a heathen. Thus, Thomas speaks of devoted disciples like Edward Fudge and Leroy Garrett as being men who "have left the truth and ceased contending for 'the faith once delivered to the saints.'" This, of course, is absolute nonsense. He also castigates good, honest disciples of Christ as being men who "are not even willing to accept what the Bible teaches on the conditions of salvation, New Testament worship, the nature and work of the New Testament church, and a host of other matters." For those readers unfamiliar with the ultra-legalistic mindset, this inflammatory rhetoric just means these men (whom they have labeled and libeled) have simply arrived at differing convictions than those held by Thomas and his fellow factionists, and thus these men who dare to differ with them are all regarded as apostates bound straight for Hell. A zillion years of torture is not punishment enough, in Thomas' view, for sins such as eating a sandwich in the church building, helping an orphan out of the church "treasury," observing the Lord's Supper on any day other than Sunday, or using an instrument as accompaniment when singing praises to the Father. In my view, such godless teaching as that embraced by Thomas only reflects an impoverished heart; one devoid of any true perception of the nature of Jesus or Truth. Should we ever seriously look to such sick souls for insight into the Word? God forbid!! 

I will conclude this debate with the concluding remarks of a dear brother in Christ: Edward Fudge. He brought his lengthy study of this issue to a close, in his book The Fire That Consumes, with these thoughts, which I fully share: 

· We do not reject the traditionalist doctrine, therefore, on moral, philosophical, intuitive, judicial or emotional grounds, nor are we much concerned with the arguments of any who do. The only question that matters here is the teaching of Scripture. Does the Word of God teach the eternal conscious torment of the lost? Our modest study fails to show that it does. 

· We were reared on the traditionalist view -- we accepted it because it was said to rest on the Bible. This closer investigation of the Scriptures indicates that we were mistaken in that assumption. A careful look discovers that both Old and New Testaments teach instead a resurrection of the wicked for the purpose of divine judgment, the fearful anticipation of a consuming fire, irrevocable expulsion from God's presence into a place where there will be weeping and grinding of teeth, such conscious suffering as the divine justice individually requires -- and, finally, the total, everlasting extinction of the wicked with no hope of resurrection, restoration or recovery. Now we stand on that, on the authority of the Word of God. 

· We have changed once and do not mind changing again, but we were evidently wrong once through lack of careful study and do not wish to repeat the same mistake. Mere assertions and denunciations will not refute the evidence presented in this book, nor will a recital of ecclesiastical tradition. This case rests finally on Scripture. Only Scripture can prove it wrong. 

Thomas Thrasher has not even begun to demonstrate from Scripture that my position is wrong. Indeed, the more he sought to defend the tedious tenets of his traditional dogma the more convicted the hearts of discerning disciples became that his teaching was fatally flawed and terribly twisted. Thus, I thank Thomas for shining a spotlight on the false nature of his doctrine. In so doing he only made the glorious Truth appear all the more appealing to our readers. 

May God richly bless each of you who have read this debate, and may your eyes be opened to the marvelous grace of our Father and of His Son, in whom we have LIFE EVERLASTING. If any of you have any questions about any point I have made in my presentations, I would be happy to dialogue with you through private emails. 

End of Debate
Thrasher Publications

1705 Sandra Street S.W.

Decatur, AL  35601-5457

Email: tnthrash@hiwaay.net

Bogard(McPherson Debate on miraculous healing

Ben M. Bogard (Baptist) and Aimee Semple McPherson (Foursquare Gospel)

Calhoun(Kurfees Discussion on instrumental music in the worship

H. L. Calhoun (Christian) and M. C. Kurfees (Christian)

Falls(Storment Debate on the coverings of  1 Corinthians 11

Drew E. Falls (Christian) and Keith Storment (Christian)

Falls(Welch Debate on the coverings of  1 Corinthians 11

Drew E. Falls (Christian) and D. L. Welch (Pentecostal)

Garrett-Thrasher Debate on the Great Commission

Eddie K. Garrett  (Primitive Baptist) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Madrigal(Mayo Debate on the necessity of water baptism

Dan Mayo (Baptist) and John R. Madrigal (Christian)

McCay(Porter Debate on the communion cup

G. Earl McCay (Christian) and Rue Porter (Christian)

Must We Keep the Sabbath Today?

Carrol R. Sutton
O’Neal(Hicks Debate on church-sponsored recreational activities

Thomas G. O’Neal (Christian) and Olan Hicks (Christian)

Porter(Dugger Debate on the Sabbath and the Lord’s Day

W. Curtis Porter (Christian) and Andrew N. Dugger (Church of God (Seventh Day))

Scambler(Langley Debate on the truth of Christianity

T. H. Scambler (Christian) and J. S. Langley (Rationist)

Tant(Frost Debate on instrumental music and societies

J. D. Tant (Christian) and W. G. Frost (Christian)

Tant(Harding Debate on rebaptism

J. D. Tant (Christian) and James A. Harding (Christian)

Tant(Smith Debate on Alexander Campbell's baptism

J. D. Tant (Christian) and C. A. Smith (Baptist)

Thrasher(Barr Debate on the identity of the New Testament church

Vernon L. Barr (Baptist) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Coleman Debate on the Lord’s Supper

Pat S. Coleman (Pentecostal) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Forsythe Debate on the church of Christ

Richard W. Forsythe (Pentecostal) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Garrett Debate on unconditional salvation and the possibility of apostasy

Eddie K. Garrett (Primitive Baptist) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Green Debate on the Christian and civil government

Ken Green (Christian) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Maxey Debate on eternal punishment

Al Maxey (Christian) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Mayo Debate on the impossibility of apostasy

Dan Mayo (Baptist) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Miller Debate on Bible classes and women teachers


E. H. Miller (Christian) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Owens Debate on everlasting punishment for the wicked


Lester Owens (Seventh Day Adventist) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Waters Debate on divorce and remarriage


Robert Waters (Christian) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Thrasher(Welch Debate on the formula of words used in baptism


D. L. Welch (Pentecostal) and Thomas N. Thrasher (Christian)

Warnock(Williams Discussion on weddings and funerals in the meetinghouse


Weldon E. Warnock (Christian) and Ralph D. Williams (Christian)

Thrasher Publications

1705 Sandra Street S.W.

Decatur, AL  35601-5457

Email: tnthrash@hiwaay.net

T P








PAGE  
2
Thrasher-Maxey Debate

