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Introduction 

In his classic children’s book, The Wonderful Wizard of Oz, author L. Frank Baum tells 

the story of a girl named Dorothy and her dog Toto who are carried into the magical land of Oz 

by a turbulent cyclone.  They journey through Oz and hear of the Wizard of Oz who may be able 

to get them back home.  Dorothy makes three friends who travel with her in hopes that the 

Wizard can help them too.  These friends include: the Cowardly Lion who desires courage, the 

rusted Tin Woodman who seeks a heart and the Scarecrow who wants to get a brain.  As the 

adventure unfolds, they all reach their desires and Dorothy finds her way home.  Granted this is a 

fictional story, but it raises an interesting question – how does the Scarecrow have thoughts 

without having a brain?  The 1925 movie version of the book, Wizard of Oz, has scene in which 

the Scarecrow sings: “…And my head I'd be scratchin,' while my thoughts were busy hatchin,' if 

I only had a brain….” This song assumes that one can only have thoughts if one has a brain, yet 

for the Scarecrow to sing such a song requires him to have thoughts which shows he can think 

without having a brain.  This peculiar fictional dilemma illustrates a modern debate that is being 

waged between those who think that thinking is a function of the human brain versus those who 

think that thinking is a function of the human soul.  The latter would have no theoretical problem 

with the Scarecrow singing such a song without a brain, while the former would consider it 

impossible.  Underlying these two seemingly opposing views rests the glaring inquiry, which I 

will answer in this paper, is the human being solely a material thing?  From this one question, 

many others inevitably will follow. 

Do humans have souls?  Is there such a thing as immaterial souls?  If so, what exactly is a 

soul?  For many in our modern scientific age, the idea of human souls seems absurd.  They assert 

that the brain is the essence of the human ego.  Geneticist Francis Crick claims that humans do 

not have souls and are “in fact no more than the behavior of a vast assembly of nerve cells and 
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their associated molecules.”
1
  Crick views the soul as nothing more than a word used 

euphemistically for the physical human brain, just as the Scarecrow thought himself, denying 

that there is an immaterial aspect to humanity.  This has been perceived as a threat by many in 

the Christian church, which has a two-thousand year old tradition of belief in the soul.
2
  There 

are some religious groups outside of Christianity who are not threatened by a challenge to the 

soul.  For example, the Jehovah Witness religion in the last 150 years has denied the idea of the 

human soul.
3
  Even some Christians have followed suit and now in certain Christian academic 

camps the claim is being made that the soul is merely “a functional capacity of a complex 

physical organism, rather than a separate spiritual essence [or soul]….”
4
  Some have countered 

that this is the result of Christianity being read through the lens of Crick (or the philosophical 

naturalism he typifies).  In this paper, I will examine these two views held today by Christians: 

(1) the historic view known as dualism which believes in the existence of the human soul and (2) 

the modern view known as monism or physicalism which believes that there is no immaterial 

aspect of man (or soul).  Through Christian Scripture and philosophical reasoning, I will 

establish that the historic view corresponds to both the teaching of the Bible and the scientific 

data.  Furthermore, I will show that the denial of the soul presents problems for both the 

Christian monist and for the philosophical naturalist.   

The Historical View of Dualism 

The historical view of dualism has been maintained throughout mankind by most people, 

including the religious and secular as well as the uneducated and privileged.
 5

  It is common 

knowledge, which even non-dualists acknowledge, that “Most, if not all, orthodox Christian 

                                                 
1 Francis Crick.  The Astonishing Hypothesis:  The Scientific Search for the Soul. (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1994) page .3.   
2 David W. Bercot (ed.). A Dictionary of Early Christian Beliefs. (Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1998), pages 622-628. 
3 Walter Martin.  Kingdom of the Cults.  (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany House, 1997) pages 158- 162.   
4 Warren S. Brown, Nancey Murphy, and H. Newton Malony, “Preface,” in Whatever Happened to the Soul?  Warren S. Brown, Nancey 
Murphy, and H. Newton Malony (eds). (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1998), page xiii. 
5 William Hasker.  Metaphysics.  Constructing a World View.  (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1983) page 65. 
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theologians of the early church were anthropological dualists.”
6
  Due to the sheer historic 

consensus of what G.K. Chesterton called the “democracy of the dead,” dualism should be given 

due consideration.  Granted mere popularity is not enough to make a position true.  It must be 

able to stand up to close scrutiny on its own merit in order to be deemed accurate.  The historic 

understanding of dualism maintains that the human being is a unity of two distinct substances or 

entities — body and soul.
7
  This position is referred to as substance dualism since there are two 

substances.  The body or physical substance is a physical object with physical properties.  Rene 

Descartes maintained that there are two kinds of substances: mental substance (i.e. soul) and 

corporeally “extended” substance (i.e. brain).  Descartes held that the defining property of the 

mental substance is that it thinks, and the essential characteristic of a corporeal substance is that 

it is extended, that is, it has spatial magnitude.
8
   

 

Although the dualist views the soul or mind
9
 as different from the brain or body, they 

aggressively maintain that the two interact with each other.  For instance, when a human 

experiences pain there will be a certain kind of measurable physical properties in the body/brain 

                                                 
6 Kevin Corcoran, “Dualism, Materialism and the Problem of Post Mortem Survival,” in Philosophia Christi 4 (2002): page 414.  
7 Among dualists there are two main views of dualism: (1) substance dualists and (2) property/event dualists.  In this paper I have 
assumed the substance dualist position.  It is beyond the scope of this essay to include reasoning for why I maintain it to be superior 
over property/event dualism.  That issue could be considered an “in-house” debate.  My purpose is to explore dualism over-against 
monistic physicalism.  For further dialogue between these views (and others) see: Joel B. Green and Stuart L. Palmer (eds.).  In Search 
of the Soul.  Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2005.  It should also be noted that among substance dualists there are two main 
views: dichotomist (man is body and soul) and trichotomist (man consists of body and two immaterial parts: soul and spirit).  As a 
generalization, the Eastern Church has held the trichotomist view, while the Western Church has been dichotomists (Paul Enns. Moody 
Handbook of Theology.  (Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1989), page 306). In this essay I will be defending the dichotomist position. I find 
the trichotomist position to be flawed (see: Wayne Grudem. Systematic Theology. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994) pages 472-
486).  
8 Rene Descartes’ view of dualism is referred to as Cartesian dualism.  Though I reference him here, my readers who are 
philosophically inclined will note that I argue for a Thomistic dualism, which is different from Descartes.  Thomism is a very historical 
view (and arguably biblical) held by Augustine, Anselm, the Reformers and modern thinkers like C.S. Lewis.  Since my purpose in this 
paper is to convince the reader of dualism, I do not take the time to argue for Thomism.  For a case of Thomistic dualism see: J.P. 
Moreland and Scott Rae.  Body and Soul.  (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2000), pages 199-228.  For primary source material 
see: Thomas Aquinas.  On Being and Essence. Translated by Armand Maurer; 2nd edition.  Toronot: The Pontifical Institute of Medieval 
Studies, 1968. 
9 It is worth pointing out that while I use mind and soul as synonyms in this paper, a distinction between the two should be made.  In my 
view, the mind and for that matter the spirit are faculties of the soul.  The soul is the immaterial substance that contains the various 
sorts of faculties that make up what it means to be a person.  Thus, personhood is intrinsically linked to the soul, because a person is 
identical to their soul.   
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(a C-fiber stimulation with certain chemical and electrical properties) and yet there is also a 

certain non-physical mental property of the soul taking place (a conscious awareness of that pain 

which has no physical properties).
10

  Or consider the heartache a husband experiences when he 

finds out his wife has been cheating on him.  Does the heartache itself have physical properties?  

(To be clear, I am not asking whether it causes physical properties, rather, whether it itself—that 

is, the heartache—has physical properties).  The husband cannot go to the doctor’s office and 

have him measure the size, height, weight, volume, odor, etc. of his anger.  If so, the doctor 

could remove the physical object that is vexing the husband so that he could get back to life and 

begin dating again with ease.  While a brain scan may show that his anger has caused a certain 

chemical reaction in his brain, that chemical reaction is not identical to his anger anymore than 

smoke is identical to fire.  Medical doctor, John E. Sarno, points out: 

 

…the fact that a positron-emission tomography (PET) scan can identify the 

areas of the brain that are activated when a person is manifesting anger is not 

helpful in determining the source of the anger, particularly if unconscious 

processes are involved.  Such findings are extremely interesting but of little 

use if one is trying to help a patient deal with a behavioral problem.  Such 

help can come only from the laborious process of psychological analysis 

conducted by someone appropriately trained.  When I am working with a 

patient suffering from pain induced by buried rage, it does no good to know 

which brain nuclei are involved in the pain process.  I must help the patient to 

understand the sources of the rage.
11

   

 

The source of emotion is a non-physical thing as a property of the soul or mind.  Emotions like 

anger are mental properties that are non-physical, although their “smoke” can be seen (that is, 

there are physical effects to be noted).  This is consistent with the dualist view of the soul 

because it is a non-physical substance that has its own set of non-physical mental properties (like 

anger).   

 

                                                 
10 This insight was offered by J.P. Moreland, “A Defense of a Substance Dualist View of the Soul,” in Christian Perspectives on Being 
Human.  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 1993), pages 60-61. 
11 John E. Sarno.  The Divided Mind.  The Epidemic of Mindbody Disorders.  (New York, NY: Harper Collins, 2006), page 35. 
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According to the dualist, the soul of a human is a mortal substance
12

 that coexists in a 

special relationship with the body of a human, which is capable of existence in an intermediate 

disembodied state upon the death of a human body.
13

  This existence outside of the human body 

is unnatural for the soul and temporary according to Christian doctrine, which affirms that this 

time of intermediate survival will be interrupted when the resurrection occurs.
14

  At the 

resurrection (a decisive event at Christ’s return) dead bodies will be raised imperishable, be 

reunited with the souls that once inhabited them and the bodies of those alive will be instantly 

transformed to become imperishable.  While dualists believe that the soul can survive the death 

of the body, it is important to stress that the disembodied state is not the Christian hope, it is the 

resurrection of the body not the survival of the soul that we are called to anticipate in the 

                                                 
12 Many opponents of dualism have built a straw man case claiming that Christian dualists believe the soul is an immortal substance. 
They argue that this is a Greek platonic concept being forced on the text of Scripture.  Shirley Guthrie boldly builds his straw man as 
follows: “…belief in the immortality of the soul. This doctrine was not taught by the biblical writers themselves, but it was common in the 
Greek… Some of the earliest Christian theologians were influenced by it, read the Bible in light of it, and introduced it into the thinking of 
the church.  It has been with us ever since” (Shirley Guthrie. Christian Doctrine. (Lousiville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 
1994), page 378).  Guthrie and others he typifies are correct in saying the immortality of the soul is a Greek concept.  The idea that the 
soul is immortal is known as the theory of preexistence, which many rabbinic schools around the time of Christ adopted and even early 
church leaders like Origen as well: however, Guthrie is wrong since “…this view has not been held by the Christian church since about 
the fifth century…” (Robert A. Pyne.  Humanity and Sin.  (Nashville, Tennessee: Word, 1999), page 120).  Guthrie and his sympathizers 
are wrong in assuming that Christian dualists force Greek thought into the text, since Christian dualism does not hold to the 
preexistence view of dualism the Greeks maintained.  As one Edinburgh scholar pointed out, “Biblical dichotomy [a.k.a dualism] is 
radically different from Platonic dualism” (Charles Ryrie. Basic Theology.  Victor Books, 1982), page 195).  Sometimes dualists will 
make it clear, as I did above and declare the soul is “mortal.”  Sometimes dualists will use the word immortal in reference to the soul 
(such as: Lois Berkhof. Systematic Theology. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953), pages 191-92) but they do not mean the Greek notion 
of pre-existence.  Walter Martin writes: “In an exegetical study it is impossible [to] overemphasize the importance of defining terms, and 
in regard to the problem at hand it is of utmost significance.  Therefore, before we can decide who or what has immortality, we must 
know what the term “immortality” itself means.  Due to the evolution of any language, we must realize that the area of meanings of 
words changes as time goes on.  The English word “immortal” has, among others, a peculiar meaning of “not mortal.”  However, in most 
circles and also in theology, the word generally carries the meaning of “exemption from death.”  That question that will arise, then, is 
“When the Scriptures use the term ‘immortal,’ is this definition all that is meant?”  Contrary to the belief of some, there is no reference in 
Scripture that can be given to show that man, or his soul, is immortal.” (Walter Martin.  Kingdom of the Cults.  (Minneapolis, Minnesota: 
Bethany House, 1997) pages 159).  Therefore, when dualists use the word immortal they do not mean “immortal” in the Greek pre-
existent sense of the origin of the soul as an eternal substance in existence before the human body it will inhabit.  Dualists reject the 
platonic theory for the origin of the soul.  Among dualists, the origin of the soul is addressed by two theories: traducianism and 
creationism, both which deny preexistence.  Neither one of these views are Greek concepts imposed on the Scripture and both views 
approach their stance exegetically.  For an excellent survey of preexistence, traducianism and creationism see: William G. Shedd.  
Dogmatic Theology. 3rd Edition. (Philipsburg, New Jersey: P&R Publishing, 2003), pages 430-482.       
13 See: John W. Cooper. Body. Soul and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropology and the Monism-Dualism Debate. Grand Rapids, MI: 
Eerdmans, 2000.  Cooper makes a case for dualism based on the Scriptural evidence of the intermediate state of the existence of the 
soul at the death of the human body. 
14 According to Aquinas, when we die our soul goes to be with God, since it can exist apart from the body.  At the same time, Aquinas 
acknowledges that the soul has a “natural aptitude and a natural tendency to embodiment” (Thomas Aquinas.  Summa Theologica. 
1a.76.1 ad 6, 372).  In this sense, the intermediate state is not final, it is not the Christian hope since it is incomplete.  
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Scripture.
15

  Since the intermediate state is temporary and not our hope, dualism argues strongly 

that the Christian sees both the body and soul as a unity of substances.  As dualist, G.C. 

Berkouwer, writes: “…the biblical view of man shows him to us in an impressive diversity, but it 

never loses sight of the unity of the whole man, but rather brings it out and accentuates it.”
16

  

Although this has been the predominant understanding of Christian Scripture for two thousand 

years, some Christian thinkers have now set aside substance dualism for some form of monism.   

 

The Modern View of Monism or Physicalism 

The view of monism or physicalism is relatively new in Christian circles, though it is an 

ancient Greek concept.
 17

  While monists draw on Greek thought for their position, they 

ironically accuse dualists of doing what they are guilty of.  For example, Paul Jewett makes the 

bold claim that;  

In contemporary anthropology, “dualism” is not a popular word.  Zealous to 

exorcise Greek philosophy from Christian theology, and influenced by the 

monism of modern thought, present-day theologians have emphasized the unit 

of the personal self over the duality of the body and soul.
18

   

 

The view of monism “insists that humans are not to be thought of as in any sense composed of 

parts or separate entities, but rather as a radical unity.”
19

  They deny the existence of an 

immaterial substance or soul
20

 and because of this they are sometimes referred to as 

                                                 
15 Augustus H. Strong. Systematic Theology. (Westwood, New Jersey: Revell, 1907), pages 998-1023.   
16 G.C. Berkouwer.  Man: The Image of God. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1952), page 200. 
17 The Greek philosopher Parmenides (b.515 BC) was a monist and the atomists like Leucippus (c. 5th century BC) were monistic. 
(Norman Geisler.  Systematic Theology. Volume 1.  (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany House, 2002) pages 21-22. 
18 Paul K. Jewett.  Who We Are: Our Dignity as Human.  A Neo-Evangelical Theology. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1996) 
pages 35-36.  It is interesting to note that – claims the “two-substance dualism is inadequate” (page 36) yet he acknowledges that the 
“Scripture speaks of this self both in its material and in its immaterial aspects” (page 36).  He shies away from dualism because he 
mistakenly holds that dualism is incompatible with the “personal unity of each individual… the diversity-in-unity” (page 36).  It is 
unfortunate that he makes this mistake, since dualism aggressively affirms unity and since the case he makes in his book is very 
dualistic even relying on dualist authors to make points. 
19 Millard Erickson. Christian Theology. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Books, 2001), page 543. 
20 Although, technically speaking, those who deny the physical world and believe that there is only an immaterial world (the things that 
appear to be physical are just allusions in their position) are referred to as monists as well.  This kind of monism is not what I am 
dealing with.  In this paper I am discussing physicalist monism (the idea that everything is physical).   
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physicalists.
21

  This new movement began in Christian circles around the early 1900s and by the 

rise of the neo-orthodox movement it was common.
22

  Most notably was H. Wheeler Robinson 

who argued in print that the biblical notion of personhood was an animated body not an 

incarnated soul.
23

  By the late 1900s, it was held almost universally in liberal-critical circles.
24

  F. 

LeRon Schults claims “substance dualism and the faculty psychology are no longer plausible 

options in contemporary anthropological science.”
25

 According to physicalism, the human being 

is completely and exclusively a physical substance.  The physical substance is the human body 

that has a brain and central nervous system, which has certain physical properties – a specific 

size, weight, chemical composition and so on.   

 

The monist sees no interaction between the mind and the body, since according to the 

monist these are the same substance.  Thus, when a human experiences pain it is because pain is 

a physical property.  Pain is not a mental property of the soul; rather, it is a C-fiber stimulation of 

electrical and chemical properties.  If a husband has been betrayed by his wife and feels 

heartache, according to the physicalist it is because the heartache is itself physical.  In this sense, 

the smoke is identical to the fire.  Emotions are physical properties.
26

  The physicalist argues that 

                                                 
21 Among physicalists there are reductive and non-reductive physicalists.  There is a good deal of difference between these views: 
however, in this paper I will be referring to them both as “physicalists,” “monists,” or “physicalist monists.” 
22 For example, neo-orthodox theologian Moltmann Jurgen professes that at death the believer ceases to exist until the resurrection.  
Moltmann writes: “there is no such thing as a soul separate from the body, and no humanity detached from nature – from life, the earth 
and the cosmos – there is no redemption for human beings either without the redemption of nature” (Jurgen Moltmann. The Coming of 
God: Christian Eschatology, trans. Margaret Kohl (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1996), page 260. 
23 H. Wheeler Robinson.  “Soul (Christian)” in Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, ed. James Hastings (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1920), 
vol.11, pages 733-37.   
24 With one prominent exception which Robert Duncan Culver mentions, the “repartee between Oscar Cullman, an eminent New 
Testament scholar of the University of Basil, and Harry A. Wolfson, a Professor Hebrew Literature and Philosophy at Harvard 
University.  Cullmen, in a lecture, ‘The Immortality of the Soul or the Resurrection of the Dead’ (Ingersoll Lecture, Harvard University for 
1955), strenuously asserted that the Bible has no doctrine of the immortality of the soul. …A year later Harry A. Wolfson gave the 
Ingersoll lecture.  He easily demonstrated that Cullman not only had the facts wrong but had misconstrued them” [(Robert Duncan 
Culver. Systematic Theology. Great Britain: Christian Focus, 2005), page 1027) cf. Oscar Cullman, Harry A. Wolfson, Werner Jaegar 
and Henry J. Cadbury, ed. Krister Stendahl.  Immortality and Resurrection, Death in the Western World: Two Conflicting Currents of 
Thought (New York: Macmillan CO., 1965) pages 9-53] 
25 F. LeRon Schults. Reforming Theological Anthropology. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2003) page 166.   
26 Thus it is common among physicalist monists to view sin as a physical problem.  For instance, homosexuality is not sinful activity that 
is chosen rather it is a genetic physical disorder.  An example of this kind of thinking can be found in: William C. Placher (ed.). 
Essentials of Christian Theology. Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003.  In the anthropology sections of this book it 
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before the advent of modern science this was unable to be known (since we had no knowledge of 

neurobiology) and thus dualism was an expression of our limited pre-scientific knowledge.
27

  

Physicalist Jaegwon Kim stated, “We commonly think that we, as persons, have a mental and 

bodily dimension… Something like this dualism of personhood, I believe, is common lore shared 

across most cultures and religious traditions….”
28

   To the physicalist the soul is just folklore, a 

concept  used to “fill in the gaps” during an age where science was not as evolved as it is today.  

As one physicalist has argued;  

For one thing, it has been only within the past 100 years or so that more than a 

handful of people, even in the scientific community, have been prepared to 

accept the fundamental notion of physiological psychology – that behaviors 

normally associated with the mind, such as thoughts, emotions, and dream, 

can be explained in physical terms.”
29

   

 

The physicalist maintains that mental thoughts like heartache over a lover are nothing but 

physical events in the brain and nervous system, not a mental entity.  This is the heart of the 

issue (no pun intended): Can everything about the human experience such as heartache, pains, 

pleasures, motives, consciousness, etc. be explained in purely physical terms?  Are humans mere 

machines with brains controlling their bodies?  What if the Scarecrow from Oz only had a brain 

and nothing else?  Could he think or sing with just a brain?  Or would he need help from an 

immaterial substance called a soul that constitutes who he is? 

 

Having raised these questions and framed the views of dualism and monism above, I now 

turn to Christian Scripture to substantiate that the Christian view of anthropology is dualism.  In 

the limited confides of this paper, I will not be able to fully exegete passages as I desire: 

                                                                                                                                                             
is argued that humans do not have souls and that homosexuality is not sin – “Being gay or lesbian… is not a choice, preference, or 
decision. …It is just the way I am, more like the color of my eyes, for which I am also not responsible, than like deciding to go into the 
ministry. …it is just the way I am created” (page 174, cf. pages 133-181). 
27 A classic example of this can be seen in the ancient physicians during the Medieval era who drilled holes in the heads of people with 
mental disorders, which was thought to somehow relieve their pain by releasing the evil spirits causing their symptoms. 
28 Jaegwon Kim, “Lonely Souls: Causality and Substance Dualism,” in Soul, Body and Survival. ed. Kevin Corcoran (Ithaca, N.Y.: 
Cornell University Press, 2001), page 30.  
29 Allen M. Schneider and Barry Tarshis.  Elements of Physiological Psychology.  (New York, NY: McGraw Hill, 1995) page 5. 
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however, I will reference in the footnotes exegetical resources for the reader to further consider.  

In order to best frame my biblical case, I will build it around a counter argument against a 

common monistic physicalist position offered by theologians Shirley Guthrie and F. LeRon 

Schultz.  Most monists do not rely on the Scripture to make their case.  For instance, monistic 

physicalist Nancy Murphy claimed that: 

…there is no such thing as the biblical view of human nature… The biblical 

authors… wrote within the context of a wide variety of views, probably as 

diverse as in our own day, but did not take a clear stand on one theory or 

another.”
30

   
 

Thus, many monists, like Murphy, do not make a Scriptural case for their view since the 

Scripture is open on the matter: rather, they argue by saying dualism is a Greek idea forced on 

the Scripture (which I already proved fallacious in footnote 12), by using philosophical reasoning 

and by offering presuppositions of science to make their case.
31

  I will argue my point 

philosophically later, but for now we turn to the Scriptures and to Shirley Guthrie’s monistic 

physicalist arguments.
32

   

 

The Scriptural Case for Dualism  

While most monists don’t use the Bible as a primary source in establishing their case, 

Guthrie attempts to use Scripture in his attack on dualism.  Since his arguments are essentially 

identical to others made against dualism, I will state his arguments and then show their error 

                                                 
30 Nancy Murphy.  Theology in a Postmodern Age – The Nordenhaug Lectures.  Czech Republic: International Baptist Theological 
Seminary, 2003. page 40.  This is the same stance that Ellen T. Charry takes.  Charry writes, “The Bible has no single theological 
psychology or doctrine of human nature, sometimes also called theological anthropology.  These are philosophical generalizations, and 
the Bible is not a philosophy book” (Ellen T. Charry. “Human Being, Doctrine of.” Kevin J. VanHoozer (ed.). Dictionary for Theological 
Interpretation of the Bible. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2005). 
31 To be fair to Murphy, I must point out three things: (1) she is an excellent scholar; (2) she is a non-reductive physicalist and (3) she 
does offer biblical reasons to support her positions though they are brief and subordinate to her non-Scriptural arguments (which is 
consistent with her view that the Bible is errant and not clear on the matter.  Thus, as she states, “insofar as the Bible is normative for 
Christians, it appears that contemporary Christians are free to adopt either physicalism or dualism” (Nancy Murphy. Bodies and Souls, 
or Spirited Bodies?  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006 page 37). 
32 Much of Guthrie’s arguments are the result of his mistake that dualists think the soul is pre-existent (which I refuted in footnote #12).  
He states, “If we follow the Protestant Reformation in seeking to ground our faith on “scripture alone,” we must reject this traditional 
hope for the future based on belief in the immortality of the soul…” (page 379). 
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from Scripture.  Guthrie offers four arguments in his book Christian Doctrine.
33

  He states that 

dualism is wrong because: 

 

1.  The Bible teaches that the soul is not immortal and “there is no hope for” existence of 

the self apart from a physical body.
34

 
  

2.  The Bible teaches that death is a terrible reality, which would not be “so bad after all 

[if dualism is true] because we do not actually die at all but only “pass on” to a new form 

of existence when our souls escape our bodies.”
35

  
 

3.  The Bible teaches that “our hope is not in the indestructibility of human beings but in 

the creative power of God… Biblical hope is not in our own ability to overcome the 

power of death but in the power of the God who raised Jesus from the dead.”
36

   
 

4.  “The Bible does not teach that the body is [an] inferior, worthless shell or prison in 

which we are trapped and from which we long to escape.”
37

  

 

All of the above arguments are flawed because either they are a misled caricature of dualism or 

they are based on poor exegesis of Scripture.  Below I will expose Guthrie’s errors in a 

consecutive order. 

 

The first argument is a caricature and thus fallacious because dualists not believe the soul 

is immortal in the Platonic sense (see footnote #12).  Dualists, Kreeft and Tacelli comment: 

 

Even if the soul cannot die as the body dies, it may die in another way.  If the 

body has life on loan from the soul, the soul may, in turn, have it on loan from 

another, higher source, and this be able to lose it.  This is in fact the biblical 

view – that God alone is by nature immortal (1 Tim 1:17; 6:16), and that 

human souls can die (spiritually in hell: Mt.10:28; Rev.2:11).
38

   

 

Furthermore, Guthrie’s problem of immortality is equally problematic for his view since he 

believes in the resurrection of the human body.  Unless Guthrie believes that when his body is 

raised from the dead it won’t be him (that is, the same person he was before he died), he is guilty 

of believing in the same sort of immortality that dualism teaches.  He denies the soul, but still 

                                                 
33

 Shirley Guthrie.  Christian Doctrine. (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 1994) pages 379-381. 
34 Ibid, page 379.  
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid, page 380. 
37 Ibid, page 381. 
38 Peter Kreeft and Ronald Tacelli.  Handbook of Christian Apologetics.  (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 1994), pages 239-240. 
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believes that the same unique individual who died will be raised and judged by God.  Thus, the 

person who is raised will be made immortal (they will never die).  His view is inconsistent since 

it attacks immortality while it espouses immortality.  As far as his exegesis goes on this point, I 

cannot offer a rebuttal since he did not use any Scripture.   

 

The second argument fails because dualists don’t deny that death is terrible.  He claims 

that dualists make a “pious denial of the horror of death in biblical teaching.”
39

  This is simply 

false.  Furthermore, he is mistaken that dualists teach the soul passes on to a “new form of 

existence” as he defines it, because the dualist holds that this existence is temporary and 

incomplete.  Guthrie claims that the dualist thinks of the soul as escaping the body: however, this 

is a false caricature.  Guthrie uses the same language of the Greeks who viewed the body as 

defective.  Plato spoke of the soul as “enshrined in the living tomb which we carry about, now 

that we are imprisoned in the body, like an oyster in his shell.”
40

  Dualists do not speak of the 

body as something that needs to be escaped from.  On the contrary, dualists view the body as 

holy and sacred.  Anthropologically, the body is viewed by dualists as a unity of wholeness with 

the soul and as imperfect when separated from the soul in the temporary existence of the 

intermediate state.  Dualists loudly profess;  

…there is a form/matter unity between the soul and the body, just as there is a 

unity between the shape (form) of a statue and the rock (material) out of 

which it is made… the soul is to the body what ideas are to words: They form 

a unity, one being the inner and the other the outer dimension of their holistic 

oneness.
41

   
 

 

It seems as though Guthrie has not read the dualists he stereotypes.  This is more than evident 

from the fact that he repeatedly caricaturizes them and fails to cite a single dualist in making his 

claims of their views.  As I have shown from quoting dualists, Guthrie has built a straw man 

                                                 
39 Ibid, page 380. 
40 Dialogues of Plato, Phaedrus.  Great Books, p.126, § 250. 
41 Norman Geisler.  Systematic Theology.  Volume Three.  Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany House, 2004 Page 52. 
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argument, a mere misrepresentation of dualism that he refutes without ever dealing with his 

opponent’s actual position.   

 

Though Guthrie did not use Scripture in his first point, he quotes from the Bible to 

establish this second argument.  In order to establish that death is terrible, Guthrie cites Luke 

22:44 and Hebrews 5:7 which speaks of Christ’s agony as he faced death.  This line of reasoning 

is utterly inconsequential to proving monism.  Dualists do not deny that Christ agonized as he 

faced death.  In addition to this, Guthrie reveals his exegetical incompetence in his handling of 

Luke 22:44.  He describes Christ as experiencing a “blood-sweating anguish,”
42

 yet the passage 

does not say Christ sweat blood.  As Darrell Bock points out, “It is important to note that this is 

metaphorical, not a description that says Jesus sweat blood.”
43

  Luke writes that Christ sweat 

dropped like blood, meaning Christ sweat profusely.  Guthrie’s interpretation is a common 

elementary misnomer, which serves to incriminate his abilities in handling the text of Scripture.  

Also Guthrie cites 1 Corinthians 15:26 to argue that the Apostle Paul did not “think of death as a 

“friend” to be welcomed because it meant only “entering into a wider room” or “sailing beyond 

the horizon”; for him it was an enemy, the “last enemy” that will finally be utterly destroyed (1 

Cor. 15:26).”
44

  This line of reasoning entirely misses the argument that the Apostle was making 

in 1 Corinthians 15.  While dualists do not deny that death is terrible, it must be pointed out that 

Paul is hardly afraid of death in this passage.  Paul speaks of death as being “swallowed up in 

victory” (vs.54), having lost its sting and power (vv.54-57).  In fact, 1 Corinthians 15 has been 

described by scholars as “a powerful taunt of death.”
45

  Furthermore, Guthrie misses the repeated 

statements of the Apostle Paul who speaks of death as something to be desired (see Phil 1:23-

                                                 
42 Guthrie, page 379. 
43 Darrell Bock. Luke. Baker Exegetical Commentary of the New Testament. Vol. 2. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 1996), page 1761. 
44 Guthrie, page 380. 
45 Gordon Fee.  The First Epistle to the Corinthians.  The New International Commentary on the New Testament.  (Grand Rapids, 
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1987), page 804. 
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24), something we are delivered from (2 Cor. 1:9-11), as something that cannot separate us from 

Christ (Rom 8:36-39), and as something that has been abolished (2 Tim. 1:10).  Guthrie thinks 

Paul is afraid, yet Paul clearly has a different view of death than the monist. 

 

Guthrie’s third argument is another misled caricature of dualism.  Guthrie accuses the 

dualist of placing their hope in the intermediate state.  This is patently false.  The dualist, like the 

Apostles, place their hope in the resurrection.  Guthrie fails to quote any dualists holding to this 

view, which would be difficult since they do not teach this.  To argue against the intermediate 

state, Guthrie reasons, “God alone “has” immortality (1 Tim.6:16).”
46

  The problem with this 

argument is that no Christian dualist has ever claimed the soul was immortal in the same way 

that God is immortal (as I showed in my rebuttal of Guthrie’s first argument where dualists 

Kreeft and Tacelli declare the soul is not immortal in this sense).  In addition to this, the Bible 

teaches that God has given, in some sense, immortality to his followers.
47

  Guthrie says, “Our 

hope for life beyond death does not lie in a capacity we have within ourselves to live forever but 

in God’s promise to give us eternal life, or immortality (Rom.2:7).”
48

  Once again, Guthrie 

continues to make arguments that are irrelevant to the debate, for the dualist does not maintain 

that we have a capacity within ourselves to live forever apart from God’s promises.  Guthrie 

seems to be shadow boxing with an opponent that does not exists as he persists to argue against 

ideas that dualists do not hold. 

 

The final argument is the most blatant caricature since dualists do not believe that the 

body is inferior.  Once again, in trying to establish his point, Guthrie resorts to sophomoric name 

calling.  He quotes no dualists to show that they do indeed hold such an idea.  Guthrie writes:  

 

                                                 
46  Guthrie, page 380. 
47 2 Timothy 1:10 says, “…Christ Jesus, who abolished death and brought life and immortality…” and 1 Corinthians 15:53-54 says, 
“…this mortal must put on immortality… this mortal will have put on immortality.” 
48 Guthrie, page 380.   
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“So it was with Jesus: The New Testament does not tell us that his soul left his 

body and “went home” to be with God; it tells us that God raised him bodily 

from the dead and that the same earthly Jesus his disciples had known before (to 

be sure with a transformed “new” body) returned to the God from whom he had 

come.  So it will be with us: We do not look forward to a finally bleak future in 

which our “naked” souls live on forever; we look forward to a future in which 

we, the bodily-creaturely persons we are now, will live (to be sure in a new 

way) in communion with God and other people. … Biblical-Christian hope for 

the future is hope for human beings who are body and soul in their inseparable 

unity.”
49

  

 

There are many problems with the above statement.  For one, dualists do not believe that human 

“souls live on forever” in the intermediate state.  It is called the intermediate state for a reason 

that Guthrie misses – it is intermediate!  Secondly, Guthrie says that when Christ died his soul 

did not leave his body, yet the Bible contradicts this.  Luke 23:46 (cf. Matt. 27:50, Acts 7:59) 

records Jesus saying just seconds before he died, "Father, into your hands I commit my spirit." 

This shows that Jesus saw a difference between spirit/soul and the body.  The phrase or idea of 

giving up one’s spirit in death is used in several passages in the New Testament
50

 to express one 

human substance (the soul) temporarily leaving the other human substance (the body).
51

  Robert 

Martin-Achard explains: 

When a Israelite dies, his breath or spirit, ruah, is withdrawn.  It is not in fact a 

possession freely and eternally at man’s disposal, it has only been lent to him, 

it belongs to God and so it is quite natural that, in the hour of death it should 

revert to its owner, Gen. 2:7; Ps. 104:29; Job 34:14f.
52

 

 

When Jesus was on the cross facing his death, he told the thief being crucified next to him that he 

would join him in the intermediate state after he died on the very same day (Luke 23:43).  In this 

passage Jesus spoke of the intermediate state as “paradise,” which was a term used in inter-

                                                 
49 Guthrie, page 381. 
50 Matthew 27:50; John 19:30; Luke 23:46; 24:37; “giving up the soul” (psuche) is used in Acts 5:5, 10; 12:23. 
51 Some monists have erroneously argued that Jesus was not saying this, rather he was committing his last breath from his physical 
body to God before he ceased to exist until his resurrection.  This argued is flawed since the text clearly shows Jesus committing 
Himself, not His breath, to God.  Furthermore, Jesus’ use of the word spirit parallels the Old Testament word rephaim, which refers to a 
discarnate person “without flesh and bones” (v. 39). 
52 Robert Martin-Achard. From Death to Life: A Study of the Doctrine of the Resurrection in the Old Testament.  (Edinburgh: Oliver and 
Boyd, 1960) page 31. 
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testamental Judaism to speak of the dwelling place of God’s people before the resurrection.
53

  In 

addition to Jesus’ own words about his existence apart from his body, Peter stated the same.  In 1 

Peter 3:18-20, Peter explains how after Jesus was killed, He went and proclaimed to the spirits in 

prison.  This is significant because it proves dualism on two counts.  First, it says that Jesus 

ministered to immaterial beings (spirits).
54

  Second, the text says that after Jesus died and before 

he physically rose from the dead, He continued to exist as a functional and conscience person 

prior to His bodily resurrection. These texts illustrate the blatant error of Guthrie and the monists 

he represents.   

 

Having dispelled the arguments of Guthrie, I must point out another common objection 

made by monists that Guthrie did not mention.  The objection is made by a word-study to show 

that the Scriptures speak of the human holistically and not dualistically.  In his book, Reforming 

Theological Anthropology, author F. LeRon Schults attempts to reform Christians from such 

ideas as dualism (along with other historic Christian doctrines), which he views with disdain.  

The main thrust of his argument against dualism comes from his deductive reasoning of several 

word-studies.
55

  From his studies of such words as nephesh and ruach, he concludes that the 

Scriptures do not make a distinction between body and soul rather it teaches a holism.  Schults 

writes, “In the last two centuries, biblical scholars have increasingly moved toward a consensus 

that both the Hebrew Bible and the New Testament provide a holistic model of the human 

person.”
56

  His argument fails on two counts.  First of all, dualists do not disagree that the 

Scriptures teach a holistic anthropology.  S.H. Travis explains that “…the evidence gathered 

                                                 
53 See John W. Cooper, Body, Soul, and Life Everlasting. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1989. 
54 Among commentators there are two major views about the identity of these spirits.  Either these spirits are disembodied souls in the 
intermediate state or they may be angelic beings.  Both interpretations substantiate dualism, for they both affirm immaterial beings 
which monists must deny.  For an alternative dualist interpretation of Christ’s ministry in the intermediate state see: Wayne Grudem.  
Systematic Theology. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994), pages 586 - 594. 
55 F. LeRon Schults.  Reforming Theological Anthropology.  (Grand Rapids, MI: Eermans, 2003) page 175-178 
56 Ibid, page 175. 
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shows that these [biblical] authors affirm a fundamental Hebraic understanding of humanity that 

may be described as holistic dualism.
57

  Moreland and Rae write, “The main emphasis in Old 

Testament theology is on the functional, holistic unity of a human being.”
58

  Dualism does not do 

away with this unity, rather it boldly affirms.  Arguably, only dualism can rightly speak of 

holism since the word holism speaks of different things (or substances in this case) being 

together as one.  Since monism only believes in one thing, matter, it truly cannot speak of 

holism.  Secondly, Schultz and other monists making this argument fail to understand that the 

biblical text uses words that have a wide semantic range of meaning when addressing 

anthropological concerns.  Hence, Schults’ methodology of word-study is fallacious.
59

   

 

In his book, Exegetical Fallacies, D.A. Carson warns about unwarranted semantic 

disjunctions and restrictions of the semantic field in word-studies that Schultz and monists would 

do well to heed.
60

  They are guilty of what Carson describes as “offer[ing] the reader either/or 

alternatives and then force[ing] a decision.  In other words, they demand semantic disjunction, 

when complementarity might be possible.”
61

  Monists like Schultz commit this error by pointing 

out that the word nephesh (frequently translated “soul”) and ruach (frequently translated “spirit”) 

are used in reference to the physical human body or to the life principal of the human.
62

  After 

defining nephesh and ruach this way, the monist rules out these words from having any other 

meaning.  Carson warns about the “many ways of misunderstanding the meaning of a word in a 

particular context by illegitimately restricting the word’s semantic range.”
63

 A glance at a 

                                                 
57 S.H. Travis. “Psychology” in Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments.  Ralph P. Martin and Peter H. Davids 
(editors).  (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 1997) page 986. 
58 J.P. Moreland and Scott Rae.  Body and Soul.  (Downers Grove, IL” Inter Varsity Press, 2000), page 27. 
59 For a good analysis of the word-study fallacy see: Grant R. Osborne.  The Hermeneutical Spiral.  (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity 
Press, 1991) pages 74-75. 
60 D.A. Carson.  Exegetical Fallacies. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2003), pages 55-60 
61 Ibid, page 55. 
62 It is used primarily of human beings and their body parts, for example, the throat or mouth (Isa. 5:14) the neck (Ps. 105:18), or even a 
dead human corpse (Num. 5:2; 6:11). 
63 D.A. Carson. Exegetical Fallacies. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2003), page 57. 
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Hebrew concordance reveals that nephesh occurs 754 times in the Old Testament and by looking 

at A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament the word nephesh has a wide range of 

meanings including the dualistic idea of the soul of man that “departs at death and returns with 

life at the resurrection.”
64

 Monists fail to understand that the word has a wide semantic range that 

includes dualism and they focus narrowly on one given definition while missing the whole range.  

The same is true of the word ruach, which is often translated as “spirit.”  This word occurs 361 

times, but monists will only point out the times when it is used in reference to the physical body.  

The word ruach has a much wider semantic range.  Schultz’ error is surprising for a scholar of 

his caliber.  His failure to understand how words function lead him to miss the importance of 

context in determining the authorial intent of the passages he handles.  As Haddon Robinson 

points out; 

  

“…words and phrases should never become ends in themselves.  Words are 

stupid things until linked with other words to convey meaning.  In our 

approach to the Bible, therefore, we are primarily concerned not with what 

individual words mean, but with what the biblical writers mean through their 

use of words. …we do not understand the concepts of a passage merely by 

analyzing its separate words.”
65

 

 

This is important because it means that by simply looking at a dictionary, one cannot substantiate 

what nephesh and ruach may or may not mean in a given passage.  The context will determine 

the meaning, yet the context is ignored by monists.  In addition to this, literary technique is 

missed by monists as well.  For example, sometimes when the terms nephesh and ruach are used 

in a physical manner, they are being employed as synecdoches.  A synecdoche is used when “a 

part of something serves to represent the whole idea or item”
66

 (e.g., “All hands on deck!” is a 

synecdoche that means the entire human is to report to the deck not just their hands).  In this 

                                                 
64 Brown, Driver, and Briggs. A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1977), page 220. 
65 Haddon W. Robinson.  Biblical Preaching.  (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2001) page 23. 
66 William W. Klein, Craig Blomberg and Robert Hubbard.  Introduction to Biblical Interpretation.  (Nashville, Tennessee: Word 
Publishing Group, 1993), page 249. 
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sense, nephesh and ruach can be used to speak of the whole human (including body and soul 

since the semantic domain allows for it).  Thus, simply pointing out that given words sometimes 

have a physical definition does not rule out their literary flexibility to be used as synecdoches, 

which allow for dualistic interpretation.   

  

Having dismissed both Schultz and Guthrie, I now turn to some positive arguments from 

the Scripture which monists often ignore.  The Bible records the constitution of man as a dualism 

of two substances: physical and immaterial.  The creation account states, “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” (Gen 2:7).  This verse clearly depicts the human constitution as both 

body and soul.  God formed the physical substance or body from the ground.  He created the soul 

by breathing into the body an immaterial substance.  After joining the soul into the body, the 

body became alive and it was then that the first man began his existence.  Genesis scholar, 

Gordon Wenham writes: 

 

“Man is more than a God-shaped piece of earth.  He has within him the gift of 

life that was given by God himself.  The biblical writer was not alone in the 

ancient world in rejecting a reductionist view of man which sees him as imply 

an interesting collection of chemicals and electrical impulses.  Other peoples 

too regarded man a constituted of clay plus a divine element.  The 

Babylonians spoke of man as a mixture of clay and the blood of a god (e.g., A 

1:208-50).  The Egyptians held that men had souls like the gods (F. Maass, 

TDOT 1:78).”
67

   
 

Wenham’s comments are significant for it deals a deathblow to the monist’s arguments that 

dualism comes from Greek philosophy.  As Wenham points out, ancient civilizations before the 

Greeks were dualistic.  We have to understand that, “The Bible was written in a time and culture 

far different from ours.  So, to discover the author’s meaning, we must learn to read as if we 

                                                 
67 Gordon J. Wenham. Genesis 1-15.  Volume 1.  Word Biblical Commentary.  (Nashville, Tennessee: Nelson Publishers, 1987), page 
60 (emphasis added). 
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were one of his contemporaries.”
68

  The contemporaries of Genesis believed in the soul and they 

would have understood the creation account dualistically.  The Egyptians were dualists and they 

were consumed with doctrines of the afterlife.  The Hebrews were influenced by the ideas of the 

Egyptians and wrote the Scriptures in that cultural setting.  Joseph was a prime minister in Egypt 

and in keeping with the dualistic ideas of the Egyptians he had his father’s dead body embalmed 

(Gen 50:1, 2).  If monists want to accuse anyone one of reading foreign cultural lenses into the 

text (e.g. “dualism is from the Greeks”), they would do well to point the finger at the Jews for 

having some form of Egyptian doctrine of the afterlife.  Robert Culver noted, “The mythologies 

of Israel’s remote and near neighbors were peopled by disembodied souls (e.g. the Gilgamesh 

Epic of Mesopotamia and the Baal myths of Ugarit).”
69

  The Bible clearly teaches, without the 

introduction of Greek thought, that the constitution of man is body and soul. 

 

Further Scriptural evidence to support dualism can be found in the passages that deal with 

the intermediate state, which is the period of conscious existence between the death and the 

resurrection of an individual.
70

  The intermediate state of the soul is spoken of in the Old 

Testament as a being in a place referred to as sheol.
71

  Sheol like nephesh and ruach have a wide 

semantic range, which includes the idea of a place where there is a conscious existence apart 

from the body of those who have died (Isa. 14:9-10).
72

  The Old Testament also speaks about the 

practice of necromancy (Deut. 18:11, Isa. 8:19, communicating with disembodied souls of those 

who had died), which shows the widely held belief in a conscious disembodied intermediate state 

                                                 
68 Tremper Longman III.  Reading the Bible with Heart and Mind.  (Colorado Springs, CO: NavPress, 1997), pages 88-89. 
69 Robert Duncan Culver. Systematic Theology.  (Great Britain: Christian Focus, 2005), page 1036. 
70 The intermediate state is a lesser glory than the final state and it lacks when compared to the final glory accompanying the events 
surrounding the coming of Christ (see John Murray. “The Last Things,” in Collected Writings of John Murray (Edinburgh: Banner of 
Truth, 1977), 2:401).   
71 The New Testament speaks of Hades and Gehenna as parallel concepts, in fact synonyms in many ways.  For a brief overview of the 
terms see: Robert Morey.  “Sheol, Hades and Gehenna.” (Chapter 3). Death and the Afterlife. Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany, 1984.    
72 Monists are quick to point out that Sheol also speaks of unconscious existence (Job 3:13; Eccles. 9:10; Isa. 38:18; Ps. 88:10-12; 
115:17-18).  The dualist responds by pointing out semantic domain, references of conscious existence (like Isaiah 14:9-10) and that 
those references may be speaking of the body in an unconscious state not the soul.   
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(cf. Isa. 8:19; Lev. 19:31; 20:6; Deut. 18:11; 1 Sam. 28).  The book of Psalms depicts a very 

clear doctrine of dualism, showing the existence of the soul outside of the body (Psalm 16:10).
73

  

Ecclesiastes 12:5-7 says, “For man goes to his eternal home… the dust will return to the earth as 

it was, and the spirit will return to God who gave it.”  Here we see a separation of the 

constitution of man; it’s a reversal of Genesis 2:7 as the soul or spirit is separated from the body 

to be with God until the resurrection.  Monism cannot exegetically handle such passages that 

speak of a separation of physical and non-physical substances.  

 

By the time of Christ dualism was still in wide acceptance as seen in the Apocrypha
74

 and 

in such extrabiblical writings as Philo (20 BC-AD 45).
75

  The New Testament depicts the same 

dualistic teaching found in the Old Testament and the second temple era before and during the 

time of Christ.  In the Gospels there is the account of the Transfiguration (e.g., Matt. 17:1-13), in 

which the disembodied souls of Elijah and Moses appear visibly
76

 and have fellowship with 

Jesus.  This proves that at least some Old Testament saints continued to exist apart from the body 

(and if some can than why not all?).  Elsewhere in the Gospels, Jesus spoke of how humans can 

kill the body but not the soul (Matthew 10:28)
77

 and how his followers will remain conscious 

after their body dies (John 11:25-26).
78

  Jesus gives an account of a man named Lazarus who was 

                                                 
73 Mitchell Dahood. The Anchor Bible: Psalms Vol.III (New York: Doubleday, 1970), pages XLV and LII. 
74 Wisdom of Solomon, chapters 1-5, speak of souls in the afterlife receiving rewards and punishments for deeds done in the body.  2 
Maccabees 7 shows the martyrs of the Maccabean revolt in existence after the death of their physical bodies. 
75 C.K. Barrett (ed.). The New Testament Background. (San Francisco, CA; Harper San Francisco, 1989), page 255. 
76 Leon Morris. The Gospel According to Matthew.  The Pillar New Testament Commentary. (Leicester, England: Apollos, 1992), page 
439 see footnote 11. 
77 Matthew scholar, Donald Hagner, writes in his commentary: “…The worst that human persecution can bring, in any event, is the 
death of the body… But a human being, made in the image of God, is more than a body, being combination of both body and soul…” 
(Donald A Hagner. Matthew 1-13. Word Biblical Commentary. Volume 33a.  (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1993), 
page 285. 
78 Leon Morris writes: “The paradox brings out the great truth that physical death is not the important thing.  For the heathen or the 
unbeliever death may be thought of as the end.  Not so for those who believe in Christ.  They may die in the sense that they pass 
through the door we call physical death, but they will not die in the fuller sense.  Death for them is but the gateway to further life and 
fellowship with God.  This transcends the Pharisaic view of a remote resurrection at the end of time.” (Leon Morris.  The Gospel 
According to John Revised.  The New International Commentary on the New Testament.  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1995), 
page 488).  See also: D.A. Carson. The Gospel According to John.  The Pillar New Testament Commentary.  Leicester, England, 
1991), pages 413-414;  Andreas J. Kostenberger. John.  Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament.  (Grand Rapids, 
Michigan: Baker Academic, 2004), pages 335-336 
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in the intermediate state (Luke 16:19-31).
79

  A Gospel writer, John, spoke of the soul in a 

dualistic sense depicting conscious humans in the intermediate state awaiting the final 

resurrection (Revelation 6:9-11 and Rev. 20:5-6).
80

 

 

The Apostle Paul is unambiguously a dualist.  In Philippians 1:23-24 he speaks of his 

desire to depart from his physical body in death in order to be present with Christ before the 

resurrection.
81

  Gordon Fee comments:  

 

…the implication of a passage like this is that he expects to be consciously 

“with Christ” – since both the language “depart” (=leave the body) and 

“remain in the body” and the strong feelings expressed in these sentences 

make very little sense otherwise.
82

   
 

Paul uses clear dualist language as Fee has established.  The monist cannot explain how one can 

leave their physical body and have conscious existence.  Paul was not a monist.  Paul elsewhere 

speaks of conscious disembodied souls living with Christ, and awaiting the resurrection (1 Thess. 

5:10, cf. 4:13-18 and 2 Cor. 5:1-10).  In 1 Corinthians 15, Paul speaks of a disembodied state and 

in verse 35 he distinguishes between personhood and one’s physical body.  In 2 Corinthians 

12:1-4, Paul speaks about an experience that was possibly “out of the body” (vs.2) meaning a 

                                                 
79 It is argued whether this is an account or a parable.  If it is a parable monists argue there is no Lazarus: however, parables still 
communicate truth.  Thus, “it is important to notice that interpreting it as a parable should not weaken its meaning.  A parable is not a 
myth or a fairy tale.  It is true to life and constructed to teach full-orbed truth” (Robertson McQuilkin.  Understanding and Applying the 
Bible.  Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1992), page 191).  It safe to conclude that at a minimum it shows the belief was held in an existence 
apart from the body (whether or not Lazarus was a man who had that existence). 
80 Commenting on Revelation 6:9, Bible Scholar Stephen S. Smalley writes: “The Seer perceives ‘underneath the altar the souls’ of the 
martyrs.  The term h| yuxh< (he psyche, the soul’), here in the plural, refers to ‘the seat and center of the inner life’ of a person, ‘in its 

many and varied aspects’ (AG 901).  The ability of John to see a disembodied spirit presents no problem to a visionary.  If this scene is 
being enacted in heaven…, the possibility of believers entering the presence of God immediately after death, which the situation 
implies, is in line with New Testament, and indeed Johannine, theology generally (cf. John 14.2-3; 17.24; 2 Cor.5.1,8; Phil.1:23; 1 
Thess.4.14,17).  The normal Old Testament view of the dad departing to the underworld (Sheol, or Hades; see on verse 8), as in 
Ps.16:10; 55.15 (so also Luke 16.23, Lazarus in Hades), presupposes a three-tiered view of the cosmos; and this pattern features 
elsewhere in Revelation (see 5.3, [13]; 14.7). For ‘the home of the righteous’, as an alternative heavenly location of the dead, see 1 
Enoch 39.1-8.  Cf. L.L. Thompson 103-104.” (Stephen S. Smalley.  The Revelation to John.  A Commentary on the Greek Text of the 
Apocalypse.  (Downers Grove, IL: Inter Varsity Press, 2005) page 157).  See also: Grant Osborne.  Revelation.  Baker Exegetical 
Commentary on the New Testament.  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 2002), pages 284-285. 
81 Peter T. O’Brien.  The Epistle to the Philippians. The New International Greek Testament Commentary. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: 
Eerdmans, 1991), page 136. 
82 Gordon Fee. Paul’s Letter to the Philippians.  The New International Commentary on the New Testament. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: 
Eerdmans, 1995), page 149. 
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disembodiment of soul from the body.  Paul admits that it may not have been the case, but the 

fact it could have been proves he was a dualist, because for the monist it can never be so. 

 

The Philosophical Case for Dualism  

With the above presentation of the biblical superiority of dualism, it is now time to 

examine the philosophical reasons for accepting dualism.  Since by definition dualism and 

monism are mutually exclusive positions, both cannot logically be correct.  While logically 

speaking they could both be wrong, due to the nature of this question it seems intuitively 

nonsensical for one to argue some alternative position (either we are merely physical or we are 

not – that seems pretty self evident).  Therefore, one position must be right and the other 

wrong.
83

  In order to substantiate dualism I will show some philosophical reasons why the 

physicalist’s appraisal of human beings as one substance is faulty. Certain things about being 

human seem evident and undeniably true as the dualist has described, because there are explicit 

things about being human that cannot be adequately explained without acknowledging there is 

more to us than just our bodies.  In the remainder of this paper I will offer four reasons for this 

conclusion and along the way I will confront the common objections of the physicalist in order to 

show the scientific reasonableness of dualism.  

 

1.  Non-material things (like the soul) exist that science cannot disprove.  

The physicalist argues that only physical things exist.  This notion on its surface has a 

glaring problem since the statement itself does not exist in any sort of physical manner.  

Physicalism is self-defeating.  C.S. Lewis pointed this out in his book Miracles when he noted 

that physicalist view that only matter exists but not mind is self-refuting since the theory of 

                                                 
83 This is consistent with the law of non-contradiction (A is not non A), which states that opposites cannot both be true.  Therefore, the opposite 
of what is true is false.  This law of non-contradiction is undeniable.  Even those who try to deny it use it.  For example: the person who says 
“the law of non-contradiction is false” uses the very law he is attempting to deny (he is saying the law is false instead of true).  Avicenna, the 
great Medieval Philospher, explained the law of non-contradiction this way;  “Anyone who denies the law of non-contradiction should be beaten 
and burned until he admits that to be beaten is not the same as not to be beaten, and to be burned is not the same as not to be burned.”   
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physicalism is itself not made up of matter.  In other words, physicalism is a theory, which is non 

material, which argues there are no non-material things.
84

  There is obviously more to reality 

than matter, and science cannot disprove this notion.  Physicalist Nancy Murphy naively claims, 

“…science has provided a massive amount of evidence suggesting that we need not postulate the 

existence of an entity such as a soul or mind in order to explain life and consciousness.”
85

  First 

of all, how can science which is limited to the five senses disprove something like the soul which 

by definition is not physical?  It is like claiming that Spanish as a language does not exist 

because you cannot speak it in English.  So too, the physicalist claims that the soul does not exist 

because you cannot touch it.  This is just nonsense.  Of course scientists cannot find the soul 

using their five senses.  The soul is not the sort of thing one can find with the standard scientific 

method.  Why not?  Because scientific methodology was meant to measure physical things, not 

non-physical things like souls.   

It is worth mentioning here that science itself is a limited field.
86

  There are lots of things 

that science cannot prove or disprove.  The soul is just an example among many things that 

science as a field is ill-equipped to handle.  Science cannot disprove dualism anymore than 

science can disprove the existence of numbers or morality (things physicalists believe in).  Just 

because the number three does not have spatial existence or because we cannot weigh justice or 

smell love, does not mean that these things do not exist.  Sure we can draw a token of the number 

three on a piece of paper, but is just a token.
87

  The ink from my computer printer on this piece of 

paper when it writes “3” is not identical to the number three, anymore than a picture of me is 

identical to the real me.  Science measures physical things.  A moral is not a physical thing, 

                                                 
84 C.S. Lewis.  Miracles.  (New York, NY: MacMillan, 1947) chapter 3. 
85 Nancey Murphy, “Human Nature: Historical, Scientific, and Religious Issues,” in Warren S. Brown, Nancey Murphy and H. Newton 
Malony. Whatever Happened to the Soul.  (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998), page 18. 
86 J. P. Moreland: Christianity and the Nature of Science.  Grand Rapids: Baker, 1989. 
87 Understanding the “token-identity thesis” is crucial to grasping the philosophical strength of dualism.  See: John Foster. “A Defense of 
Dualism” in William Lane Craig (ed.), Philosophy of Religion. (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 2002) pages 460-
462. 
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therefore science cannot measure morality.  But does that mean morality has absolutely no 

existence?  Certainly not.  Perhaps it will do the physicalist well to have something stolen from 

him, in order for him to realize that thievery is immoral and that in a court of law the defense 

cannot ask to see actual thievery as an exhibit item for evidence since thievery is not a physical 

thing to be viewed.  Since empirical science is limited to dealing with things we can examine 

using our five senses and the soul is by definition immaterial like a number or a moral, we must 

turn to the expertise of trained metaphysicians who have overwhelmingly shown good reasons 

for belief in the soul.   

 

A metaphysical look at the brain and the existence of numbers (as mentioned above) 

illustrates the point beautifully that non-material things exist that science cannot disprove.
88

  On 

the front page of the L.A. Times from January 24, 2000 there was an article entitled, "A Scalpel, a 

Life, and a Language."  The story relates the details of a man, Paul Sailor, who underwent a 

critical brain surgery that risked damaging this man’s language capability in order to remove a 

brain tumor.  Since the brain does not have pain cells, Paul was kept conscious during the 

procedure and asked questions as his brain was being probed in order to learn some things about 

how the brain interacts with the mind to produce language.  They checked his inability to 

recognize certain pictures while the probe touched certain areas of the brain.  When the probe 

was removed he could recognize the picture immediately.  Paul said that he actually recognized 

the picture, but he could not recall the appropriate word for it.  From this data, the columnist 

makes the following physicalist response: "In every human thought and reflection, there is a 

word. For Paul Sailor, the essence of all his words is concealed in the cells along the pastel 

furrow of brain tissue behind his ear just to the left of the surgeon's probe."  This statement is 

                                                 
88 The following argument was adapted from: Gregory Koukl. “Are Words in Your Brain.” Stand to Reason 2000 
(http://www.str.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5120).  
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problematic for the physicalist for two reasons.  First of all, it claims that you cannot think unless 

you have language, which is a huge dilemma since you have to be able to think in order to learn 

language otherwise babies would be trapped forever thoughtless and unable to learn how to 

speak because they have no capacity to think.  The second problem is that the author claims 

words are concealed in the tissue of the brain.  I would like to see that proven scientifically.  If 

words are in the brain, then the doctors should be able to cut around and find a verb, noun or 

adjective if they really are physical things that reside in brain matter.   

 

It is worth pointing out here that this essay actually does not contain bonafide nouns, 

verbs, adjectives, etc.  In fact, what the reader sees is just ink shaped from my printer in a certain 

configuration.  The shape of the ink on the page signifies that certain shapes refer to nouns, 

verbs, prepositions, etc. but these shapes are not nouns, verbs or prepositions themselves.  Why?  

Because a noun itself is not a physical thing, it does not have spatial extension.  How so?  

Consider this: physical things can only be in one place at one time.  My living room table cannot 

be in my brother’s home and my home at the same place and same time (granted that we have 

two different homes and we do – he lives in Virginia and I’m in California).  Although my living 

room table cannot be at his home and mine simultaneously, the noun “table” can be in my 

brother’s home and mine at the same time.  All the way from Virginia, he can be talking to me in 

California on the phone as we both stare at the noun “table” or perhaps even think about it or 

recite it out loud together.  These would all be tokens or representative ways that we can see 

nouns and we can do this anywhere in our space-time universe (from Virginia to California to the 

moon and beyond).  Physical things cannot do that because they are spatially located, whereas 

nouns can be affixed to these symbols quite readily because they are universals and not physical 

things.  If Paul Sailor really did have bonafide words in his brain then those words would 

somehow be physical and no one else would be able to have them in their head, since physical 
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objects can only be in one place at one time.  The more words Paul has trapped in his brain, the 

more the vernacular of the entire world would decrease and become inaccessible to others.  This 

is sheer and utter absurdity.  Words are not physical, so what on earth is this author speaking of?  

You cannot find nouns by examining the chemical content of this paper and its ink, nor can you 

in the brain, because language is not physical.  Meaning is not physical.  If so, a simple change 

of the font I am using would change the meaning of this sentence.  Whether I use Times Roman 

font, Arial font or Courier font, the meaning does not change, because meaning is 

not physical and this is as scientifically obvious as it gets. 

 

Furthermore, there are scientists who are dualists.  For instance, in his book The Mind 

and the Brain, Medical doctor and research professor at UCLA Jeffrey M. Schwartz argues that 

the human mind cannot be reduced to electrochemical activity in the physical brain.  While I do 

not agree with all of his conclusions,
89

 Schwartz shows scientific credibility for dualism.
90

 

 

2.  The soul is distinct from the brain and therefore its existence is reasonable to maintain. 

 

Perhaps the strongest objection to the monistic physicalist position is that there is a 

difference between the mind and the brain.  Simply put, we are not identical to our bodies.  The 

physicalist maintains the opposite by claiming that we are our bodies.  The legitimacy of the 

physicalist’s claim can easily be tested.  If the physicalist is correct in this, it must necessarily 

follow that all propositions made about our bodies/brains must also accurately depict our mental 

life.  If there is just one thing that can be determined about our bodies that is not true of our 

minds then physicalism is false.  It is worth mentioning that this line of reasoning comes from 

the laws of logic, specifically the law of identity.  The law of identity states that A is A, therefore 

what is true is true, what is false is false.  The philosopher Leibniz spoke of the law of 

                                                 
89 From his scientific research, Schwartz makes eastern religious interpretations that as a Christian I am not convinced of.   
90 Jeffrey M. Schwartz.  The Mind and The Brain.  New York, NY: Harper Collins, 2002. 



 27 

indiscernability of identicals, which explains that if there are two truly identical things (i.e. my 

bed and my wife’s bed, which are really one and the same), then there is truly only one thing we 

are discussing and not two things.
91

  If you could find one thing that is true of my bed that is not 

true of my wife’s bed, then one could logically conclude that we need some marital counseling 

(because we are sleeping in different beds).  So, if my wife’s bed was 4’ tall and my bed was 3.5’ 

tall, we would need Dr. Dobson for counseling since it would be impossible for my bed to be 

both 3.5’ and 4’ at the same time (we would have different beds).  But if, all of the physical 

properties of my bed were true of my wife’s bed (i.e. 200lbs, 4.2’ tall, brown wood, etc.) then 

they would be the same thing.  Applying this logic to the issue of the soul, if all of the physical 

properties of the brain are true of the mind then the physicalist is correct.  If the opposite is true, 

then physicalism is false.     

 

The law of identity is undeniable.  If one tries to say that it is not true, they are saying that 

it is true that the law of identity is not identical to being true.  Such a statement refutes itself.  

Given the irrefutable nature of the law of identity, I pose this question – is there anything that is 

true of my mind that is not true of my body, or vice versa?
92

  It turns out that there are many 

examples of the soul’s distinction from the body.  The first area of dissimilarity can be seen in 

the difference between memories of the mind and chemical action in the brain. 

 

The physicalist claims that a memory is identical to the brain’s firing of a few thousand 

brain cells in a particular pattern; however, after reflection this appears to be ludicrous.  Consider 

                                                 
91 Leibniz’s law of the indiscernability of identicals: (x)(y)[(x=y) (P)(Px  Py)].  For further discussion on this please see:  J.P. 
Moreland and William Lane Craig.  Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview (Downers Grive: IVP, 2003) pages 193-199.   
92 To be fair to the physicalist there are some things that are identical with myself and my body.  For instance, I can say that I weigh 
165lbs and this is technically true of me and my body.  When I give my correct weight, it follows that I am giving the correct weight of my 
body as well (since of course my soul is weightless).  Though such similarities can be made, as stated earlier, only one dissimilarity 
debunks the physicalist position.   
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this analogy.
93

  Is a movie (which is imagery like a memory) the same thing as the light shining 

through that piece of celluloid that you see projected on the screen when you go to the theatre?  

No.  While a movie requires that light to shine in a certain manner through a specific kind of 

celluloid for it to be viewed by an audience, there is a huge difference between the physical light 

waves passing through the celluloid and the actual movie itself.  For one, light waves do not have 

a story line, plot, characters, or dialogues; which are all kinds of things that surpass the physical 

representation on the screen.  When the physicalist attempts to view memory as merely firing 

cells, it is the same as saying that a movie is just a shiny light in a certain kind of machinery that 

is located at places called theatres.  While I believe memories produce mental activity such as 

firing cells, it does not mean that the memory is identical to the firing cells.  Just because a fire 

produces smoke, it does not mean that smoke and fire are the same.  Why not?  Because they are 

not identical in their properties – they are two different things.  The physicalist intuitively knows 

this.  When they go to the movies they do not stare at the light on the celluloid strip, they take in 

an actual movie (including the plot, storyline, character development, etc.) like all the other 

dualists in the theatre would.  

 

Furthermore, if memories are identical to firing cells then why can’t brain surgeons see 

Paul Sailor’s thoughts?  Why do they have to ask him what he is feeling as they probe his brain?  

If thoughts are physical, the surgeons should tell Paul what he is thinking.  If surgeons did this at 

a carnival they could become millionaires.  Or perhaps they could do this to cut save time for our 

military detectives interrogating enemy spies.  Instead of asking them what they are doing behind 

enemy lines, they could just plug them into a machine and watch their memories and thoughts on 

the big screen.  However, this is impossible because thoughts are not physical.  When the brain 

                                                 
93 This argument was originally offered by: Gregory Koukl. “All Brain, No Mind.” Stand to Reason 1995 
http://www.str.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5474  
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surgeon probes or scans for brain activity he is merely observing physical phenomena (like C-

fibers firing), but they are not observing the non-physical experiences of the patient.  In other 

words, they are not watching a movie in his brain, rather they are looking at the celluloid go past 

the light and asking the real person watching the movie about what is going on in the plot.  No 

matter how many electrodes a brain surgeon has, he will never be able to see the movie in his 

patient’s mind.  Why?  Because the mind is not identical to the brain.  If it were physical, they 

should be able to see it.   

 

It is internally obvious to a person that feelings are different from chemical reactions.  

The examples here of dissimilarity are endless.  Consider that such feelings as heartache, the 

regret after getting fired from a job you love or the tenderness after being rejected by a long time 

friend.  These are all painful experiences.  However, it must be noted that cells firing in the brain 

are not painful, though the feelings associated with them may be.  The two are not identical.  

Such feelings as love, compassion or mercy cannot be reduced to be identical to mere 

neurological stimulation. For instance, when I experience anger over a sports team losing a game 

is that anger a certain physical firing in my brain?  Are they identical?  Certainly not.  While the 

anger may cause this neurological response, that response and my internal anger are very distinct 

things.  If not, then where does my anger physically reside in my body?  Which part of my body 

is making my cells fire?  If there was such a location we could remove the area so that I can 

enjoy the game when my team is getting beat.  Imagine me trying to explain to my, “Sorry honey 

I can’t calm down while the Lakers are losing the basketball game, it’s my frontal lobes, they 

just keep acting up.”  This seems absurd to place blame on areas of the body (except in a very 

metaphorical way of speaking) for emotions we experience.  C-fibers and emotions are related 

but they are not identical, therefore physicalism is flawed.   
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3.  The existence of free-will implies a non-material agent or soul that independently controls 

the body. 
 

If physicalism is true then humans do not have free will or the capacity to freely choose 

to act in a certain manner or to even refrain from acting.  According to the physicalist, there is no 

conscious ego or agency to man that enables him to be an independent self that can determines 

things.  The physicalist views consciousness as some sort of a property created by the brain.  If 

this is the case, then when I make a decision to root for the Lakers, who or what determined this 

decision?  If consciousness is just a chemical reaction in the brain, then my rooting for the 

Lakers is actually not my choice at all, but rather it is the result of some physical process that 

came before it.  According to the physicalist, my devotion to the Lakers has been determined 

apart from my volition by certain random physical events outside of my will (although in the 

physicalist view I do not actually have a will).  These physical events cause certain physical 

states that produce corresponding physical mental states, which in turn produce further physical 

states and so on in this manner in a determined pattern.  But this explanation does not align with 

the human experience, nor intuitive reason.  It makes no sense to say that my cells determine my 

love for the Lakers or my greater love for my wife.  It is internally self evident through reflection 

that I made these conscious decisions (to root for the Lakers and to love my wife).  If the 

physicalist is correct, how did he derive his conclusion since he does not have free will?  I 

suppose the physicalist then has no right to be upset if I do not embrace his position since my 

cells will just not allow me to embrace it.   

 

Without free will, rationality and meaningful discourse are impossible.  Furthermore, 

without free will it seems the arguments of the physicalist really do not matter in this debate.  If 

there is no free will, then no one is capable of choice, including the choice to believe in the 

physicalist position.  Why not?  Without free will, one cannot adjudicate between a sensible idea 
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and an irrational one.  Whatever choice is made by a person is made because the chemistry in the 

body forced it to happen.  So then, the physicalist can never really know whether his position is 

true or not.  If we are merely bodies without souls then we would be unable to know anything.  

How so?  Because physical things are unable to make decisions.  My television does not decide 

what shows I will watch on a Friday night, nor does my porch decide to count how many visitors 

come to my house in a given week.  Physical things operate mindlessly without thought 

according to uniform patterns of physical events.  For instance, planet earth is physical and it 

operates in uniform patterns.  The actions of physical things on earth are just reactions from 

other physical events before it.  For instance, why does the wind blow?  Because expanding hot 

air molecules rise while condensing cold air molecules sink creating a front.  Why do the air 

molecules make this front?  Because there is a change in temperature.  Why is there a change in 

temperature?  Because the earth at the equator receives more heat from the sun than it omits into 

the atmosphere, which causes air molecules near the equator to expand, rise and flow.  The earth 

at the poles omit more heat than they receive from the sun which cools the air so it condenses 

and sinks.  Why does the earth receive more heat at the equator and less at the poles?  Because of 

the tilt of the earth’s axis.  Why does…Because…. In principle, we could continue asking why 

and continue providing physical causes that necessitate these physical occurrences.  Since it is a 

physical, it would be illogical to ask who is making the wind blow, because it is an impersonal 

physical event – there is no “who” involved – it is merely a series of physical events that have a 

sort of domino effect on one another.  At this point, it is critical to note that there seems to be a 

big difference between physical events such as the wind blowing and free will events.  My 

decision to blow air from my mouth is completely different from the reason why air blows at the 

beach.   
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Consider the following illustration.  If I saw a man go off a cliff to his death it could be 

attributed perhaps to a strong wind that forced him off or perhaps it could be the result of a 

decision he made to end his life by jumping off.  Now, there’s a big difference between these 

possibilities.  One is a physical event (the wind forcing the man off the cliff) and the other is a 

free will decision of a man perhaps in desperation who determined to end his life or a man who 

tried to parachute but forgot his chute.  But, if physicalism is true then there’s no difference 

between the man jumping and the wind blowing him.  At his funeral people would speak of him 

in the same manner, “here lies that poor man who lost his life due to the mindless uniform 

patterns of physical events.”  The scary thing is that for the physicalist there would be no 

difference between the wind blowing him off, the man jumping of, or even another man coming 

along and forcing him off.  The physicalist cannot differentiate between an accident, a tragic 

decision, and murder.  Somehow I seriously doubt the physicalist would hold to his position 

consistently if a loved one was pushed off the cliff by a murderer, instead of a violent wind.  The 

physicalist would desire justice and punishment for such a man, but how can he justify punishing 

a determined physical event?  We do not punish cold fronts or tornadoes by our judicial system.  

They are mindless physical events that lack motive of any kind.  However, our judicial system 

does punish souls who determine to do wrong and carry it out (i.e. a man intentionally pushing 

another man off a cliff to his death).   

 

If physicalism is true then there cannot be free will.
94

  The physicalist must consistently 

maintain that there is no free will to jump or not to jump; or even, to push another person off a 

cliff or to spare his life.  In fact, for the physicalist there is no free will to believe or not to 

believe things.  Since our thoughts and our beliefs are determined by prior physical conditions 

then we are incapable of choosing what it is that we believe.  We just believe what we have been 

                                                 
94 John Foster. Immaterial Self.  (New York, NY: Routledge, 1996), pages 266-280. 
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determined to believe like the wind that blows because it was determined to blow by other 

preceding physical events.  If physicalism is true, then physicalism leads to determinism, and 

determinism makes knowledge impossible. Therefore, if physicalism is true, you would never be 

able to know it as all the physicalists claim they do.  

 

4.  Who I am remains the same even though my physical properties change.  

 

One of the strongest cases for dualism can be made by considering the fact that my own 

identity (that is, who I am) remains in tact even though my physical properties change. Think 

about how this argument has been phrased by Philosophers, Peter Kreeft and Ronald Tacelli:   

 

Think of your own case.  You have a certain height and weight.  You can 

identify yourself in a photograph or a mirror but you would never confuse 

these ways of identifying yourself-or the material conditions they require – 

with your own personal identity.  You are not your height or weight or the 

shape of your nose, or the color and style of your air.  These things can change 

drastically, but you would remain the same person – how else could you 

recognize that some change had occurred? “I’ don’t recognize myself!” you 

might say, when a mirror is held up before you, though you know very well 

you are the same person whose appearance, just a short time ago, was so 

different.  How do you know this?  …Surely because of a self-consciousness 

that retains its identity throughout these bodily changes, which makes memory 

possible, which holds together the varied fabric of sensible experience and 

makes it all one, makes it yours. … It cannot be understood in bodily or 

material terms, but it is very real. Without it, we could make no use of bodily 

criteria to identity anyone or anything; for without it, there could be no acts of 

knowledge and, therefore, no acts of recognition.  That much is clear.
95

 

 

Consider the following analogy as it relates to the above.  Since I have been old enough 

to drive, I have owned five different cars.  It seems obvious to say this, but my present car is not 

identical to my first car.  It would be ludicrous to maintain that they were.  This is significant 

because since I have been born my body has changed many times.  It seems obvious to say this, 

but my present body is not identical to my first body.  Scientifically speaking our bodies change 
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completely every seven years.  As humans age our physical parts are replaced molecule by 

molecule, so that every seven years we have an entirely different physical body.  Physically 

speaking, I have had less bodies than I have had cars.  Now, if the physicalist is correct and all 

we are is physical, then how is it that I am still myself?  In other words, I have maintained the 

same identity all of my life.  I am the exact same person I was 7 years ago, 14 years ago, 21 

years ago and so on.  Yet, if I am purely physical just like my car and if my present body is not 

identical to my last, why am I still me?  If the physicalist is correct than I would not be me.  Just 

as my body is completely different, so should my memories and identity be different if they are 

merely physical things. 

 

The physicalist may object and say, “Hey, there’s a big difference between getting a new 

car and a new body.  A new car can happen over night, yet a new body happens over long 

periods of time.”  This objection does not nullify the point I am making, it only changes my 

analogy.  In response I would discuss one of my favorite cars, my 1963 Volkswagen bug.  When 

I bought this car it was a piece of junk: the engine did not work, the upholstery was trashed and 

the body of the car was damaged.  Since I was a teenager with little money, I worked for years 

slowly replacing every piece on the car including a new engine, new upholstery, new body, etc.  

By the time I was done with the car there was not a single thing that had not been changed.  In 

fact, if I had the time to, I could have assembled all of the old parts and had two Volkswagen 

bugs.  The first day I drove the old car, all of my friends laughed at me.  By the time I was 

finished fixing it, all of my friends wanted a ride – it was a new car.  There was nothing identical 

physically when I was finished from when I began.  This illustration of my car reveals something 

very important.  This is rather obvious, but if one changes any part of a physical thing, it is really 

not the same physical thing it was before that physical change.  If you change all of its physical 

parts, there can be no question that you now have something completely different.  Therefore, it 
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is logically consistent that I am not purely physical since obviously my identity is not completely 

different even though my physical body has changed.   

 

At this point, the physicalist is trapped (once again).  Just as my car changed over time, 

so has my body.  Just as my car was not identical to what I began with, so too my body.  If my 

body is not identical to what it was years ago, how is it that I have memories?  It seems obvious 

that we are the same person over time.  What makes me the same person today as I was in the 

past cannot be something physical since the physical is constantly changing.  In fact, it is not my 

memory either.  If it was my memory then I would have to have been literally a different person 

every time I had a new experience or added something new to my memory.  I do not remember 

being born, or my first birthday party.  I have faint memories of being a young child in diapers, 

which my mother has estimated to be about the age of two.  Although my memories only go 

back to the age of two, I know my existence did not begin then.  Furthermore, if I lost my 

memory tomorrow, I would not cease to exist.  Yet, if I have no soul then there is nothing 

whatsoever about me today that is the same as myself when I was born.  Physically, I am not the 

same one who was born on my birthday – that was an entirely different physical person.  

Therefore, if physicalism is true, I am never me because there is a different me at every moment, 

with every change of my physical body.  However, this is patently false, because I have an 

immediate awareness of myself at this present moment and in my internal reflection I know that I 

have been me for my entire lifetime. Therefore, I must have a dual nature: a physical substance 

that changes over time and an immaterial substance that maintains my identity.   

 

CONCLUSION: 
 

I began this paper with the story of the Wizard of Oz in order to pose the question of what 

is soul and what is brain.  I presented the two possible answers to this question: the monist 
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physicalist response and the dualist position.  The physicalist maintains that humans are purely 

physical.  He says, “I am a brain.”  The dualist upholds that man is made up of two substances: a 

material body and an immaterial soul.  He says, “I am soul and I have a brain.”  I offered a 

Scriptural defense against Christian monism and a fourfold philosophical case for dualism.  

Scripturally I showed that the monists like Guthrie and Schultz could not stand up to exegetical 

scrutiny.  Philosophically I reasoned that non-material things like the soul exist that science 

cannot disprove.  Such things as numbers, morals and words exist though we cannot see them 

using the traditional scientific method.  Next, I argued that the soul is distinct from the brain and 

therefore its existence is reasonable to maintain.  Through the law of identity, I showed that the 

mind and the brain are not identical in their properties and therefore we must be more than 

matter.  Thirdly, I argued that the existence of free will implies a non-material agent or soul that 

independently controls the body.  Since physical events cannot account for decision making in 

humans and without free will rationality is destroyed, physicalism must be false.  My final 

argument was that who I am remains the same even though my physical properties change.  In 

order for me to be me and not someone else every seven years as my body changes, there must 

be an immaterial self that maintains our identity over time.   

The Christian church has always believed in dualism since the days that her Scriptures 

were written by the Apostles.  This heritage should not be abandoned.  Those who deny that 

dualism is taught in the Scripture would do well to consult the traditions of the church, not to 

mention some good commentaries.  Monists rule out tradition and Christian commentators by 

saying their ideas have been corrupted by Greek thought: however, as I have shown in this paper 

this excuse is simply not true.  Furthermore, denying the existence of the soul undermines the 

entire Christian worldview.  If one denies the existence of immaterial substances like the soul it 
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has implications for one to deny the existence of other immaterial substances like angels, demons 

and even God.  The Bible teaches that there is a spiritual world, a bona fide place like OZ where 

beings exists and are equally as real as those in our physical world.  Another problem for monists 

is the fact that the Scriptures teach man is made in the image of God, yet if man is merely 

physical than this would imply that God too is physical.  In order to get around this problem, 

monists have redefined the image of God from its historical and biblical meaning, making it a 

relational sort of thing where God’s image speaks solely of the relationship humanity has with 

him.  The monists have not only missed the theology of the soul, but they have destroyed the true 

meaning of God’s image.
96

  Furthermore, if humans are simply physical then what does it mean 

for God to become man in Christ?  The monists are very close to making similar Christological 

errors as the Arians, Nestorians, Monophysites, and Docetists, which were condemned by the 

Nicene-Constantinople Creed.   

Substance dualism coheres to the Scriptural account of the incarnation, the image of God, 

the constitution of man, the intermediate state and the resurrection of dead.  Not to mention, 

dualism has served as a safeguard and champion of human ethics.  Since the soul is what makes 

one a person and not the physical body, dualists have consistently argued against the social 

injustices that challenge the dignity of human life.  For example, dualism has been at the 

forefront of such social issues as racism, sexism and abortion.  Racism and sexism are the 

byproducts of monism.  If humans are merely physical than discrimination logically follows 

since physical attributes of humans can be placed in a hierarchical scheme (e.g. some humans are 

faster, some bigger, some more attractive, etc.).  If we are only physical, then discrimination will 

inevitably follow as certain physical attributes are deemed more valuable in a society.  On the 

other hand, if we are souls, then discrimination is unwarranted since we are all equally 

                                                 
96 For a thorough review of the image of God see: Anthony A. Hoekema.  Created in God's Image.  Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994. 
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immaterial beings made in God’s image (no soul is bigger or better, we are all equal).  This has 

played out destructively in the medical procedure of abortion used today.  Abortionists destroy 

babies in the womb and justify themselves by using monism to say that the fetus is only a 

physical substance that is not fully developed and thereby lacking personhood.  The fetus is not 

as big or as developed as the physical substance of an adult human and thus the fetus is 

discriminated against and denied human rights.  However, since dualism believes in the soul they 

have fought the ills of abortion.
97

  Dualism holds that personhood can be sustained without a 

physical body, so they have championed the right-to-life ethics that has saved millions of 

innocent lives.  As one should see, the debate between monists and dualists has more at stake 

than winning a mere theological spat.  If the Scarecrow only had a brain, he would not be a 

person.  He would only have the same ethical rights as any other physical substance like a desk, a 

coffee cup or a can of soda (and these things have absolutely no rights).  If the Scarecrow of Oz 

only had a brain, he would not be able to love, to sing and to exercise free will.  Gladly, the 

Scarecrow is more than a brain whether the monists believe it or not.  The Scarecrow, as all 

humans, is a soul existing in holistic unity with his body that is made in the image of God.  He is 

capable of existence outside of his body and his future awaits the resurrection, a glorious day for 

those who know the true and living God.    

 

                                                 
97 This is not to say that all monists are abortionists or that monists have not fought against social injustice.  My point here is that 
fighting social injustice can be inconsistent for the monist since they have reduced humanity to physical terms which creates an 
atmosphere for discrimination and oppression.  
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“See you in the intermediate state!” 
 

 


