
Are You a Marcion (Martian)
Christian?
James Detrich explores the wrong thinking many Christians hold
concerning  an  incorrect  split  between  the  Old  and  New
Testaments, as if there were different deities for each.

Marcion or Martian?
Are you a Marcion Christian? No, I don’t mean Martian as in
the space aliens. No, no, this will not be an article about
whether there are alien life forms on other planets. We cover
that question on the Probe website. This is, instead, about
Marcion, an early churchman who lived in the second century.

As the early church was trying to understand how
the Old Testament and New Testament worked together, Marcion
said that they are incompatible. He rejected the Old Testament
as being too Jewish, too concerned with things like the Law,
and  sacrifices,  and  old  timey  prophets.  He  claimed  the
Christian  church  should  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  Old
Testament,  that  we  are  merely  New  Testament  believers.
Actually, now that I think about it, it is pretty neat that
his  name,  Marcion,  sounds  like  Martian  as  in  the  aliens.
Because  that  is  exactly  what  the  early  church  thought  of
Marcion’s ideas; they thought they were alien to the faith
that had been passed down from Jesus and his apostles. Because
the ideas were alien—or might we say, heretical—the earliest
Christians rejected them and kicked Marcion and his followers
out of the church.

The earliest Christians set up boundaries for right thinking,
for right praise, what we call “orthodoxy” today.{1} They
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declared that it was wrong to believe that the Old Testament
was outdated and not essential to the faith, because they
understood something very important: how one views Scripture
very much depends upon how one views God. The two go hand-in-
hand. If you reject Scripture, whether it is the Old or New
Testament, then you will reject the God behind the book. Why?
Because the Bible reveals God; it is the complete revelation
of who He is and what He values.

The reason Marcion wanted to do away with the Old Testament
was his wrong belief that the God of the Old Testament was an
inferior god, who was full of wrath and justice. He was that
nasty  god  who  told  the  Israelites  to  execute  anyone  who
worshipped  another  god.  He  was  insecure,  jealous,  always
wanting love and affection. But the God of the New Testament,
taught Marcion, was completely the opposite: He, unlike that
malicious Old Testament god, was loving, gracious, peaceful,
and infinitely good. This was the true God revealed through
Jesus Christ when he came to earth with the good news.{2}

So, Marcion didn’t just have two Bibles, he also had two gods.
On the bad side were the Old Testament and the god the older
book revealed; on the good side were the New Testament and the
true God the new book revealed. Was Marcion right? Should we
as  Christians  throw  out  the  Old  Testament?  Is  the  Old
Testament God worthy of our worship? Or is Marcion’s view as
alien as a Martian living on planet Earth?

The Two-God Dualism
I settled in my overstuffed chair waiting for the contentious
TV interview. The atheist Richard Dawkins was going to be on
one of the conservative news shows. I thought to myself, this
should be good. Dawkins, of course, is not your usual atheist.
His rhetoric is a bit terse and brusque. He was the one who
called God a “vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser . . .
capriciously malevolent bully,” among other things.{3} Safe to



say, he is not too thrilled with God. But he was going to be
interviewed by a fairly conservative, Catholic talk-show host,
and so I figured it should be a good debate on religion. But
it  wasn’t.  It  was—how  to  say  this  nicely—completely  and
utterly awful. When confronted by Dawkins’ usual claims that
the  Old  Testament  God  is  a  bully  because  he  ordered  the
stoning  of  anyone  who  did  not  worship  him,  the  bombastic
interviewer basically said that the Old Testament was a bunch
of  myths  that  no  one  really  took  seriously.  He  soothed
Dawkins’ objections with the explanation that the stories in
the Old Testament were allegories—they were not historically
true. He went on to affirm that if Dawkins had a problem with
God, he needed to read the New Testament. It is there where
Jesus preaches the good news of faith, hope, and love. These
are virtues that are good for society. I’m sure he thought,
Dawkins can’t possibly argue against this. Every time Dawkins
attempted to move the conversation back to the Old Testament,
where  he  thought  his  argument  was  the  strongest,  the
interviewer kept the discussion on the New Testament. “How can
you have a problem with a God who teaches love?” the host
would ask.{4}

But  it  was  dualism  all  over  again;  the  interviewer  was
claiming that the Old Testament God was bad and the stories
were myths, and the New Testament God is the good, Christian
God. Basically, the interviewer affirmed the same things that
Marcion affirmed in the second century. It was the old Marcion
line that said, “If you want to know what Christianity is all
about, read the New Testament; don’t read the Old Testament.”

Well, it worked. The talk-show host got through the interview
unscathed. But at what price? I submit that the price is
losing Christianity itself. Because Christianity is not based
upon merely the New Testament. We don’t have two gods; we have
one God. We have one God that is revealed in both the Old and
New Testament. It is one book about one God.

But  if  this  is  true,  then  what  does  the  Old  Testament



contribute  to  our  understanding  of  God?  How  do  the  Old
Testament and the New work together? These are some of the
questions that we as the body of Christ need to prayerfully
think over, and in the next sections I will attempt to provide
some answers.

One Book, One Story
We have been discussing the unfortunate practice of separating
the Old Testament from the New. This was first done in the
second  century  by  Marcion  who  not  only  viewed  the  Old
Testament as inferior to the New, but taught that the god of
the Old Testament was inferior to the true God of the New
Testament. But we need to understand that this was not only a
problem in the second century, it is also a tendency in the
church  today.  It  is  a  rare  church  that  preaches  the  Old
Testament as often as the New. Bible studies are typically
journeys through New Testament books. When discussing God with
our friends, especially our lost friends, we often emphasize
what the New Testament says about Jesus and, at times, can
feel embarrassed about the demands in the Old Testament. We
love to exclaim the grace of God; we don’t equally love the
judgment,  jealousy,  and  wrathfulness  of  God  that  the  Old
Testament also presents.

Please, don’t get me wrong, I am not saying that we should not
preach a grace-filled God. I attend a seminary that has a
strong tradition of preaching unapologetically the grace of
God. But what I am saying is that our view of God must be
imbibed from the totality of Scripture, including the Old
Testament. This is the great benefit of preaching, teaching,
and meditating upon the older book; it provides us with a more
complete  revelation  of  God.  These  two  testaments  are  not
contrary to one another; they do not set up two different gods
or two different or competing views of God. They are, rather,
complementary.  They  disclose  one  God  who  is  eternal,
infinitely  good,  and  infinitely  jealous  of  his  creatures’



worship with a holy jealousy borne out of love, because He
made us for Himself.

Not only do they reveal one God, but they are also one book,
one story. Think for a moment about the nature of story. For a
story to work, there must be a conflict. At times, there will
be numerous sub-conflicts, but there is always at least one
big, overriding conflict that gives the narrative meaning and
purpose. The other thing about storytelling is that you are
either building toward the resolution of the conflict or you
are falling in action because the conflict has already been
resolved. Therefore, stories are not straight lines of action;
they follow a building | climax | falling structure. The Bible
is  no  different.  As  a  story  itself  it  follows  the  same
structure. From Genesis to Revelation, Holy Scripture tells
one story about a conflict that has to be resolved. The action
rises as the conflict increases, and after the conflict is
resolved, the action then falls. This makes the Old Testament
just as important as the New; they may be two testaments, but
they are one unified story.

The Big Story of the Bible
Having completely rejected Marcion’s view of the Old Testament
and seeing it as valuable to be read and taught, we moved
forward to examine how the Old Testament and the New work
together. We affirmed that both testaments tell one unified
story. So, how is this done? At the center of the biblical
story is conflict—the clash between God and sin. The question
throughout the entire story is, How can a holy, righteous God
still have fellowship and communion with His creation given
the fact that sin has now been introduced into the creative
order? Genesis 1-11 provides the background to the story.
Those chapters are like the black screen that comes up at the
beginning of a movie like Star Wars, providing the backstory
so the audience can understand the setting and characters, and
where the story is going. Those background chapters in Genesis



tell us about God’s creation and the fall of that creation,
and  then  provide  details  of  the  extent  of  the  fall
demonstrating through the stories of Noah and Babel that man
really is sinful and we need redemption.

But the biblical story really gets going in Genesis chapter
12. It is there that God establishes a covenant with Abraham
to provide redemption for humanity. This is not to say that
God was not at work before Abraham. He was. But not in a
programmatic, systematic manner. Now God comes to mankind; He
comes  to  Abraham  to  begin  a  new  people  to  establish  His
reputation in order to bring all humanity to redemption. He
works with Abraham, and then Isaac, and then Jacob, and then
all of Jacob’s sons. Carefully, God works His divine plan in
spite of the willful disobedience and, at times, just sheer
stupidity of these men and their respective families.

As Exodus opens, this new nation is enslaved and the plan of
God appears to be in jeopardy. But through the miracles of the
plagues, God brings His people out of slavery. He brings them
to Mount Sinai and gives them the Law which is a revelation of
who He is and what He expects. If this new nation is to
establish the reputation of the one true God, then they must
be holy and pure. That is the reason why the Old Testament
demands and commands, even with the consequence of death, that
the people only worship God and Him alone. He is jealous, like
a husband who demands his wife only have one lover—himself.
Since God is the only source of life and goodness, He knows
that loving and worshiping any false gods leads to disaster
and  death.  All  of  this,  though,  is  the  building  of  the
plot—the increase of the conflict—because God’s workings with
Israel never provided a full and complete answer to sin. That
full and complete answer was yet to come.

The Point of It All: Jesus
In this article we have been discussing the value of the Old



Testament.  We  have  rejected  Marcion’s  view  that  the  Old
Testament  god  is  different  from  and  inferior  to  the  New
Testament  God.  And  we  have  explored  how  the  Old  and  New
Testaments  work  together  to  tell  one  unified  story.  In
providing the details of how God worked with the children of
Israel, all the way from Genesis to the prophets, the Old
Testament builds the action and the conflict that reaches a
climax and a resolution in the Gospels. For centuries, the
people of Israel cried out for a final and complete answer to
sin; they desired a Messiah. Just like a movie that builds
conflict  scene  after  scene  and  then  finally  resolves  the
conflict,  the  biblical  story  spends  multiple  books  and
numerous chapters building conflict. And then Jesus appears.
The Gospels tell the dramatic story of John the Baptizer, the
last  of  the  Old  Testament  prophets,  stepping  forth  to
proclaim, “Behold, the Kingdom of God is at hand.” And it is
through Jesus’ life, death, resurrection, and ascension that
resolution is finally brought to the story.

Then, the rest of the story is the creation of this new
organism called the church that preaches and teaches Jesus to
the entire known world. This part of the story is the falling
action; now that the conflict has been resolved, these are the
outworkings of the story.

Looking  at  the  Bible  this  way  allows  for  several  things.
First, it keeps the story unified with Jesus at the very
center  and  the  point  of  the  story.  The  Old  Testament
anticipates this Messiah, and the New Testament reflects upon
Him by preaching Him to the world. Second, it shows us why the
Old  Testament  is  valuable  and  essential  to  the  Christian
faith. It is not a byproduct, not something that can just be
discarded or ignored. No, it is indeed essential! It reveals
God’s character, and it is the “gateway” for the coming of
Jesus, the Christ. Third, it unabashedly demonstrates that the
entire  biblical  story  discloses  one  God,  not  two  gods  as
Marcion believed. This God is the one true God whose sovereign



control of history is beautifully displayed in the pages of
Scripture as He redeems humanity from sin and provides the way
for Himself and us to be reconciled to relationship. It is one
story—a story of love. We hope you will embrace this view of
the Bible and not be a “Martian/Marcion” Christian!

Notes

1. Gerald L. Bray, “Authority in the Early Church,” Churchman
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“How Do I Answer the Argument
for  Satan  Because  All
Positives Have a Negative?”
I was hoping you could help me give an answer to my co-worker.
He follows a lot of pagan beliefs. Today he was discussing how
the “elite” run the world, and I asked him who he thinks
influences the unjust “elite.” He responded, “Satan.” I asked,
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Do you believe that there is such thing as Satan? and he
replied,  “Yes,  every  good  thing  in  the  world  has  a
counterpart, hot and cold etc. Therefore since every positive
force has a corresponding negative force, a negative ‘spirit’
must exist.”

I was not sure how to respond, other than to say that is not
what the Bible teaches, evil is not eternal, and Satan will be
overthrown and sent to the lake of fire and tormented forever.
I guess he is positing dualism. I wanted to know how I could
break down the argument that Satan must exist because “all
positives have a negative.” Obviously I agree that satan is
real, and I am not disputing his existence; I am disputing the
argument he uses to arrive at Satan’s existence.

 

It seems to me that you are quite right to point out that this
is not what the Bible teaches. God is the eternal Creator of
all that exists (other than Himself). Hence, there can be God
without any Satan, good without any evil, etc. I think your
response was right on target.

Not only is this true, but (as something of an aside) it’s
also important to remember that God did not originally create
the angel who became Satan as an evil being. Rather, Satan
fell into sin of his own free will. [Please see my answer to
email, “What Caused Lucifer (Satan) to Fall?”]

The principle that every positive must have a negative is
therefore simply false. Cold is the absence of heat. And one
can certainly conceive of a logically possible “hot” world
that no human being would ever regard as “cold.” In addition,
we must also remember that just because we can conceive of
something’s opposite, this does not mean (or prove) that the
opposite actually exists. One can have heat without cold,
light without darkness, love without hatred, etc. None of
these REQUIRES an opposite. And for someone to claim that they
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do  would  require  some  sort  of  argument  or  proof  to  that
effect—not just an assertion that it is so. After all, we can
think of many examples to the contrary. So why should we
believe that all positives have a negative?

Finally,  according  to  Occam’s  razor  [Editor’s  note:  “The
simplest explanation is often correct”], we must not multiply
causes (or entities) beyond necessity. The God of the Bible
provides all the explanation we need regarding the origin of
the universe, the fine-tuning of the universe, the existence
of objective moral values, etc. To posit, in addition to God,
an  eternal  “Satan”,  is  not  only  unbiblical,  it  is  also
completely unnecessary.

At any rate, these are a few of the thoughts that occur to me
after reading your letter. I hope this is helpful in talking
with your friend.

Shalom in Christ,

Michael Gleghorn

© 2010 Probe Ministries

Mind, Soul, and Neuroethics
Neuroscience is the next frontier for research, and Kerby
Anderson urges Christians to pay attention to these findings
and provide a biblical perspective to the research and an
ethical framework for its application.

Let  me  begin  with  a  question.  Imagine  that  our  medical
technology has advanced enough that we can transplant a human
brain. If we exchanged your brain with that of another person,
would you wake up in your body with someone else’s thoughts
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and memories? Or would you wake up in the other person’s body?

Or consider the following questions concerning brain research:

• Scientists are beginning to work on a “smart pill” that
would increase your memory and intelligence. If such a pill
existed, who should take it?

• Scientists are working to develop brain fingerprinting to
reveal a person’s knowledge of events. If perfected, should
these brain scans be used like polygraph tests to detect if
people are lying?

• Pharmaceutical companies are working to develop chemicals
that block the formation of memories. If perfected, should
these pills also be used to erase memories that people don’t
want to have?

•  Areas  of  the  brain  can  be  stimulated  or  suppressed  by
placing a device over the scalp. Should doctors use these
devices to control your brain?

These are just a few of the questions being raised in a
relatively  new  ethical  field  of  discussion  known  as
neuroethics.

In  the  past  few  years,  neuroscience  has  been  making
discoveries about the human brain at an incredible rate of
speed. Advances in neuroscience and imaging methods have made
it possible to observe the brain more directly. And advances
in neurosurgery have also made it possible to intervene more
precisely and effectively.

This new arena of neuroethics is beginning to deal with the
hard questions about our rapidly growing knowledge of the
human  brain  and  our  ethical  and  social  responsibilities
concerning this new information. Doctors, scientists, lawyers,
politicians,  and  theologians  are  all  interested  in
neuroethics. But as you can see from the above examples, the



implications of these concerns should extend to all of us
since we will ultimately be affected by the moral and legal
decisions concerning neuroscience.

In  developing  a  Christian  perspective  on  neuroethics,  we
should  begin  with  a  proper  understanding  of  the  mind  and
brain. Nearly all scientific investigation begins with the a
priori assumption that we are material, not spiritual. Thus,
scientists assume there is only a brain and not an immaterial
mind. Put another way, they assume there is only a body and
not a soul.

Dualism
Are we merely a brain or are we both brain and mind? This is a
fundamental question in science, philosophy, and theology. New
advances in science seem to be challenging the notion that we
are both mind and brain.

Most Christians are Cartesian dualists in that they believe
that the soul inhabits the body. The name Cartesian dualism
comes from the philosopher René Descartes who four hundred
years ago argued that identity and thought were distinct. He
is famous for the phrase, “I think, therefore I am.” In other
words, the fact that he could think about himself showed that
there was something distinct from him. He was doing something
with  his  brain,  but  he  was  also  distinct  from  his  brain
because he was having thoughts.

A quarter century ago, Probe Ministries published a book that
showed  that  we  are  both  mind  and  brain.  The  book,  The
Mysterious Matter of Mind, by Dr. Arthur C. Custance presented
experimental evidence that led scientists to conclude that the
mind is more than matter and more than a mere by-product of
the brain.{1}

One of the most famous findings in this field involved the
research of Wilder Penfield. Although he was born in the U.S.,



he did most of his research in Canada and was later celebrated
as “the greatest living Canadian.”

In 1961, Penfield reported a dramatic demonstration of the
existence of a mind that is separate from the brain. He found
that  the  mind  acted  independently  of  the  brain  under
controlled  experimental  conditions.  His  subject  was  an
epileptic patient who had part of the brain exposed. When
Penfield  used  an  electrode  to  stimulate  a  portion  of  the
cortex, here is what he reported:

When the neurosurgeon applies an electrode to the motor area
of the patient’s cerebral cortex causing the opposite hand to
move, and when he asks the patient why he moved the hand, the
response is: “I didn’t do it. You made me do it.” . . . It
may be said that the patient thinks of himself as having an
existence separate from his body.

Once when I warned a patient of my intention to stimulate the
motor area of the cortex, and challenged him to keep his hand
from moving when the electrode was applied, he seized it with
the other hand and struggled to hold still. Thus, one hand,
under the control of the right hemisphere driven by the
electrode, and the other hand, which he controlled through
the left hemisphere, were caused to struggle against each
other. Behind the “brain action” of one hemisphere was the
patient’s mind. Behind the action of the other hemisphere was
the electrode.{2}

This experiment (and others like it) demonstrates that there
is both a mind and brain. Mind is more than just merely a by
product of the brain.

Neuroscience:  Opportunities  and



Challenges
Neuroscience has been making discoveries about the human brain
at an incredible rate of speed, and this provides both new
opportunities  and  major  ethical  challenges.  For  example,
existing brain imaging methods provide scientists with some
very powerful tools to discover the structure and function of
the  human  brain.  These  tools  can  detect  various  brain
abnormalities. They can also help in the diagnosis of various
neurological disorders.

Scientists have also been using these brain imaging machines
to study emotions, language, and even our perceptions. It is
possible that eventually these machines could even be used to
read our thoughts and memories.

Scientists who have developed a brain fingerprinting machine
believe they will be able to determine a person’s knowledge of
events. By measuring electrical activity within the brain,
they can see the response of a person to certain stimuli
(words, sounds, pictures). Analysis of these responses might
be helpful in various investigations.

Sometimes  crime  investigators  use  a  polygraph  machine  to
detect lies. But these devices are not completely foolproof.
Scientists  believe  they  might  be  able  someday  to  develop
accurate readings from functional magnetic resonance imaging
(fMRI) to determine whether a person is telling the truth.

What are the implications of this? Is it possible that one day
people who are suspected of a crime will be required to submit
to a brain scan? Could brain scans be used to determine high-
risk employees, potential criminals, even terrorists? For now,
this is mere speculation, but neuroscience may force us to
deal with these questions in the future.

Some  have  even  speculated  that  measurements  from  these
machines could help in distinguishing true memories from false



memories. In some experiments, certain areas of the brain
appear  to  respond  differently  to  true  memories  and  false
memories.

Could brain scans be used to predict certain neurological
disorders? Scientists using fMRI have found that people with
schizophrenia have different sizes of key brain structures
(e.g., larger lateral ventricles, reduced hippocampus, etc.)
than those people without this mental disorder. Many of the
ethical  questions  already  surrounding  the  use  of  genetic
screening would no doubt surface with the application of brain
scans that would screen for neurological disorders.

A related question in this growing field of neuroethics is the
use of mood altering drugs. Psychopharmacology has already
provided  pills  to  treat  depression,  anxiety,  and  even
attention deficit disorder. Future development in this area
will no doubt yield other mood-altering and brain-altering
drugs.

In the future, it might be possible to genetically engineer
drugs or even genetically engineer human beings to treat and
even cure mental disorders. This same technology might also
allow scientists to increase memory and perhaps even increase
intelligence.  For  now,  the  idea  of  a  smart  pill  is  just
science fiction. But what if we develop such a medicine? Who
should  get  the  pill?  Under  what  conditions  would  it  be
administered? These are all questions for the twenty-first
century in this growing field of neuroethics.

Erasing Memories
In the film Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless Mind, a couple
(played  by  Jim  Carrey  and  Kate  Winslet)  undergo  a  brain
procedure that allows them to erase each other from their
memories because their relationship has turned sour. The story
develops when Joel discovers that his girlfriend, Clementine,



has undergone a psychiatrist’s experimental procedure which
removes him from her mind. Joel then decides to undergo the
same procedure. In the process, however, he rekindles his love
for her.

Although the film is science fiction and essentially a thought
experiment,  erasing  memories  is  something  scientists  are
pursuing right now. They are already testing a pill that, when
given  after  a  traumatic  event,  seems  to  make  resulting
memories  less  intense.  The  pill  appears  to  blunt  memory
formation  and  could  be  very  useful  as  a  treatment.  For
example, this pill could be used if a person experiences a
horrible event (such as a rape or witness to a murder). It
would also be helpful to those who have endured an earthquake,
hurricane, or tsunami.

Doctors  also  believe  that  it  would  help  victims  of  post-
traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). This was a problem first
recognized in the Vietnam War and a disorder diagnosed in men
and women who have been serving in Iraq and Afghanistan. Those
affected  often  experience  mental  symptoms  (flashbacks)  and
physical symptoms.

When  a  traumatic  event  occurs,  the  brain  is  flooded  with
stress hormones (such as adrenalin) that actually store these
memories in different ways than the manner in which memories
are normally preserved. These memories seem to be stored in
our brain’s hard drive, and therefore seem nearly impossible
to erase.

The new pills are a class of drugs known as beta blockers
which can cross the blood-brain barrier. They can actually
dull the impact of the memory formation by getting to the
place  where  stress  hormones  work  to  form  these  traumatic
memories. Scientists believe that they can not only blunt the
impact of these memories, they might even prevent PTSD. Some
physicians  believe  it  might  be  possible  to  cure  PTSD  by
triggering these memories and then administering this new drug



to eliminate them.

Not  everyone  is  excited  about  the  prospects  of  erasing
memories. Already we have a variety of drugs that can alter a
person’s  personality.  Antidepressants  and  tranquilizers  are
used by millions of people every day. Antipsychotic drugs are
used  to  treat  people  with  such  mental  disorders  as
schizophrenia. Erasing a person’s memory with certain drugs
would certainly change their personality. Would that change
always be for the better?

When researchers working in the area of erasing memories were
asked to testify before the President’s Council on Bioethics,
there was deep concern. Chairman Leon Kass argued that painful
memories serve a purpose and are part of the human experience.

Biblical Perspective
Advances in the field of neuroscience certainly raise new
ethical dilemmas for the twenty-first century. But they also
challenge  the  biblical  understanding  of  human  nature.
Neuroscience is beginning to explain a great deal of human
behavior by mapping the human brain. Scientists are locating
regions  that  influence  personality,  character,  and  even
spirituality. Does this challenge the concept of Cartesian
dualism? Can we explain mind as merely a by-product of brain?

One  researcher  in  this  field  thinks  the  research  does
challenge this biblical foundation. She says you “can still
believe  in  what  Arthur  Koestler  called  ‘the  ghost  in  the
machine’.” But she concludes that “as neuroscience begins to
reveal  the  mechanisms  of  personality,  character,  and  even
sense of spirituality, this Cartesian line of interpretation
becomes strained. If these are all features of the machine,
why have a ghost at all? By raising questions like this, it
seems  likely  that  neuroscience  will  pose  a  far  more
fundamental  challenge  to  religion  than  evolutionary



biology.”{3}

So  if  you  think  evolution  has  been  a  challenge  to
Christianity, just wait until the findings of neuroscience
reach the society at large. There are large and significant
issues that need to be addressed. So what is a Christian
perspective on these issues of mind/brain and body/soul?

First, the Bible teaches that when the soul leaves the body,
the body is dead (James 2:26). And if the soul returns to the
body, the whole person comes back to life (Luke 8:55). This
dual  nature  of  the  body  and  soul  is  documented  in  many
passages of Scripture (Matt. 26:41; Rom. 8:10; 1 Cor. 5:5;
6:17, 20; 7:34; 2 Cor. 7:1; Gal. 5:17).

Second, the New Testament also talks about the resurrection of
the body, and Paul elaborates on the nature of this body (1
Cor. 15:35-44). We have the most complete picture of this
resurrection body by observing what the Bible tells us about
Jesus Christ after His resurrection. Paul tells us this is the
body we will have (Phil. 3:20-21).

This resurrection body of Jesus Christ was able to freely pass
through physical barriers (walls, locked doors). But it could
also be examined for purposes of identification. It is a body
that is able to communicate with the physical world (can be
seen,  heard,  felt).  Likewise,  we  can  anticipate  that  our
bodies will be able to share a meal and then disappear only to
reappear in another location. It will also be a body that can
act upon the physical world by moving objects, going for a
walk, even starting a fire.

The Bible teaches that we are more than matter. We are both
body  and  soul,  mind  and  brain.  Neuroscience  is  the  next
frontier for research, and Christians must pay attention to
these  findings  and  provide  a  biblical  perspective  to  the
research and an ethical framework for its application.
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