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Last time we established that the moment when someone becomes a human person with a soul is at the time when the egg is fertilized.  
    When you were only a fertilized egg, only a single cell, that cell was more complex, more specialized, and contained more information than any cell that would ever exist in your body or anywhere else.
    The human fertilized egg is the most complex cell known to exist. Moreland, p.284
 
    Even many in the pro-abortion movement are beginning to admit this, and moving to a much worse, much more dangerous rational for abortion – the idea that yes, the zygote is a human person, but it is not a valuable enough person to merit an inconvenience to the mother.
    We saw that that was exactly the attitude that was propagated by the medical community in Nazi Germany prior to Hitler that paved the way for Hitler.
The Essence Of Humanness
    The physicalist says that all there is to humanness is the presence of a fully developed human body.  And a zygote can’t be human, because it’s not a fully developed body.
    If that were true - If humanness were a function of what size you are and how you are shaped, it would make sense to look at a zygote in a microscope and say, “That can’t be human, because it’s not shaped like a human, and it’s not large enough.”
    But it in is not your body that makes you human.
    If I go on a diet and lose 10 percent of my body weight, does that mean I am now only 90 percent human?  Of course not.
    Your body is composed entirely of atoms.  That’s all your body is is an arraignment of about 1027 atoms.
    Guess how many of those 1027 atoms that made up your body 7 years ago are still present in your body right now.  Zero.  Every one has been replaced.
    Physically, there is nothing present in your body that was present 7 years ago.
 
And yet you are still the same person.
    And society recognizes that.  If we put a murderer on trial, and the trial takes 7 years, and at that point he says, “The group of atoms that made up my body 7 years ago did commit that murder, but I’m not that person now”…
    What would we say?  We would say, “It’s not the atoms that are on trial.   It’s you!”
    So what is the “you” if it’s not the physical matter?  Is it your mind?
   
When they do experiments on people where they numb half their brain, which hinders the function of the person’s mind, that doesn’t make that person sub-human.
    What makes you human is the fact that you are a human soul.  Anyone who has a human soul is 100 percent human.
    You have probably been taught that it’s your DNA that causes your development.  That’s not true.
    All the information needed for your development is in your DNA, but that information has to be put into use by something else.
    DNA molecules are not self-starters.  The French geneticist Fancois Jacob points out that “outside the cell, without the means to carry out the plans, without the apparatus necessary for copying or transmitting, [the genetic program] remains inert.  No more than memory of a computer can the memory of heredity act in isolation.  Able to function only within the cell, the genetic message can do nothing by itself.  It can only guide what is being done.” cited in Moreland p.296  
    The driver that takes the information in the DNA and puts it into action is the soul, which means the soul is present and fully functional right at the moment the body begins developing, which is at conception.
    Think of the relationship between a soul and its body as being like the relationship between a person and a computer that he is building.
    The person is like the soul, and the computer is like the body.
    Now, suppose your only interaction with this person is through e-mail.
    So in the early stages of him building his computer, you can’t communicate with him at all.
    If he develops a crude, barely functional modem and writes very simplistic software, he might begin to send you some cryptic e-mails that you can barely make out.
    And the more he develops his computer the more human he appears to you.  But he was fully human right from the very beginning.
    The same principle holds true for mental development.  It is not mental functioning or ability that makes you human.
    If I have the inherent capacity to speak five languages, but I never learn more than 1, does that make me 20 percent human?  No.
    Humanness has nothing to do with how developed you are or what abilities you have.
    And to help you understand that, I need to point out the difference between capacities and abilities.
    As a human being I have the capacity for language, which means I have the capacity for speaking multiple languages.
    However, right now I only have the ability to speak English.  Lack of ability can prevent higher order capacities from being realized, but those capacities still exist.
    When you are asleep you don’t have the ability to do much of anything.  
    You might only have the ability to do 5% of the things you can do while conscious.  But does that mean you are only 5% human while you sleep?
    No, because the capacities remain, because the soul is just as human as ever.
    If you cut off both my legs, I no longer have the ability to walk.  But that does not mean the highest order capacity for walking is gone – just the ability.
    If someone is in a coma or a persistent vegetative state, he has lost most of his abilities.  But as a human being with a human soul he has all the same capacities as you and I.
    The next time you talk to someone who is a strict physicalist – who thinks that all that exists is matter, and there is no spiritual world or immaterial world, challenge him to come up with a definition of human life in which you are still human while under general anesthesia.
    Ask anyone who is pro-abortion, “What determines humanness, and when is a human valuable enough that we shouldn’t kill him?”  
    And when they give their answer, see if it applies to a person under general anesthesia.
    When they put you under for an operation, you don’t have most of the things that the physicalist would say are essential for humanness.
    You don’t have consciousness, you are not sentient, you have no ability to communicate, you have no self-awareness, and you have no ability to respond to your environment.
    So by their definition you cease to be human when they put you under.
    Also, if what makes you you is simply matter, then you are not the same human being now that you were when you were five.
    If you are only a physical body, then every time your body changes you’re a different person.
    But Scripture affirms what we know from common sense – that there is an essential you that survives the changes your body goes through.
    That constant – that thing that remains you as your body and mind change is your soul, and it’s what makes you human.
Common Arguments For The Superior Value Of The Mother's Life
    Pro- abortion people have suggested several reasons why the life of the unborn child is less valuable than the desires of the mother.
    1. Freedom of Choice
By far the most common is the mother's right to choose.  That's why they call themselves pro--choice.
    The developing child may be a living, human person, but the mother's right to make choices regarding her body is more important than that person's life.
    The problem with that argument is that even most abortionists would agree that a mother is no longer free to behave as a non-mother in other areas.
If you have children, but you behave as a non-mother, you will be prosecuted for child abuse or neglect.
    It's possible to make choices in life that remove the freedom to make future choices.
    When I was single, I had the freedom to just decide to take off by myself and go somewhere for several days.
    But if Tracy and I did that when our kids were babies, they would put us in jail.
    You don't have the freedom to choose anything you want when your freedom affects another human life.
    2.  Hardship for the Poor
    Another common argument is that restricting abortion becomes a hardship for poor women, because they can't afford to care for the baby.
    The irony of that is that it is not the poor women who are the primary advocates of abortion rights.  The truth is, 94 percent of pro-choice women work. McQuilkin, p. 321.
    It's not that they don't have money.  It's that they don't want the limitations of parenting to limit their affluent lifestyle.
    But like all the rest of their arguments, it becomes meaningless if the life of the unborn person is equal in value to other human life.
    We don't let people kill their 2-year-olds no matter how poor the family is.  Is the rule against killing 2-year-olds or teenagers discriminatory against the poor?
    3. The Mothers Mental Health
    A third argument in favor of abortion is the mental health of the mother.  In fact, this is the argument that the government used to justify legalizing abortion.
    In Roe v. Wade the Supreme Court decided that abortion is justifiable only if it is necessary to preserve the health of the mother.
    If they allowed abortion only to save the life of the mother, that wouldn’t be so objectionable.
When the woman’s life is in danger
    Here there are two possibilities: 
1. A situation like a tubal pregnancy, where if the baby is not aborted both mother and baby will die.
    2. A situation where the mother’s life is at risk, and the doctor can either save the baby or the mother but not both.
    In the first case I see nothing wrong with killing the baby to save the mother.  Doing nothing would be the equivalent of killing two people, whereas the second action kills only one.
    The second case is a little harder.  I wonder how often that actually happens.
    If it does, I would say it’s a judgment call that would have to be made in a particular circumstance.
    Medical issues are rarely that cut and dried.  Usually it’s more an issue of percentages.  There might be a 20% chance of the mother dying if they abort the baby, and only a 10% chance of her dying otherwise…
    And those numbers are generally guesses.  
    So every situation is different, and I’m not sure there is a rigid rule that can be applied across the board. 
    As long as you understand that the baby is a person – as valuable as any other person, your judgment call will likely be correct (if you are a wise person).
************************
But when they allowed abortion for the sake of the health of the mother, that is something else entirely.
    And then in another decision that same court decided that included in "the health of the mother" is her mental well-being.
    That's why even the healthiest woman with the healthiest pregnancy can still get an abortion.  All she has to say is that the pregnancy is causing her mental distress or anxiety.
    But if they are genuinely concerned about psychological damage being done to the mother, they are not protecting her by allowing her to get an abortion.
    Studies indicate a far higher incidence of psychological harm to those who choose abortion than to those who choose to give birth.
    In fact, threats of suicide are extremely high among women who have had an abortion.
    But women who remained pregnant almost never committed suicide.  In fact, the suicide rate among pregnant mothers is 1/6 the rate among nonpregnant women the same age. McQuilkin, p. 322.
    If you are just a regular woman who is not pregnant you are six times more likely to commit suicide than a pregnant woman your age.
    So you can't make an argument for abortion based on protecting the mother's psychological health.
    Even pro-abortion advocates admit the existence and prevalence of what psychologists call, "Post Abortion Syndrome" which is the negative psychological aftermath of an abortion.
    4. Conscious Awareness Of Interests
    Another argument that is used against the value of the life of the unborn is the idea that if you do not have a conscious awareness of your interests, then other people don’t have the responsibility to do things that are in your interests.
    In other words, in order for there to be such a thing as your best interests, you have to be able to have an interest in your interests.
    Therefore, we have no obligation to do what is in the best interests of the fetus, since it has no interests.
    Let me give you a scenario that demonstrates the folly of this idea.
    Imagine a newborn child who has been born unconscious.  The part of the higher brain that controls consciousness has been damaged, but the rest of the brain functions properly, which means that heartbeat, respiration, and digestion are normal.
    Now imagine that there is a treatment that will regenerate the damaged brain tissue, restore higher brain function and allow the baby to become conscious and sentient.  
    If the treatment is initiated, the baby will develop normally and will not be any different from any other newborn in the nursery.  
    Now, isn’t it obvious that such a treatment would be in that baby’s best interests, even though the baby has no awareness of his interests?
    Isn’t it true that if such a treatment existed that you would be doing the child a great wrong by denying him that treatment?
    If that’s the case, then think of the fetus – who doesn’t need any treatment.  He doesn’t need any medical intervention at all.
    All he needs is nourishment – the same thing you need.
5. Wantedness
    A fifth argument used by the pro- abortion people is that children who are unwanted would be better off not to exist.
    And again, you can see the folly of the argument once you establish that the unborn child is a human being.
    If you have a 4-year-old, or spouse that you don’t want, you’re not allowed to kill him.
    Is my value as a human being tied to how much people want me?  
    Based on how many times I've been fired, I would say plenty of people don't want me.  Does that mean it's OK to kill me?
    That's the attitude of Nazi Germany.  
    I think it would help if in place of the word, "unwanted," we use the word, "undesirable."
    Those two words mean basically the same thing, but if we say, "undesirable," that idea is exposed for what it is, and we can see the ugliness of it.
    The Nazis said, "Let's just kill the undesirables."  In our culture we say, "Let's just kill the unwanteds."  What’s the difference?
    So just because you don't want to child doesn't mean it's right to kill the child.
    And it's very debatable anyway whether there is such a thing, in the United States, as an unwanted child.  So many couples want to adopt children - especially American newborns, that you can safely say that every child is wanted by someone.
    But they will argue that if the child is unwanted by his birthparents, he's more likely to be abused.  And it's better to be killed an abused.
    Once again, if that's the case we should kill all abused children.
    If the unborn child is a human being who is equal in value to other human beings, each one of these arguments collapses.
    And besides, it's not proven that unwanted children are more likely to be abused.
    In fact, there is some evidence of just the opposite.  An atmosphere that allows the killing of unborn children also seems to cultivate an increaced willingness to abuse children.
    Before Roe v. Wade, the pro-abortion people told us that abortion on demand would reduce child abuse.  The idea is, “If we just kill these children, then they won’t be abused.”
    In the decade following that decision, 15 million unwanted children were aborted.  So now that those 15 million unwanted children were dead, did that solve the child abuse problem?
    During that decade child abuse skyrocketed nearly 400 percent. McQuilkin, p. 323.
    If the killing of the unborn does anything, it creates an environment of greater hostility toward children.
    One study showed that 90 percent of battered children were from planned pregnancies.6
    If you bring someone into existence and you don't want him, the solution is not to destroy him.  The solution is to work towards changing your heart so you do want him.
    And God will help with that.  If you are just willing to desire the child, you will find that those desires will come after the baby is born.
    Don't raise your hands, but it would be interesting to know how many of you mothers have carried a child in your womb, and went through a period of not wanting that child.
    Enough people have confided in me that I can tell you that it is a large number.
    And yet, in every case I know of, once the baby arrived, and the woman was willing to allow God to work on her heart, those desires came.
Fertility Issues
    The question came out last week about egg or sperm donation and surrogate motherhood.
    It’s amazing – while the abortion industry is flourishing and thriving, so is the infertility industry.  
    While millions are killing their children, millions of others are desperately trying to conceive children.
    And the methods used in the infertility clinics raise ethical questions – primarily in two areas: the destruction of human embryos, and the involvement of a third party in becoming pregnant.
The Destruction Of Embryos
    Put up if you go to an infertility clinic, they have one goal: to bring about the conception of a baby.
    And to achieve that, they will harvest and fertilize numerous eggs.  That way, if it doesn’t work, they can keep trying without having to go through the expensive and invasive process of harvesting again.
    They then implant some of those fertilized eggs into the woman’s uterus, and the rest are stored and eventually destroyed.
    Very often couples will not permit the clinic to give those embryos to other infertile women, because they don’t want their children being raised by a stranger.
    And so they destroy them instead.  It’s ironic.  Those embryos are simultaneously precious and worthless to the couple.
    Sometimes clinics will implant more embryos than the mother could safely carry.  The idea is, that way there is a greater statistical chance of one of them surviving and developing.
    If too many of them survive and develop, they just abort the extras.
    Based on what we have said up to now, it’s wrong to destroy human embryos, because they have human souls.
    And for that reason I think we should oppose embryo research.
    Someone might argue, “But those embryos are going to be created by the fertility clinics anyway, and they’re going to be destroyed anyway, so why not use them?”
    The answer is, the research industry encourages the creation of more embryos.
    If you are a researcher, and you give money to the clinic that keeps creating excess embryos, you are funding that immoral activity.
Donation and Surrogate Motherhood
    If you donate eggs or sperm for someone else to become pregnant, is that adulterous?
    Let’s start by thinking through what it is that makes adultery wrong.  
    One thing would be lust.  Another would be unfaithfulness and a breach of your vows.  And the third would be that in adultery, you become one flesh with someone besides your spouse.
    In the case of donation, the first two are not an issue.  But there is a question about the third.
    When God promised Abraham a son and Abraham tried to use Sarah’s servant as a surrogate, God was not pleased.
    Abraham didn’t do that out of lust or unfaithfulness, yet it was still wrong.
    The question is, was wrong just because God wanted it clear that this baby was going to be born in a miraculous away?  
    Or was it also wrong because Abraham was seeking a child through means outside of the means and God has ordained?
    I think it was both.
    If you are infertile, there’s nothing wrong with getting medical treatment or adopting, but using donor sperm involves becoming one flesh (in one sense) with someone else.
    I think that is ethically questionable, but I’m not sure we can say categorically that it’s wrong for sure.
    As for surrogate motherhood, (where both the sperm and the egg come from you and your partner, but you borrow another woman’s womb), there is still the possible ethical problem of seeking to have a child through a third party.
    It seems to me that if a woman can’t bear children, and that condition is not medically reversible, that’s a pretty good sign that it’s not God’s will for you to have children (unless by adoption).
    And besides the ethics questions, there may also be wisdom issues that apply.
    God designed women to be attached to the babies they carry and give birth to.  
    It’s questionable whether it’s wise to allow another woman to carry your baby or for you to carry someone else’s baby, because of the extreme distress that could be caused by the separation after the baby is born.
Medical Ethics
    The practice of medicine is a good thing.  Those who say it is a lack of faith in God’s ability to heal are people who fail to appreciate the wonderful doctrine of providence.
    When we say, “God heal me – and I demand You do so miraculously and not through providence.” – that is not faith; it’s arrogance.  
    You’ve all heard the joke about the guy in the flood praying for God to save him, and then refusing to get into the boats and helicopter that comes to rescue him, because he’s trusting God…
    After he drowns he asks God why He didn’t save him, and God says, “I sent two boats and a helicopter.  What more did you want?”
    People who reject medicine are like that guy.  Who are we to tell God what method He has to use?
    In 1 Tim.5:23 Paul told Timothy, “use a little wine because of your stomach and your frequent illnesses.”  That is an endorsement of medicine. 
    So it’s not wrong to use medicine for the purpose of restoring physical health.  (Although I do think it is questionable to attempt to use chemicals to attain spiritual health.  For more on that refer to the Biblical Counseling class.)
    So medicine is good.  However, we should keep in mind that physical health is not the most important thing.
    Some people are of the opinion that missionaries should go in and provide for people’s physical needs before preaching the Gospel to them.  That’s backwards.
    If you can gain a hearing by providing for some physical need, that’s fine (although you should consider the possibility that you are putting the people at greater risk of false conversion if they think that’s the avenue for free provisions).
    But it’s more important that you preach the gospel to someone than that you feed that person.
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