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I. Divine Healing
FOREWORD

The material found in this brief work on healing has been taken from 
three sources. The foundation and core of the booklet was taken from a taped 
lecture on the subject of healing given to one of the Greek classes at Baptist 
Bible Seminary. This primary source has been supplemented by notes taken 
from sermons which the author has preached for several years in a number of 
churches. There are also a few excerpts selected from a dissertation by the 
author entitled Healing in the New Testament, which was written in partial 
fulfillment for the Master of Theology degree and is located at Westminster 
Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. This booklet is not a copy or 
a rewriting of the dissertation. However, the bibliography of this work has been 
supplied since it was used in developing many of the concepts involved. It will 
not, of course, exhaust the lexical works consulted. Quotations and 
documentation of the sources have been minimized or eliminated to make this 
reading more enjoyable and readable for laymen. Also references to original 
languages have been limited to a very few transliterations. It is hoped that this 
approach will not detract from its value, but will, rather, enrich its usefulness for
practical purposes.

The author has found the subject under consideration to attract unusual 
interest from pastors, students, and laymen. Because of the request and 
encouragement of many friends, this work has been written and printed.

May God's people be blessed and encouraged to serve the Lord; and 
may Jesus Christ, the Great Physician, be honored.

Kenneth Brown

DIVINE HEALING

The subject of divine healing does not want for an audience. A study in
such an area usually has immediate application to the Christian. If health 
problems are not now present, they often develop before too long. The need, 
then, of such a study should be evident and very practical. Most people are in 
some way naturally attracted to that which is sensational. Many of them, of 
course, are looking for short cuts to good health. It would seem helpful and 
certainly much more valid to study the Word of God with regard to principles of
divine healing.

The procedure to be followed in a discussion of this great field must of 
necessity eliminate or minimize some of the related areas that are only on the 
periphery of the study; that is, they are related though not primary. This includes
the field of demons and their relationship to healing; it involves the atonement 
and whether or not healing be found there; and as well the healing movements 
and healers in general. Suffice it here simply to glance or nod in that direction 
and make a few general statements along these lines. It is somewhat difficult to 
cover so broad an area but an attempt will be made to reduce the whole scope of 
this study in one discussion with the intention of making it profitable; in other 
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words, what does one do when sick; so that it becomes immediately a working 
doctrine for personal life.

One passage in particular throws some light on the significance of 
demon possession and warrants an explanation. In Matthew 4:24 a group of 
individuals are brought to Jesus. They brought to him the ones who “possessed 
wickedly”, those who were possessed with various mental diseases and 
torments, demon possession and lunacy, and the paralytics. There are five words
in the accusative case that would compose objects of the verb, completing the 
meaning of the accusative article “tour”. However, these objects could hardly be
considered parallel in meaning. The first is a present active participle, the next 
three are present passive participles and the last is a noun. The noun “paralytics”
simply completes the article and needs no comment. There is a major difference,
though, in possessing a malady or in being possessed by a malady. In the former
case, the one who is sick either was instrumental in acquiring his affliction, or at
least still retains a measure of control over his faculties. Either he encouraged 
the attack of sickness or else upon being sick he still maintains some degree of 
mental and physical independency. Not so with the one who is possessed. In 
contrast, he is entirely at the mercy and under the dominion of the diseases and 
torments.

A further explanation of this possession should be noticed. The absence
of the conjunction between the first two participles makes their relationship 
different from the last two, which are parallel. Neither could the last two be 
equated with “kai”, having the meaning of “even” because the afflictions are of 
different natures. Rather the last two are in opposition to the first and further 
explain the nature of this possession and the limitation of the mental diseases 
and torments. Among those brought to the Lord some possessed afflictions, 
others were possessed by various mental diseases and torments (and this control 
was by demons and lunacy) and others were paralytics.

It indicates that some sicknesses come upon people that are not in any 
way related to their own volition, but demons seem to enter and control lives 
only after a person in some way allows that to happen. There is a voluntary 
submission. In either case, demons are not equated with disease. Demons are 
personalities which may control the disease once it has entered the body by 
other means. Thus, they are somehow able to utilize a weakness or sickness that 
is already present.

The subject of the atonement and healing need not be discussed in 
detail here. Salvation from the guilt of sin does not necessarily mean that the 
body also must be entirely well In fact, there is nobody without some problem 
somewhere, and if there is no problem now, undoubtedly it will be there 
eventually. There is no human framework that is flawless. Healing is not in the 
atonement; many of God's people must throughout their lives after their 
salvation also bear the scars of previous disease, malfunction and deformity.

It is not the intent here to make this discussion one of an apologetic 
nature. Nor will an attempt be made to refute the healing movements as such. 
However, it is imperative, at least, to indicate something of their impact since 
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that is related to the field. The subject will be approached first, by making three 
statements; second, by raising three questions; and then third, by giving a 
practical attitude when disease or sickness should affect a life personally.

1. PRIMARY ASSERTIONS
The first statement to be made is this: the origin of sickness is sin. By 

that is meant that when Adam fell into sin he opened the gate for a flood of all 
kinds of sickness and physical infirmity, and he planted in the human race the 
seeds which are still bearing fruit today. There needs to be a word of caution in 
making such a statement because this is not intended to suggest that the sin of 
Adam necessarily is relegated to one's immediate sickness. By that is meant that 
a sickness which is presently afflicting an individual is not necessarily caused by
immediate personal sin. The man in John 9 who was blind from birth is a case in
point. Somebody raised the question about whose fault it was—the man or his 
parents. The answer was this: “Neither hath this man sinned, nor his parents: but
that the works of God should be made manifest in him.” The cause of sickness 
must be taken back to sin somewhere but not necessarily caused by immediate 
sin or parental sin. It could be that God is exercising discipline and is using a 
bodily difficulty in an endeavor to deal with the spiritual need of the individual, 
but it is not that necessarily.

The second statement to be made is that God is able to heal! That may 
at first seem rather trite and need not even be stated in such a study but it is 
always easier to fix the doctrine in mind while one is still well. It is often 
difficult to appropriate some of the truths of the simplest things after overtaken 
by sickness. When in serious physical difficulty it is well to have the doctrine 
firmly established in mind. One who has malfunctioning of the body, of course, 
is many times handicapped even to think accurately. No one would question that
the Creator of the body, the Master Craftsman has the capacity to keep that body
running smoothly if he wants to. Authorities have stated that there are about 
10,000 strings in the human ear. They are able to receive all the most sensitive 
vibrations of sound transmitted to the brain and give one the benefit of these 
various pitches that are interpreted in the brain. The eye has some two million 
rods and cones to transfer all the precision of beauty, the accuracy of form and 
the fine visual detail that God has in His creation. It is virtually impossible for 
finite beings to evaluate properly the importance of the functioning of the human
body. There are some 12,000 miles of tubing in the circulatory system, 300 
muscles cooperate at every step and the chemical balance of the ductless glands 
demands precision and harmony. The One who made these organs is perfectly 
capable of keeping them tuned up if He wants to. It is important to reaffirm that 
God is perfectly capable of keeping the body working harmoniously and free 
from defect if it be His will. It does not tax God's ability in any way. There is no 
disease or sickness beyond His control

The third statement to be made has to do with the definition, or the 
terms or the semantics of healing; that is, what is meant by healing. To approach
this, it will be well first to discuss the negative point of view as to what healing 
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is not. It is not, first of all, that which usually refers to medical or surgical help. 
If there is some catalyst or stimulus aided by men in the field of medication or 
remedies effected by the surgeon or physician, these would not be considered a 
biblical, divine healing. Although God may well use these and control the 
doctors and utilize the energies of medication and control of disease from all 
points of view, nevertheless, these are not from a Scriptural point of view, divine
healing. Nor would healing be called psychical. At least something of the 
control of the mind over the body is generally acknowledged. Many diseases, 
though beyond human understanding, are in some way related to the 
psychosomatic—a relationship of mind to body. Many times physical maladies 
are caused by an attitude of mind. The mind does have a great deal to do with 
the body, but that would not be called healing. It is quite likely that the effects of
many “healers” may be found in this category. Undoubtedly there is a certain 
mental attitude and psychology involved in the healing meetings.

Neither is healing that which employs and utilizes natural means. By 
that is meant proper care for the body—rest, food, vitamins, all kinds of helps in 
which the body is encouraged, to take care of itself. God seems to have so 
designed the body, even in the ministry of the Lord when He walked the earth, 
so that the body would take care of its own needs. Rarely did the Lord heal 
when He could cure. Most always the ministry of the Lord in His earthly walk 
involved that of helping the body take care of itself. The meaning of healing 
from a biblical point of view is not medical or surgical; is not psychical, and is 
not the use of natural means. The contrast made in healing can be seen in the 
two words found both in Greek and Hebrew whose sounds have been 
transliterated to contemporary languages, including English.

One concept involves the Hebrew rapah; the Greek therapeu ; and the 
English therapy. It is a similar Hebrew root from which the word teraphim is 
derived. These teraphim were objects of religious awe and veneration, perhaps 
appearing in form somewhat like the cherubim, but designed for use privately 
rather than publicly. At any rate, the root form of teraphim (rapah) provides the 
connecting link with the idea of health. It carries the basic meaning of silence, 
faintness, or weakness. These teraphim or idols were, among the Gentiles, 
consulted for the recovery of health. This idea of weakness and being flaccid 
comes from the manes, shades living in Hades, which the ancient Hebrews 
thought to be void of blood and animal life; therefore languid and like a sick 
person, yet still not void of power of mind such as memory.

The development in later Greek expanded the usage to include such 
service as the honor of a son for his father or of the rearing and keeping of 
animals. Sophocles around 468 B.C. expressed the idea more generally as care 
and provision. Even the cultivation and tilling of the land could be included. 
About fifty years later Thucydides limited the thought to healing, curing, or 
restoring. Bullinger felt that this service was rendered especially in the care of 
one's person, such as dress, washing, care of the sick, and medical treatment. 
Ramsay would confine the term within the extremely narrow limits meaning 
strictly “treat medically” rather than “heal”. The papyri and inscriptions would 
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tend to support the last idea for it is stated that one should use “yellow orpiment 
smooth, then lay the man on his back and treat him.” A physician wrote that “I 
am a doctor by profession and I have treated these very persons who have 
assigned me a public burden”, with the reply, “Perhaps your treatment was 
wrong.” Several illustrations from the papyri refer to care for dead bodies, 
repairing of garments, and the patronage of a barber. The weight of evidence 
well supports Ramsay's conclusion. Though therapeso referred to the worship of
gods in antiquity, who were thought to provide healing, that narrow definition 
later expanded in Hellenistic and Attic Greek to a broader meaning. The 
doctoring and nursing of the sick would still be included in the term and would 
be primary to its meaning, but also included would be the general idea of service
of a diverse nature in which the attendant occupied a humble position and 
exercised his care freely. There seems td be no room for that which is called 
miraculous or supernatural. Therapeuo, rather, is the rendering of a service.

A general principle which distinguished the nature of treating the needy
can be seen when the Lord delegated and empowered the twelve (Matthew 
10:8). His instruction was to cure the weak, cleanse the lepers, raise the dead 
and cast out demons. Normally, the weak were treated with some special service
or therapy. On only one occasion was a weakness healed (John 4:46-54). The 
usual pattern in the Lord's contact with demons and evil spirits was to cast them 
out, or at least they departed on the authority of His Word. Sometimes the 
speech of the man has been so completely controlled by the spirit that the 
conversation appears to be between the evil spirit and Jesus. At such times the 
spirit is never said to be either healed or cured, but separated from its human 
dwelling. At the same time the human in whose body the spirit had been living 
is said to be cured (therapy) of the physical distress that often accompanied the 
presence of the evil spirit. Mary Magdalene had a weakness, another was blind 
and dumb (Matt. 12:22), a child suffered, much in a connection with a mental 
disturbance (according to her father), and various torments and mental diseases 
also disturbed those who were possessed of demons (Matthew 4:23, 24). In each
case the evil spirit left the body, but the associated physical or mental 
disturbance was treated and made well by therapy. The authority of His Word 
drove out the demons but He rendered some kind of service and care to remedy 
whatever physical problem was connected with the demon's presence. Only two 
instances are recorded (other than Acts 10:38) in which a supernatural healing 
occurred to remedy a physical distress that had been present in a body inhabited 
by spirit beings. The fact remains that the casting out of the demon did not 
necessarily mean that the physical problem was solved. Although the source of 
the affliction had left, though it would be difficult to prove that the evil spirit 
was always directly responsible for the disturbance, the damaged body needed 
treatment for restoration. Without doubt, some of the demons exerted direct 
control upon the individual to cast him down or to inflict an injury or disease. 
Yet, in other cases, the mere association of illnesses with evil spirits in the same 
body at the same time does not necessarily mean that the malady was placed 
there by the spirit. Equally plausible would be the explanation that the demon so
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weakened the body or made the mind irresponsible in such a manner that the 
disease developed by a normal bodily process. Whether caused directly or 
indirectly by the evil spirit, the damage to the body could very well remain after 
the spirit's departure. It is not too difficult, then, to see the need of some care or 
therapy in connection with those oppressed by demons. In fact, in only three 
references is healing directly associated with spirit beings, each of which 
appears to be some special and abnormal case. In Acts 10:38, no specific 
individual has been named, but only the statement that Jesus went about healing 
all that were oppressed by the devil. The nature of such influence by the devil 
personally suggests vexation beyond the usual demonic effect. The word “heal” 
is found in the description of the remedy of both a daughter (Matthew 15:22-29) 
and a son (Luke 9:42) who were disturbed by spirit beings. However, this does 
not seem to be the normal procedure in the ministry of the Lord. Usually, He 
cast out the spirits, and then rendered some kind of care upon those from whom 
the spirits had departed.

The close association of doctoring or care with those who are troubled 
by spirit beings does not fit the pattern of thinking throughout Christianity. 
Divine authority is imperative in securing freedom from demonic possession and
influence; but the other aspect of care for the patient should not be neglected. 
Many Christians readily acknowledge the supernatural need, but seem reticent 
concerning the natural aspect that normally followed in the ministry of Jesus. 
Either neglect of deliberate reluctance exists predominantly concerning 
problems of a mental nature. Attitudes toward a remedy for difficulties of the 
mind often revolve in the area of the mystical. Many mental patients certainly 
have a spiritual need which may very well be the source of difficulty. On the 
other hand, the basis for much psychotic trouble is in the realm of the somatic, 
and the integration of these two must not be minimized. Interestingly, the Lord 
never healed any specific mental disease nor any mental weakness. In every 
case, He rendered some sort of therapeutics. The only possible exception is the 
time when the multitude came having mental disease (Luke 6:17). That He 
cured some is stated in the following verse. However, to whom and to what the 
healing of verse 19 refers poses some question. On the other hand, the Lord 
cured on numerous occasions those who were oppressed by a variety of 
psychoses. Apparently, some special care of therapy proved to be the solution to
these problems, not occasionally, but exclusively.

One more factor is vitally important in relation to Jesus’ ministry of 
curing. Therapy was never accomplished in the absence of the physician or 
healer (the apostles cured on only four occasions). The fact that Jesus was 
always in the immediate presence of those whom He treated is significant. No 
attempt is being made to support the necessity of physical contact, not to refute 
the possibility of psychological remedy. Yet, the patient and physician were 
always together when therapy was employed. Numerous reports of the Gospel 
writers show that the hands are used repeatedly by the Lord at the same time that
the cure is effected. Expositors are rather hard pressed to explain these actions. 
They often regard these acts as purely symbolic and intended to stir up faith and 
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hope in the ill person. This does not always prove to be a satisfactory 
explanation, especially when there is insensitivity, epilepsy, or even death. Jesus
took Peter’s mother-in-law by the hand (Mark 6:2-6); He put His fingers into the
ears of the man at Decapolis and touched his tongue (Mark 8:23-25); He took 
the son, who had a dumb spirit, by the hand and lifted him up (Mark 9:27); He 
took the daughter of Jairus, who was dead, by the hand (Mark 5:41). Many more
cases are cited in the Gospels, but, even more important, the request for the 
placing on of the hands was directed to the Lord repeatedly. To discard such 
action as merely symbolic does not satisfy an objective inquiry. It seems quite 
likely that the symbolic touch does have some relation to a supernatural or 
miraculous remedy, and would apply in some cases. Another possible 
explanation might be found in the word “touch”. The word touch haptomai 
seems to involve a more solid contact than a mere brushing of the fingertips. In 
the classics it meant a fastening of fixing; to prosecute war vigorously, to engage
in murder, to grasp by the chin, to lay hand on the ships, to join the dance, and to
engage in a wrestling contest. After the resurrection of Jesus and prior to His 
ascension, He forbade Mary to “touch” Him or “Do not cling to me” 
(Weymouth). The word haptomai is used twenty-nine times in the Synoptic 
Gospels, only three of which do not relate to a contact between the sufferer and 
Jesus (Luke 7:39, Mark 14:13, Luke 18-I5). Frequently, it described the contact 
made with the garments of the Lord. The word means more than mere 
perception by means of the tactile sense. Vincent says that in every case, the 
contact described exerts a modifying influence, and a more permanent contact or
effect of contact is often implied than is expressed by “touch”. This evidence 
does not necessarily support the practice of chiropractics, and yet the possibility 
of the physical contact of the hands meaning more than a symbol must be 
acknowledged.

When the word therapy describes the curing ministry of the Lord it 
must be understood as a general term of service or care, the details of which 
have not been disclosed. Often the hands were instrumental, but distinctions 
between the natural, suggestive, and supernatural are not fully explained. The 
deeds which appear miraculous may have a natural explanation, if the facts were
fully disclosed. In the curing of the human body, God has designed that disease 
and malfunction should be remedied by the body itself. If this process be 
accelerated, the results appear abnormal and often are defined as miraculous. It 
is entirely possible that the hand of God can accomplish physical relief, though 
using the natural capability resident within the human body. In some of the cures
effected by. Jesus, this process can be observed in the recovery of the patient. 
After the daughter of the Syro-Phoenician woman was delivered from her 
illness, she was left “thrown upon the bed”, requiring rest and food. The 
nobleman's son was set free from fever, then left for nature's gentle action “to 
amend”. Rest and food were ordered for the daughter of Jairus. The length of 
time involved for the blind man at Bethsaida to see is not stated, but perfect 
sight was restored only by degrees. Jesus seems to follow generally the principle
of never accomplishing anything by extraordinary means which could be 
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accomplished by ordinary means. Therapy in the New Testament refers to the 
curing of physical diseases and weaknesses, to mental diseases and weaknesses, 
and to those who have been freed from spirit possession and influence. Used in 
the treatment of many kinds of physical and mental distresses, therapy never 
means salvation, or the remedy of the sin problem of man.

From the point of view of healing there is the Hebrew hayah, the Greek
ea, and the English heal. The original concept involves breathing. In the widest 
sense of meaning, all kinds of  beasts would be included: quadrupeds, birds, and 
even aquatic animals. More narrowly, only men are cited, which illustrations 
involve vigor or strength, fullness or satisfaction, safety, and prosperity. The 
principles of life to which hayah alludes can be classified in three areas: that 
which grants or gives life, that which maintains or keeps life, and that which 
restores or revives life. This life has to do not only with the physical but also 
that anima or vital principle which in man never ceases to exist once created, 
i.e., the spirit. The use of the term contrasts the living from the dead, the 
immortal from the mortal, and the eternal from the temporary. This supernatural 
revival finds illustration in the Book of Nehemiah and by the mouth of 
Sanballat. A relatively small number of Jews had returned to Jerusalem and 
were attempting to rebuild the walls which had been destroyed. The task was 
tremendous and the opposition great. Concerning the seemingly impossible 
situation Sanballat asks, “. . . will they revive the stones out of the heaps of the 
rubbish which are burned?” (Neh. 4:2) The thread of thought, then, which 
permeates these various illustrations and yet amalgamates them is that of the 
supernatural and miraculous. There is the contrast of the land of the living with 
the Hades of the dead, the reviving of the seasons in which spring replaces 
winter, the greenness of a fresh plant from that of a stale, the purity of running 
water from the stagnant. Here is a picture of something beyond human ability 
and service. It is derived only from Him Who supersedes the laws of nature.

The primary usage of the supernatural aspect of the Lord's ministry as 
the Great Physician, defined here as healing, involves the spirit of man. This 
might also be defined as salvation or deliverance from the guilt and penalty of 
sin. This meaning, taken from Isaiah 6:10, is stated several times in the New 
Testament, such as Matthew 13:15: “For this people's heart is waxed gross, And 
their ears are dull of hearing, And their eyes they have closed; Lest haply they 
should perceive with their eyes, And hear with their ears, And understand with 
their hearts, And should turn again, And I should heal them.” Other terminology 
further emphasizes the spiritual nature of healing—the stripes (death) of the 
Lord (1 Peter 2:24), the lame (Hebrews 12:13), and sins (James 5:16).

Only four maladies are remedied by both healing and therapy; actually 
none of the four could be considered identical. The three times that healing is 
connected with spirit beings have been cited previously. The arrangement of 
these words differs from those in which therapy is used. One plague is healed 
(Mark 5:29), although described as a flow of blood, while the plagues that are 
cured are connected with unclean spirits (Mark 3:10). It seems that three 
paralytics were healed: the Centurion’s servant (Matthew 8:7, 13; Luke 7:7, 10),

9



AEneas (Acts 9:33, 34) and the man lowered from the housetop (Luke 5:24, 
healing implied from verse 17). Yet the variety of symptoms in this disease 
would permit a diagnosis of several different ailments. Two physical 
weaknesses were healed. Although the affliction is not defined, the nobleman's 
son was at the point of death (John 447) and the impotent man of Bethesda 
could not walk (John 5:10, 13). The healing of physical maladies appears to be 
accomplished only rarely and in especially severe cases. Apart from the three 
palsy patients and the two who were weak, the term “heal” is never used more 
than one time for any distress. One was healed of dropsy (Luke 14:4); one of 
leprosy (Luke 17:5); one of a need of doctoring (Luke 9:11); one of a flow of 
blood (Mark 5:27); one of a severed ear (Luke 22:51); and one of fevers and 
dysentery (Acts 28:8). Except for one reference all of these singular instances of 
healing are recorded by a physician, Luke, and reflect difficulties that could not 
be considered ordinary. These references to physical healing and to spirit beings 
seem to be special cases; the supernatural healing of the Lord usually applied to 
man's spirit at the time when the Spirit of God generated new life.

In contrast to therapy, healing was accomplished in the absence of the 
healer and in response to the authority of His Word. The difference was well 
understood by the Centurion who requested of Jesus that his servant be delivered
(Luke 7:3). He did not suggest how it should be done; but when Jesus 
volunteered to cure the servant, the Centurion understood immediately that such 
remedy would involve a personal visit. Because of his humble Gentile position, 
the Centurion did not feel worthy of such an interview, but because of his faith, 
he believed the Lord able to heal the servant without a personal visit (Matthew 
8:8). Jesus healed the son of the nobleman while He Himself was in Cana, but 
the son was in Capernaum. The Syro-Phoenician woman left her daughter at 
home and sought the Lord, Who healed the daughter without ever meeting her. 
It may be possible that extra-sensory perceptions do exist, such as mental 
telepathy and clairvoyance; but the healing ministry of Jesus could hardly be 
classed as that. When Jesus healed, He did not use human means, but rather 
employed power that superseded the laws of nature.

Sometimes, physical contact was made, and yet the sufferer was healed.
Jesus touched the ear of the servant of the high priest; Paul laid hands on the 
father of Publius; several ill people grasped the clothing worn by the Lord. The 
fact of significance is that healing involved the miraculous and did not operate 
through natural means. It was not even necessary for the Lord to be present to 
heal the sick.

On two occasions, the words “heal” and “cure” define the corrective for
the same individual. The impotent man who had a weakness for thirty-eight 
years was made whole or restored to good health. He is said to have been cured 
(John 5:14) and was also healed (v. 13). The import of the entire chapter bears 
upon the deity of Jesus Christ, and it is His claim of deity that prompted the 
Jews to attempt to kill Him (v. 18). Jesus then states to the Jews that there are 
several witnesses to His equality with the Father: the Father (v. 30), John (v. 33),
and Moses (v. 46). But these testimonies were not intended to be of primary 
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importance in this particular instance; they were stated only in support of the 
witness of His works. “But I have greater witness than that of John: for the 
works which the Father hath given me to finish, the same works that I do, bear 
witness of me, that the Father hath sent me” (v. 36). Initiated by the statement, 
“My Father worketh hitherto, and I work,” the discourse was given in defense of
the accusation that He performed one particular work on the Sabbath day, i.e., 
He made the impotent man whole. The question of the Jews concerns that of the 
authority of Jesus. The work that was accomplished in the patient was a 
testimony of that authority. The case of this man was but an illustration to be 
used as the primary evidence of the deity of Jesus Christ. The very fact that the 
work of the Father and Son were the same, suggests something beyond bodily 
health. The statement of “Jesus that “the Son quickeneth whom he will” seems 
to refer to this same incident (v. 21). The Jews had seen only the evidence of the
outward curing of the body (v. 10) but the Lord explained later and privately to 
the man that healing was remedy for the sin problem (v. 14). Thus, both healing 
and curing did occur: the latter for the weak body and as a witness of the more 
remarkable healing of the inner man.

So also are both words descriptive of the lame man who was made 
whole in the presence of Peter and John (Acts 3, 4). Concerning the outward 
manifestation before the people, he was described as cured (4:14): but Luke, the 
writer, explains it as a sign of healing (4:22). The whole weight of the context 
focuses in the message of Peter concerning salvation in Jesus Christ (4:12). And 
Peter had made clear that this man, who was over forty years of age, had put his 
faith in the name of Jesus Christ (3:16). Thus, this man who stood with Peter 
while he preached gave testimony to the truthfulness of the message. The 
ministry of healing usually meant a spiritual transaction in the heart or inner 
man. The healing of physical maladies and problems associated with spirit 
beings seems to be abnormal: Only cases of special note, usually one of a kind, 
are remedied by healing. This supernatural work did not necessitate the 
immediate presence of the Lord, but could be accomplished by His authority 
while He was absent. Both curing and healing could occur simultaneously, in 
which case, both body and spirit were made whole.

These two words show a marked contrast. On the one hand there is 
healing or the supernatural; and on the other side the natural means, or 
doctoring, or curing or rendering of some kind of ministry or assistance which 
corresponds to therapy. It is interesting to see that the Lord in His earthly 
ministry, when he displayed a pattern and an example of Himself as the Great 
Physician, employs the use of the term heal only in isolated cases—one of each 
kind. There seem to be about eight or nine different diseases or problems of the 
body that the Lord healed. But there is only one of each kind. Actually there are 
three kinds of palsy or stroke. There is one called a plague which is identified as 
a flow of the blood in Mark 9:29. There is a need of doctoring as stated in Luke 
9:11. There is one called dropsy in Luke 19:4, one called leprosy in Luke 17:15, 
there is also the ear that got amputated in Luke 22:51, and there is a weakness 
that is not clearly identified in John 4:47. It appears that there is healing 
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involved. In four of the cases just cited there is also therapy along with the 
healing. Then there is one who had fevers (the plural suggests that it was of the 
recurring type, possibly malaria) and dysentery in Acts 28:8. Literally, he had 
the intestinal flu.

In summary, then, healing does not include the healing of any mental 
disease or any specific mental weakness. It is interesting to find that never does 
the Lord employ in the New Testament the use of the term “healing” in 
connection with a mental problem. It is always therapy. The word therapy is the 
general term referring to physical diseases and illnesses, to mental diseases and 
illnesses, and, interestingly to demon and spirit possession and influence. This 
means that the term therapy is employed in the curing of the human body after 
the Lord has cast out the demons. The normal procedure was that the Lord 
would cast out demons and then He would do something by way of curing for 
the body that had been weakened by their indwelling or their influence. Therapy 
never refers to adjusting spiritual problems. Never does the term “therapy” refer 
to a spiritual nature as employed in the New Testament.

Healing is often accompanied by a spoken word in the absence of the 
Lord, or by merely touching Him or His garments. Once Jesus touched an ear, 
and once Paul put his hands on the father of Publius; healing was used in those 
instances. However, there are many times the Lord healed a person without ever 
being near him. By way of definition of the word, “healing” is immediate, 
instantaneous, and permanent, and refers to a supernatural work in which God 
moves into a life and rectifies the malady in some organ, limb or cells apart from
and above the laws of nature. Care must be taken to reserve proper terminology. 
In this study, healing is this aspect of a supernatural work that is not found in 
normal, natural, physical means.

II. Provocative Questions
It would seem profitable to raise three questions with regard to the 

subject of healing. First, how much faith does it take to be healed and who must 
have this faith? Numerous healers in the healing movements present to the 
public propositions in regard to the matter of faith that leave very little room for 
questioning the results of the healer's efforts. If there is seeming success on his 
part, then it appears that honor and profit and success are retained by the healer. 
But if things do not go so well and the physical difficulty remains, then the ill 
person did not have enough faith. It is one of these deals that cannot go wrong—
heads I win, tails you lose. Those who are ill are seldom credited with faith 
because if things appear to turn out all right, it seems then the healer is a man of 
great faith. But if for some reason the sickness persists, then the one suffering 
the malady lacks faith. The healer cannot loose.

The question being proposed involves how much faith one needs for 
healing, and whose it is. That is quite an important one, it would seem, in this 
matter of healing. It will be profitable to cite representative samples of this 
matter, though impossible to examine all the passages nor even a selection of 
passages. First of all in Luke 8:48 there is an instance of one who was ill; the 
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Lord acknowledged the faith of this one and honored it, and because of it, 
apparently, made her well. “Daughter, be of good comfort: thy faith hath made 
thee whole; go in peace.” This individual had faith, although the amount is not 
stated. Nevertheless, it was a personal faith that the Lord honored. In Matthew 
15:28 there was in the family of one who was ill somebody who possessed faith.
The Lord saw the faith of this family member and honored that faith. In 
Matthew 15:28 Jesus said unto her, “O woman great is thy faith: be it unto thee 
even as thou wilt. And her daughter was made whole from that very hour.” 
Here, faith was found in someone other than the ill person, and it is great faith. 
In this particular illustration, this daughter had problems connected with the 
physical distress. In verse twenty two, this woman of Canaan said, “Have mercy 
on me, O Lord, thou son of David; my daughter is grievously vexed with a 
demon.” Care must be observed in reading a statement of Scripture that it be 
understood in the light of the one who made the analysis. It is not a question, 
necessarily, whether or not this daughter of the Syro-Phoenician woman was 
vexed with a demon. The validity of this diagnosis is uncertain since it was the 
diagnosis of the mother. It is quite different if the Lord Himself makes the 
diagnosis. Not everything in the Scripture is true, though every statement of the 
Scripture is a true record.

Another point of caution should be observed in the study of the Lord's 
ministry of healing and therapy. Jesus did not always respond as requested by 
men. At times, those who were ill, or those who besought the Lord for the ill, 
specified the manner in which the remedy should he accomplished. No 
discussion will be made concerning the diagnosis of each remedy; yet it could 
very well make a difference whether a child's father described the illness 
(Matthew 17:14--18) or whether it is stated so by the author of the record.

The text should be read carefully to determine whether the request of 
the ill was actually fulfilled. Jesus volunteered to visit the centurion's servant 
and cure him, but in humility and faith, the centurion replied that the Lord need 
not come, but speak the word and the servant would be healed (Matthew8:7, 8). 
At one time when the multitude sought healing from Him, He healed them, 
though He cured those who were vexed with unclean spirits—Luke 6:17-19. At 
another time, when the multitudes came to receive therapy, Jesus departed and 
went into the wilderness and prayed (Luke 5:15, 16). Yet again, the Power of the
Lord was present which resulted in Jesus healing (Luke 5:17). Then follows the 
story of the paralytic who was lowered from the roof by his friends. The 
implication, though not directly stated, is that this man was healed. However, 
more than his body was involved in this remedy; his sins were also forgiven. If it
is assumed that the power and authority function simultaneously, then Matthew's
account suggests that the healing was a spiritual matter, yet both Mark and Luke
indicate that both physical and spiritual maladies were of such a nature that man 
would be entirely unable to remedy either. Thus the possible conclusion remains
that both body and spirit were healed.

To return to the woman and her daughter as recorded in Matthew 
fifteen, this woman at least diagnosed the problem as being associated with 
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demons; whether or not she knew is not the point of importance here. But 
apparently there was something definitely at error in the action of the daughter 
that led the mother to think there was more than just a physical problem. The 
significant point here is that the Lord honored the faith of the woman and cured 
the daughter.

It also states in Mark 2:5 that there was a group of men outside of the 
household who were concerned about an ill man. They could not find access to 
the Lord, so they took their ill friend up on the roof, broke up the roof, and let 
him down through. There Jesus saw their faith and said to the sick of the palsy, 
“Son, thy sins be forgiven thee.” At verse nine, the Lord explains what is 
involved in this statement, “Whether is it easier to say to the sick of the palsy, 
Thy sins be forgiven thee; or to say arise take up thy bed and walk?” It is clear 
that this man had two things taken care of simultaneously—his physical needs of
the palsy and his spiritual needs of the sins. Nobody would suggest that the Lord
honored the faith of the four men and forgave the man's sins, but rather He 
honored their faith for deliverance from the malady of the man's body. 
Sometimes the Lord honors personal faith; sometimes faith in a family member, 
which was great in the instance cited, sometimes the faith of some people who 
are just friends of the family, but have no other connection.

Then, upon occasion, the Lord remedies the malfunctioning of the 
human body when there seems to be no evident faith involved. For example 
there is the incident in the garden when Jesus was betrayed as recorded in Luke 
22:50. At this time, one of the men who was with Jesus “... smote the servant of 
the high priest, and cut off his right ear.” There was an immediate response from
Jesus, who touched his ear and healed it. It was an immediate and permanent 
restoration of an amputated ear. So far as the context is concerned there does not
seem to be faith on the part of anybody. The record of the Scripture has not 
stated or even implied that anybody believed anything. Just because Jesus 
wanted to, He healed him. Beyond this, the Scripture is silent. The statement 
must be emphatically concluded apart from response to faith, with perhaps Jesus
himself excepted. The same pattern is found a number of times throughout 
Scripture when the Lord approached a crowd who had all kinds of distresses and
healed them. Nobody seemed to have any faith about anything, so far as the 
records state the facts. It is well to be careful to establish an understanding about
faith in healing from Scripture that is valid; that is, there seems to be no 
particular pattern about how much faith or whose faith. Sometimes it is personal,
sometimes a family member, sometimes nobody in the family. God honors great
faith and yet commends little faith; sometimes there is no faith! It seems that the
general premise is that the amount of faith is not involved so much as the object 
of the faith. God often effects supernatural deeds, including healing, where little 
faith is given. On the other hand, there are certain instances when, great faith has
been exercised and appears to be necessary.

The second question which relates to the immediate area is this: Does 
God use means or instruments in effecting healing? Reference has already been 
made to this in a previous discussion but it comes under interrogation at this 
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point. God certainly uses means but when He does it is no longer healing but 
curing or doctoring. In Scripture, there is an occasional reference to herbs, a 
plaster of figs, balm, oil, or to hands being used, or to clay as used as a few 
things which involve progress in restoration of breath. The Lord Jesus Christ did
at times use progressive curing. There is one man who could see a little at a 
time. How long a time there was between treatments is not stated. He could see 
men walking as trees, and the Lord did something else and he could see clearly. 
It gives the appearance of a series of treatments. The Master seemed to use 
means upon occasion but they are really curing, or doctoring; not healing. 
Healing by definition is instantaneous, immediate, and permanent. Healing does 
not in itself involve means. However quite often there is a supernatural healing 
of the spirit of man and an accompanying curing of the body. Jesus told the child
to be put to bed and to be allowed to rest; He told someone to bring food on 
another occasion. There were various means employed but these should not be 
called healing.

In Scripture, the general premise for the use of medications is that there
were two in number, one normally internal and the other normally external, 
which were oil and wine. Both of them were used in the case of the good 
Samaritan, though probably both external; one as a disinfectant and one as a 
soothing balm to pacify and to ease the pain of the injuries. One would hardly 
expect in the Scriptures such modern terms as barbiturates, antibiotics, and 
tranquilizers. The Bible speaks in general terms and uses a language that's 
adaptable to all ages. A few words on the use of oil as recorded in James 5:14 
will be helpful. Two major views exist in an attempt to explain the meaning of 
the anointing of the sick with oil. One view makes the action symbolic and an 
emblem of the Holy Spirit's miraculous healing, while the other view holds to a 
medicinal practice. It would seem profitable to deal with three questions that are 
disturbing to some people; perhaps the discussion of these questions would 
provide a proper understanding of anointing.

1. Why would the elders of the church be engaged in anything other 
than a spiritual ministry? There is no record of a physician in Israel before the 
time of Joseph, though records are found of doctors in Egypt before that time. 
This occupation seemed to be held in esteem by the people, perhaps even 
controlled by the state. One citation petitions that those practicing the profession
of a physician be completely exempted from public service. A number of 
illustrations indicate that these physicians would inspect dead bodies to 
determine the nature of the disease that caused death as well as examining the 
wounds of the living. One man was called a doctor officially practicing 
mummification. In ancient Greece and Rome, surgery was not uncommon. 
Though much could be written concerning the practice, medicine, and therapy of
ancient physicians, the point of importance here is their reputation, and esteem. 
Now, the Hebrew people had no “physician” for internal maladies i.e., of the 
spiritual nature. They would turn to Jehovah, their God, for the needs of the 
heart. But this could not be said of the nations, who had their gods to whom they
turned in times of distress. Having no personal knowledge of the true God, it 
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was easy for them to associate the source of healing with the physician who 
rendered assistance. Thus, in antiquity, the eatros or physician reflected to the 
nations their concept of the supernatural. Even though a disease was cured 
through a natural process of the body, yet to the one made well, it would be 
accomplished by the physician. 

To the people of God, from the beginning, God was the healer. In 
contrast to the nations, especially Egypt, Israel looked to the Lord for healing. 
The first specific mention of Hebrew physicians (II Chronicles 16:12) shows 
Asa reprehensible in trusting to their skill. Joram went to Jezreel, to be healed (II
Kings 8:29). Job calls his friends physicians of no value (Job 13:4). However, 
the cures of physicians rested almost entirely, if not exclusively, with other than 
God's people; and much of this practice involved the magical and included 
exorcism. The Greeks did conduct studies in anatomy and scientific remedies, 
which became influential in subsequent years. The only physicians known in the
New Testament were those in Galilee (Luke 5:31; 8:43). Luke seems to be an 
exception and indicates his Gentile lineage by his occupation. The fact remains 
that physicians were virtually unknown and rarely, if ever, consulted by the 
people of God.

The need for such medical care was far less prominent among the 
redeemed than in the nations. God instructed His own as to diet, cleanliness, 
sanitation, and principles of living that, when followed, lessened the need for 
curing or healing. But especially important was the promise that God would 
bless and care for those who believed Him and walked according to His Word. 
In case of disease, the priests were to act as sanitary police to recognize certain 
forms of uncleanness and to prescribe separation or isolation to control its 
spread. These priests could hardly be called physicians, even though they were 
the only ones, humanly speaking, to whom the Israelites turned in cases of 
sickness (The prophets engaged in a few miracles of healing, but no cures).

When the church began at Pentecost, the priesthood of the old economy
was replaced by one far better (Hebrews 4:14). The Christians, in effect, were 
not acquainted with physicians and their care. To whom would they go in case 
of illness if not to the leaders in the church? It would only be natural and logical 
thing to call the elders of the church; it is also the Scriptural thing to do as seen 
in James 5:14. This does not make the elders physicians any more than were the 
priests of the Old Testament; nor does it make the work of “anointing” occupy a 
primary place in their ministry. No ability for such service is listed in the 
qualifications for elders nor is it included in the responsibility of their work. 
Such cases of anointing seemed to be the exception rather than the usual. No 
diagnosis was made nor prescription given; the sick one was anointed. This 
conclusion leads naturally to the second question.

2. Was the oil used as a medicine or as a symbol of the supernatural 
healing of the Holy Spirit? A number of natural elements are used in Scripture to
illustrate certain characteristics and works of the Holy Spirit: fire, rain, wind, 
dew, oil, etc. The act of anointing may be emblematic of the Holy Spirit's 
character and claims as the Holy One. Men were anointed to serve, usually in an
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office or rulership of special responsibility. The oil itself was poured upon the 
anointed one; or in the case of dedication, it was applied to the thumb of the 
right hand, the great toe of the right foot, or to the right ear (Leviticus 14:17).

Two explanations help to answer this question. In the first place, the 
use of oil as a medicine was universal, not only, in practice, but for nearly every 
malady. The medicinal value of certain herbs and of the juice of the grape were 
known and taken internally. But, in general terms, the remedies consisted mostly
in salves, including the oil bath, leaves, plasters and bathing in mineral springs 
or in flowing streams, The healing virtues of oil were highly esteemed by the 
Jews as well as other ancient nations. It was applied to wounds to soothe their 
pain and hasten the process of restoration (Isaiah 1:6, Luke 10:34); it was used 
in the therapeutic service of the apostles when sent out by the Lord (Mark 6:13);
it was used as a normal constituent of the daily toilet, to freshen and stimulate 
for the day's work (Matthew 6:17) and for guests arriving from a hard journey 
(Luke 7:46). The Bible would hardly be expected to speak of antibiotics, 
barbiturates, or tranquilizers. The medicine which was used in nearly all 
illnesses was oil.

Then, also, the act of anointing could be explained by the use of either 
chrio or aleipho or murizo. The last word, used only one time in the New 
Testament (Mark 14:8), was associated with the myrrh-oil which was usually 
applied to a body in prepration for burial. Wherever chrio is employed in the 
New Testament, the action is emblematic of the Holy Spirit: Christ is The 
Anointed One; we have an anointing (I John 2:20, 27; II Corinthians 1:21; 
Hebrews .1:9). The anointing of the eyes of the blind man suggests that more 
than physical sight is involved (John 9:6, 11), as is true also of the church of 
Laodicea (Revelation -3:18). On the other hand, aleipho was never used 
symbolically of the Holy Spirit. In the classics this anointing meant a plastering 
of walls, a rubbing with oil after bathing, and an applying of unguent as a 
stimulant. It was used a great deal in the training and preparation of athletes for 
their contests. Thus the oil was the common, unperfumed anointing oil, such as 
wrestlers: used; and the aleiptas was the anointer or trainer in gymnastic 
schools. There is no reason why this word should be understood in any different 
sense in James. This practice of anointing the sick shows that the use of 
medicine is entirely in harmony with God's Word and in no way contradicts nor 
confuses the ministry of prayer.

3. What is the relationship between the praying and the anointing? The 
action of primary force is found in the main verb, pray; and the anointing is 
subordinate in thought. The aorist participle need not carry the time sequence in 
relation to the main verb. The anointing may be considered as prior to the 
prayer, but the significance is that of an event without reference to continuous or
future action. The elders are exhorted to pray, not to anoint. The physical 
presence of the elders is hardly the important thing; a personal visit would seem 
natural in response to being called. Yet the praying need not be in the presence 
of the sufferer. The preposition “epi” with the accusative case does not 
emphasize a standing bodily over him, nor necessarily in his presence (the 
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genitive case would be more accurate). Rather, the accusative indicates the 
direction, extent, or end of the prayer; thus, the prayer of the elders would 
extend to the sick one and would include him. The anointing must be considered
secondary to praying. Whether or not both actions are to be done “in the name of
the Lord” is not certain. Other Scripture specifies that prayer should be offered 
in this manner; and such designation could include anointing, though it seems 
uncertain, and perhaps even immaterial.

The third question which is relevant to the theme under discussion is 
this: Is it God's will always to heal or to cure? There are many statements given 
by leading “healers” of today which are emphatic and dogmatic and can leave 
no possibility of question in, their mind when they say dogmatically that it is 
always God's will to heal. And of course the converse conclusion, which is the 
only one logically drawn from this statement, is that one who is not well would 
be assumed to be out of God's will. Healers suppose that all can and should be 
well physically. There are three reasons why this is not true.

First, if it is God's will for all men to be well, then there are five men in
the New Testament which God pictures as godly, faithful men that would have 
to be described as men of no faith: Trophimius, Epaphraditus; Timothy, Lazarus 
and Paul. God denied to each of these men a healthy body, or at least they 
retained some kind of physical difficulty. Even upon occasion, at the request 
either of the family, in the case of Lazarus; or of Paul and Timothy for 
themselves, God did not restore health to the body.

The second reason why it appears that God does not always want 
everybody to be well is because Jesus Himself ignored the request of some to be
made well. John 11:2-3 records that Lazarus came down with a dreadful 
sickness of some kind. The Lord was asked by two sisters to come over and help
them. They said, “Lord behold he whom Thou lovest is sick”. Then, “When 
Jesus heard that, He said, this sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of 
God; that the Son of God might be glorified thereby.” Then comes the strange 
response: “When he had heard therefore that he (that is Lazarus) was sick, he 
abode two days still in the same place where he was.” He refused to go. He 
utterly ignored the request of his beloved friends, for he loved them indeed, 
when implored earnestly by the two sisters and stayed where he was. Nobody 
ever died in the presence of the Lord and nobody stayed dead after His arrival. 
The Lord Jesus could have made Lazarus well, but did not, so that He Himself 
might be honored and magnified as the resurrection and the life at the tomb of 
Lazarus some four days later.

The third reason why it is not always God's will to heal is that it would 
eliminate the possibility of God using physical debility or hardship for divine 
chastisement. The communion ordinance is given to believers because of their 
proneness to forget and for the specific purpose of self-examination so that a 
person may have a right heart before God. In 1 Corinthians 11:29 the Lord has 
just said that a man needs to examine himself before participating at the 
communion table. He said that, “he that eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth 
and drinketh condemnation to himself not discerning the Lord's body. For this 
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cause many are weak and sickly among you and many sleep.” God has used and 
does use the means of bodily affliction and sickness as an instrument by which 
he might speak to men concerning spiritual problems. In other words, it is one of
the instruments in God's hands that God employs for divine chastisement. 
Likewise, in Hebrews 12:6-11 there is indication that this is a means of God's 
chastisement. It would be imperative then, to conclude that it is not necessarily 
God's will for a man to be physically well.  Physical soundness could even be at 
the expense of a right heart toward God.

In summary, there are three statements: Firstly, original sin caused 
sickness; secondly, God is able to heal; thirdly, healing is supernatural. Then 
there were three questions raised: First, how much faith and whose? It was 
concluded that there seems to be no pattern. Secondly, does God use means? 
The answer is in the affirmative, but then it is not healing but curing. And 
thirdly, is it God's will always to heal? This question must be answered in the 
negative.

III. Practical Suggestions
The primary value of study in the area of divine healing must be found 

in its application to life. Few subjects find such frequent appeal to man 
universally and to the Christian specifically. A proper, biblical approach to 
health problems is imperative for a happy, fruitful life in serving the Lord Jesus 
Christ. God has designed that the Gospel be distributed through human 
instrumentality. Bodily and physical difficulties may hinder the believer's 
effectiveness in this task. Even more serious is the possibility of 
misunderstanding the will and purpose of God in sickness. Unless there is 
confidence in the heart of the believer with regard to the will of God, Christian 
service must either become a farce or so discouraging that the opportunity and 
privilege of service may be forfeited.

The proper attitude of one who is overtaken with disease, sickness, or 
bodily difficulty ought to be that of self examination. It must be recognized that 
God can and often does discipline His children, and sickness is one of the 
several methods which He employs. The Lord is very careful in dealing with His
children. He never scourges without prior infraction. Though human parents 
may be demanding and severe in discipline while the child is uninformed, God 
the Father exercises scourging only after disobedience to His instruction 
(Hebrews 12:7).

It should be acknowledged that failure to examine self may result in 
God's judgment, which could well be expressed in physics' sickness. In fact 
some of God's children are called home prematurely—the sin unto death (I John 
5:16). The fact that sickness may be the direct result of sin is included in 
instruction relative to the ordinance of communion: “For this cause many are 
weak and sickly among you and many sleep.” (I Corinthians 11:30). Illness 
should provoke an attitude of humility and examination to determine whether 
there be a spiritual deficiency which needs immediate attention.
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When the spiritual evaluation has been properly cared for and 
adjustments made the next practical step for dealing with sickness is prayer. If 
sin has been confessed and reconciliation effected, or if sin is not the cause of 
the malady, then prayer to God is in order. With so much emphasis on modern 
methods of medication, treatment, and surgery, prayer is neglected or forgotten. 
At least, it is frequently minimized. This does not suggest that the aid of 
physicians displeases the Lord. It has been established previously that there is no
confliction between medicaments and prayer. However, God does want His 
people to pray, and often encourages effective prayer through various means and
circumstances. It is often true that God relieves the sickness and restores to 
health as a direct answer to the prayer of His own people. In the context of 
praying for the sick (James 5:14), there is the illustration of that which was 
accomplished by God when Elijah prayed. One statement summarizes this truth: 
“The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” If the spiritual 
life is in order, then there should be fervent prayer that, within God's will health 
may be restored. There may be occasions when the  Lord is pleased to effect this
apart from means; however the use of medicines, the employment of treatments, 
the advice and care of physicians, and various stimuli and encouragement of the 
body to care for itself may be used in conjunction with prayer.

But, God does not always heal nor allow the sickness to be cured. If, 
after careful spiritual examination and deliberate prayer, the sickness remains, 
then there needs to be a patient resignation to the will and purpose of God. This 
does not mean that prayer should be discontinued. Nor is it implied that there 
should be a fatalistic attitude of martyrdom in which the ill person becomes 
enclosed in his own pity for self. There is certainly a much more positive and 
motivating approach when the malady be understood as the will of God and 
accepted as a ministry for the Lord.

Patience, however, needs to be worked out to full maturity to 
accomplish the completed work for which it is intended (James 1:4). It may be 
the will of God for the Christian to remain sick—the teaching of First Peter three
and four would apply in part. If such be the case, then God will surely provide 
sufficient grace. Paul asked for relief three times that his difficulty might be 
taken away. The instruction which God gave to him also applies to those whose 
life and ministry involves the suffering of disease or sickness, “My grace is 
sufficient for thee: for my strength is made perfect in weakness.” (II Cor. 129)
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II. The Nature of Man

The Need of a Better Knowledge of Man

The philosophy of “Knowing Thyself” has great merit in the life of one
who is interested in living his life well. This involves both knowledge of self as 
well as self-evaluation. The product and fruit of a Christian life has its basis in 
first knowing the potential and capacity (Rom. 12:3-8). Yet beyond the 
individual personality differences and specific calling of the Lord, all men have 
natures that are essentially the same. This nature which is resident in all men 
must also be understood. Because of man’s individuality—he is one and only 
one--he can hardly afford to neglect knowing himself. No one can live the life of
another. Some try to do so either in some fantasy of hero worship or in the role 
of a tutor imposing standards and principles upon others. Yet the fact remains 
that each must life his own life, and then, at death, give account—alone—to 
God.

In view of the permanency of deeds and works accomplished, man 
should have a thorough knowledge of himself. It is not possible to relive a life a 
second time; there are no rehearsals; both flaws and merits have a permanent 
standing. It is hardly worthwhile living an inferior life when the very best is 
possible and available. Even a man’s redemption from sin has its basis in a 
personal knowledge of a depraved nature and a sinfulness which has need of 
deliverance.

Carelessness to not commendable in any area, but in few other fields 
are the fruits of neglect so costly. Each person should be sufficiently concerned 
about the quality of life that he lives, in view of his responsibility before God, 
that he would spend the necessary time and exert the energy needed to complete 
that life. Good health both bodily and spiritually are essential, but neither can be 
maintained apart from knowledge, effort, and diligence. This does not mean that
everyone should be a specialist in anthropology but neither should anyone be 
entirely ignorant.

Created in the Image of God
As an individual, man could be considered in three possible positions, 

each being similar in some respects. The differences, however, are so great as to 
warrant separate groupings of three kinds of men. One Man Who occupied a 
human body for about thirty-three years differs in nature from all others. In only 
one Person could the characteristics of both man and God exist. Jesus Christ 
alone—the God-Man—occupied a human body which never sinned, nor could 
sin. Thus, He is called the only-begotten Son; i.e., the unique Son or the only 
one of this kind (Jn. 3:16). Only two individuals could be included in the second
group, which refers to man prior to his fall in sin. Adam and Eve were the only 
two humans who lived, for a time, without a depraved sinful nature. Although 
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different in personality traits, in capability, and in the application in life, yet all 
men are essentially the same in nature.

This study could not concern Jesus Christ; for He was not included in 
the creation, but was the Author of It. Rather, the purpose of this section is to 
discuss briefly a comparison between man and God—the created and the 
Creator. Two references will be of primary concern: “And God said, Let us 
make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the 
fish of the sea, and over the birds of the heavens, and over the cattle, and over all
the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. And God 
created man in His own Image, in the image of God created He him; male and 
female created He them.” Genesis 1:27, 28. “And Jehovah God formed man out 
of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and 
man became a living soul.” Genesis 2:7 (A.S.V.).

This preparation of man for his life and ministry upon the earth has 
been described by three Hebrew verbs. Bara refers to the production of that 
which had no previous existence. Although used in the Piel to mean literally “to 
cut, or hew” (Josh. 17:15, 18), it always means “create” in the Kal; and is only 
applied to divine creation. Bara describes the introduction of each of the three 
great areas of existence—matter (Gen. 1:1), life (Gen. 1:21), and spirit (Gen. 
1:27). The action of this verb is always used of God alone and apart from 
secondary causes.1 There is never an accompanying accusative to denote the use 
of material. It is used, however, for everything new that God creates, whether in 
the kingdom of Nature (Num. 16:30) or that of grace (Ex. 34:10, Ps. 51:10).2 
Yatzar refers to the framing or formation such as earthenware (Isa. 29: 16) or 
idols (Hab. 2:18) or thoughts (Isa. 26:3). Asah is a more general term which 
means to work upon or fabricate, often involving a production from oneself or in
a shape and form appointed. All three words are found in conjunction to 
describe the creation of man. “I have created for my glory, whom I have formed,
yea, whom I have made” (Isaiah 43:7). Thus, no one activity adequately 
describes this creation. God brought into existence; He worked upon it or 
fabricated it; He also put it together by an appointed form of His own design.

Man as an image of God has been the subject of many diverse 
teachings. Several of these erroneous views should be mentioned to illustrate the
negative aspect, or to what the image of God does not refer. The view of 
Valentinus shows the extreme to which the human mind can wander when 
engaged in specious imagination. This heretic and his followers seem to 
personify attributes and qualities and exchange persons for ideas, making all 
refer to some form of passion: fear, grief, and perplexity.

Having thus formed the world, he (the Demiurge) also created 
the earthy (part of) man, not taking him from this dry earth, 
but from an invisible substance consisting of fusible and fluid 

1 Genesis 1:1,21,27; Ps. 51:10; 102:18; Ecc. 12:1; Isa. 43:1,7,15; 65:18; Ez. 
21:30; 28:13,15; Malachi 2:10
2 William R. Foster, “Hebrew” (Class Notes, Baptist Bible Seminary, Johnson 
City, NY, 1956).
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matter, and then afterwards, as they define the process, 
breathed into him the animal part of his nature. It was this 
latter which was created after his image and likeness. The 
material part, indeed, was very near to God, so far as the 
image went, but not of the same substance with him. The 
animal, on the other hand, was so in respect to likeness; and 
hence his substance was called the spirit of life, because it 
took its rise from a spiritual outflowing. After all this, he was, 
they say, enveloped all around with a covering of skin; and by 
this they mean the outward sensitive flesh.3

Needless to state, such fantasy has no Scriptural support. Nor is there any 
suggestion that this likeness has to do with a physical resemblance, for God is a 
Spirit. Some attempt to support the idea of the transmigration of the soul from 
these verses about the creation of man; but, in actuality, such error is refuted by 
these same verses.

One view borders on the truth of the “image of God”, though only 
partially inclusive. Those who hold this doctrine find a relationship between man’s
nature and his position. When God said, “Let us make man in our image, after our 
likeness,” He also stated that man’s position should be that of dominion over the 
rest of creation upon the earth. The thought here is that God dominates His 
Creation; and He has delegated to man this same characteristic of dominion over 
the creatures of the sea, the air, and the earth. Although this fact is true of man, and
man has been assigned this dominion, yet this comparison is hardly sufficient to 
explain the significance of the “image of God”. Pictet is probably correct in 
including this fact, however:

Now we believe that the image after which man was created, 
did not consist in the participation of the divine essence, as 
though the nature of man were divine aurae particular, (a 
particle of the divine air or spirit,) as in the heathens 
expressed, nor in any bodily forms, as was the dream of the 
Anthropomorphites, but in these four things—in the qualities 
of that soul—and in the uprightness of his understanding and 
will—in the immortality of his soul and body—in the 
dominion which he had over the inferior creatures.4

Regardless of other possible implications, the likeness between God 
and man certainly means an intellectual and moral likeness. Man resembles God
in his possession of a rational nature. In this he differed from the animals. He 
was created able to think, reason, and speak; he could draw conclusions and 
make decisions. “And have put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge
after the image of him that created him.” (Col. 3:10). But more than this, man 

3 The Writings of Irenaeus. (Vol. I). Trans. By Alexander Roberts and W.H. 
Rambaut (Vol. V of Ante-Nicene Christian Library, ed. Alexander Roberts and 
James Donaldson. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1874), p.23f.
4 Benedict Pictet, Christian Theology. (Trans. By Frederick Reyroux, 
Philadelphia: Presbyterian Board of Publication, n.d.), p. 134.
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originally possessed a holy moral nature. “Lo, this only have I found, that God 
hath made man upright; but they have sought out many inventions.” (Ecc. 7:29). 
The primary comparison of God to man seems to be in the area of personality 
and existence. It would include the personal image—both God and man possess 
personality, and it would involve unending existence—both are indestructible 
and cannot be annihilated.

Neither of the extreme ideas seems to be entirely correct. The 
Remonstrant’s and Socinians limited the image of God in which man was 
created to the idea of dominion. On the other hand, the Lutheran position 
confined this likeness to that nature of man which was lost by the fall and is 
restored by redemption. Both of these aspects seem to be involved: man has a 
rational nature or personality which includes intellect, emotions and will; he also
was created in a state of righteousness with an everlasting “anima,” which is 
responsible to the Creator.

The Body and Its Importance
Relatively few people appreciate the masterpiece that God designed in 

the forming of the human body. Every kind of mechanical device has been 
utilized, and each with the greatest efficiency: the lever, the wedge, the inclined 
plane, the wheel and axle, the pulley, and the screw. It is far more than a 
machine, however, every part of the body being alive.

Some cells live for many years without change, as those in 
bone, cartilage (gristle), muscle, tendon, and nerve. Our 
wonder increases when we discover that the body is self-
stoking, self-regulating, self-repairing, and self-reproducing. 
As new cells are born they are sent to their destined lifework. 
There is no grumbling; no complaints; no strikes; no learning 
their job. They know exactly what to do.5

Even after acknowledging man’s progress in the study of science and 
anatomy, yet much about the human body still remains unexplained. The 
functions of most organs are known, some generally and others exactly. But the 
area of greatest mystery seems to be in the harmony displayed by the entire 
body. That the proper function of one organ in the body vitally affects the health
of the whole body is well known. But how this control is affected and to what 
extent each part influences the others is more difficult to explain. For example, it
is believed that the pituitary gland at the base of the brain is the master gland of 
the human body, influencing and controlling to some degree the entire glandular
system. But a great deal remains obscure in understanding the interrelationship 
of these organs. And thus, throughout the body each part has an effect on the 
rest of the system; sometimes a direct connection by way of blood vessels or 
nerves, and in other areas, an indirect influence whose explanation is still 
wanting among the medical men and anatomists. The marvel of it all and the 
significant point in this study is that of the integration and harmony of the body. 

5 Arthur I. Brown, God and You (Findlay: Fundamental Truth Publishers, n.d.), 
p. 27.
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Many informative works have been written on the physical nature of the human 
body, but these should not be an end in themselves. Every body is intimately 
associated with an indwelling personality, who is responsible to God. The 
harmonious function of this marvelous organism cannot be divorced from its 
accountability to the Designer. With every appreciation for the physical 
structure of man and with all due respect for advanced knowledge in this realm, 
we should ever be mindful of the association of theology with anthropology.

The importance of the human body will be discussed in this section not 
merely from the physiological existence in a material world, but as an integral 
organism directly connected with the Word of God. From three points of view, 
the body would seem related to the direct revelation of God and consequently to 
the inspired Word of God. Each of these aspects has a bearing on man’s welfare 
and God’s glory.

Antrhropopatheia
One of the great errors of the Neo-orthodox view of Scripture is that of 

the possibility of divine communication in human language. Indeed, the 
transference of the thoughts of God to man (revelation) and the errorless 
recording of the exact words (inspiration) are supernatural. Yet an infallible 
Word of God is not only possible, but actual. In this communication of an 
infinite, eternal, invisible God, He has employed many figures of speech to 
conduct the message to finite and visible man. The unknown is learned only 
through the familiar, and thus, God has used the most familiar terms to tell His 
creation of Himself. Among other things, God has used the human body and its 
members to describe His own attributes and actions. Although man is limited in 
knowledge and capacity to know; yet he can understand, to some degree, His 
Creator by comparing the visible body to an unseen God. From the standpoint of
the Bible, the body is important in man’s understanding of the Lord.

This figure of speech comes from the word man (anthropos) and 
feelings (pathos) which perhaps in origin was connected with the thought of 
suffering (poschein). Both the Hebrews and Greeks had a name for this 
ascription of human passions, actions, or attributes to God. The former called it 
“the way of the sons of man” (Dereck Benei Adam) and the latter “a going down
together with” (sun kata bainein; suncatabosis). The Latin name for this figure is
“condescendio”.6 The idea involved is that God condescends to man’s language 
and level of understanding in making Himself known. In this study, only the 
terms connected with the human body will be discussed as they are used to 
illustrate certain characteristics of God. Sometimes the Lord does use words 
from the animal kingdom: lamb, lion; bellow, roar, fly, etc., and from the plant 
kingdom: branch, fruit, wood, root, vine, etc. These are unimportant here, 
however.

1.The Face. In man, it is his face which reflects his personality more 
than any other thing. Personal contact is always indicated by the face. With God,

6 E.W. Bullinger, Figures of Speech Used in the Bible (London, Eyre & 
Spottiswoode, 1898), p. 871.

30



the term “face” would refer to His actual presence which would mean His grace 
and favor. “Thou wilt hide them in the secret of thy face” (Ps. 31:20); “Riches 
and honor come from thy face” (1 chron. 29:12); “Their angles do always 
behold the face of my Father” (Matt. 18:10); “Jonah rose up to flee Tarshish 
from the face of the Lord” (Jonah 1:3). Conversely, the judgment of God, or at 
least His anger is pictured in the withdrawal or hiding of His face. “I will set my 
face against that soul” (Lev. 17:10, Jer. 21:10); “The face of the Lord is against 
them that do evil” (Psalm 34:16); “They shall fall and perish from thy face” (Ps. 
9:3).

When especially close and personal contact is meant the phrase “face to
face” is used. “The Lord talked to you face to face in the mount” (Deut. 5:4); 
“For now we see through a glass darkly but then face to face” (1 Cor. 13:12). So
also was the presence of the Lord indicated in the holy place of the tabernacle: 
“Thou shall set upon the table the bread of the faces” (Ex. 25:30). Men are 
instructed to seek his face (Ps. 27:8, 100:2) and cannot escape accountability: 
“Whither shall I flee from thy face?” (Ps. 139:7).

2. Mouth. Actually, several expressions designate the idea of the Word 
of the Lord, such as lips, tongue, and voice. More is involved than the mere 
transference of ideas between personalities. An individual’s word or mouth 
reflects his very authority, and thus, determines his ability. The mouth is, then, 
the organ of command and will. “By every word that proceeds out of the mouth 
of Jehovah doth man live.” (Deut. 8:3, Matt. 4:4); “Oh that God would speak 
and open his lips against thee.” (Job 11:15); “So shall my word be that goeth 
forth out of my mouth.” (Isaiah 55:11); “Out of his mouth went a sharp two-
edged sword.” (Rev. 1:16). Extreme familiarity and especially audible speech is 
suggested in the phrase “mouth to mouth”. “With him (that is, Moses) will I 
speak mouth to mouth.” (Num. 12:8).

3. Nostril. The olfactory sensory organs are cited in two separate 
circumstances. In one case, the blasting or snorting pictures one in anger, 
judgment, or even great power. “With the blast of thy nostrils the waters were 
gathered together.” (Ex. 15:8); “By the breath of his nostrils are they 
consumed.” (Job 4:9); “At the blast of the breath of thy nostril.” (Ps. 18:15). On 
the other hand, the sensitivity of the nose refers to the reception of the odor of an
offering. An unacceptable offering was considered a stench by the Lord. “Lo, 
they put the branch to my nose.” (Ezek. 8:17).

4. Eye. The idea of sight involves more than the physical, including 
looking upon or regarding. Used of God this part of the body would speak of 
omniscience or, perhaps also, of grace and favor. “He that touches you touches 
the apple of my eye.” (Zech. 2:8); “His eyes are upon the ways of man, and he 
seeth all his goings.” (Job 34:21); “I will guide thee with mine eye.” (Ps. 32:8); 
“His eye behold, his eyelids try, the children of men.” (Ps. 11:4); “Mine eye 
spared them.” (Ezek. 20: 17).

5.Ear. The ears, when attributed to God, denote not only his knowledge
of all things done upon the ‘earth’; but also complete understanding. This refers 
to the unjust deeds of man as well as the progress of the godly. That God knows 
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every act and deed is implied by different terminology (Isa. 5:9, Gen. 4:10, 
James 5:4). Primarily, however, the ears indicate that God can be petitioned and 
encourages prayer: “Bow down thine ear to me.” (Ps. 31: 2); “Lord, hear my 
voice: let thine ears be attentive to the voice of my supplications.” (Ps. 130:2); 
“Though they cry in mine ears with a loud voice, yet will I not hear them.” 
(Ezek. 8:18).

6. Hand. Several idiomatic expressions show some variety in the use of 
the hand. The same dexterous manipulation of the human hand can be seen in 
the anthropomorphic references to attributes of God. To stretch forth the hand 
results in judgment (Ex. 7:5; Isa. 5:25; Ps. 138:7); to lighten the hand reduces 
the punishment. (I Sam. 6:5); to lift up the hand signifies an oath or to swear 
solemnly (Ezek. 20:5, 6); to spread out the hand implies mercy or invitation 
(Prov. 1:24), while opening the hand suggests giving freely and bountifully (Ps. 
104:28); to turn the hand indicates a repetition of punishment (Isa. 1: 25), while 
the withdrawal of the hand means taking away of punishment (Ezek.-20: 22). 
There are other expressions, such as clapping and shaking and the idea of 
authority as being on the right hand. The three main actions pictured by the hand
are those of power, security, and punishment. “The hand of Jehovah hath 
wrought this.” (Job 12:9); “Neither shall any man pluck them out of my hand. 
No man is able to pluck them out of my Father’s hand.” (Jn. 10:28, 29); “All the 
heathen shall see my judgment that I have executed, and my hand that I laid 
upon them.” (Ezek. 39: 21).

7. Arm. Even more specific and conspicuous than the hand is the 
strength of the arm. When great power is needed, the garments are removed 
from the arm to allow the exercise of strength. “Jehovah hath made bare His 
holy arm in the eyes of all nations.” (Isa. 52:10). “He hath showed strength with 
his arm.” (Luke 1:51). Not only is this power displayed in the judgment of the 
wicked, but also in grace toward the repentant in purchasing man’s redemption. 
“Who hath believed our report? And to whom is the arm of Jehovah revealed?” 
(Isa. 53:1); “Thou hast scattered thine enemies with the arm of thy strength.” 
(Ps. 89:10).

8. Feet. The earth is spoken of as God’s footstool, in the sense that He 
is sovereign. (Isa. 66:1). This universal dominion and omnipresence is often 
pictured by the feet (Isa. 60:13). “Thy way is in the sea, and thy path in the great
waters, and thy footsteps are not known.” (Ps. 77:19). Thus, the immensity of 
God and His actions are beyond human knowledge or comprehension.

9.Bowels. As the bowels are contained within the body, this figure 
reflects the inner compassion of mercy or pity. The Lord is spoken of as One 
Who is much moved by deep feelings. “Where is thy zeal and thy strength, the 
sounding of thy bowels and of thy mercies towards me?” (Isa. 63:15); “Through 
the bowels of the mercy of our God.” (Luke 63:15).

10. Bosom. Comfort and rest seem to be included in this term and 
suggest warmth and affection. There is also the thought of ease as the hand rests 
in the bosom (Prov. 19:24). “No man hath seen God at any time; the only 
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begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.” (Jn. 
1:18).

Several other members and organs are also named in Scripture, such as 
the head, the finger of God and the heart of God, but will not be discussed here. 
It should be mentioned, however, that many actions and activities of God imply 
the use of a body. Such figures are used of God to make vivid for man some 
particular aspect of His work. Some of the less commonly used actions include 
standing, sitting, riding, hiding, washing, opening doors and windows, writing, 
shooting with arrows, sweeping, sifting, and eating. Many more could be listed, 
but need not be to establish the point of significance. The body of man is very 
important in relation to the Bible, for God uses the human body as-an illustration
to explain attributes of deity.

Prosopopoeia
From the Greek words face (prosopon) and make (poiein), this figure 

attributes personality to inanimate objects or abstract ideas. Personification, or in
Latin personification, means the making or feigning of a person. There are many
aspects of this figure of speech as it is used in Scripture, but in this booklet only 
the association with the body will be considered. Even as Anthropopotheia is 
used to describe divine attributes, so personification is employed by God to 
explain something of His creation.

Every man’s learning of his environment is relative to that which is 
nearest him and which is first known; that is, his body. These associations are 
then applied to the natural creation and to circumstances in which man is 
involved. He speaks of the foot of the mountain, the face of the table, and the 
arm of the law, for these carry characteristics that correspond relatively to the 
human body. This practice is universal among all tribes and peoples.7 But this 
association of environmental objects is perfectly natural in that the unknown 
must be learned on the basis of the known. The first relationships that are 
learned are those of the body. Subsequently, future knowledge in some manner 
would be understood as it compares to this body. God employs this principle in 
relating the message of His Word to man, and the associations are recognized 
immediately by man. At times kingdoms, countries, peoples or cities are spoken 
of as possessing personality and are usually called a woman (Jer. 3:1), or a 
mother (2 Sam. 20:19), or a daughter (Josh. 17:16). Personal attributes may be 
given to inanimate things. “The earth mourneth.” (Isa. 24:4); “The mountains 
and the hills shall break forth before you into singing, and all the trees of the 
field shall clap their hands.” (Isa. 55: 12); “The heavens declare the glory of 
God” (Ps. 19:1): “This stone shall be a witness unto us; for it hath heard all the 
words of the Lord which He spoke unto us.” (Josh. 24:27); “The sun hath looked
upon me.” (Song. 1:6); “Sheol hath enlarged herself, and opened her mouth 
without measure.” (Song. 5:14). Even the beasts may be given such 
characteristics: “He (leviathan) laugheth at the shaking of a spear.” (Job 41:29); 

7 Kenneth L. Pike, February 24, 1960, Lecture.
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“At the hand of every beast will I require it.” (Gen. 9:5); “From the face of the 
serpent.” (Rev. 12: 14).

In many passages the earth and the water are described as having faces 
(Gen. 11:8; Acts 17:26; Hos. 10:7); a sword is said to have two mouths (Judges 
3:16; Rev. 1:6; Heb. 4:12); the hand refers to the power of music (2 Chron. 
29:27), and of iniquities (Ps. 7:3), and of speech (1 Kings 8:.53), and of beasts (1
Sam. 17:37). The middle of the sea and earth is called the heart (Ex. 15:8; Matt. 
12:40).

Closely associated with personification is the attributing of human 
actions to things—somatopoeia. This means to embody or to make like a person 
or body. “The Cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is great.” (Gen. 18:20); “Mercy and 
truth are met together; righteousness and peace have kissed each other.” (Ps. 
85:10); “Our iniquities testify against us.” (Jer. 14:7). Thus, the human body is 
the standard and pattern by which man learns much of the rest of creation and 
the circumstances connected with his environment. God employs many of these 
comparisons in the revelation of His Word.

Synecdoche
The Bible also uses the body of man to explain further about man 

himself, his sociological relations, and his relation to God. This figure of speech 
bears the thought of a receiving together, in which one word receives something 
from another which is internally associated with it by the connection of two 
ideas. It differs from Metonymy in that Metonymy shows the exchange between 
two related nouns, while Synecdoche shows the exchange between two 
associated ideas.8 In reference to man’s own being, some organ or part of the 
human body may stand for the entire man and thus emphasize a particular 
feature or action of that man. The heart is put for the whole man, which 
emphasizes the knowledge or affection. “And Jacob stole away the heart of 
Laban.” (Gen. 31:20); “So Absalom stole the hearts of the men of Israel.” (2 
Sam. 15:6). The feet stand for quickness or carefulness of the whole man. “Feet 
that be swift in running to mischief.” (Prov. 6:18); “How beautiful upon the 
mountains are the feet of him that bringeth good tidings.” (Isa. 52:7). The 
head is put for the individual. “Thou hast caused men to ride over our heads.” 
(Ps. 56:12). “And David said unto him, Thy blood be upon thy head.” (2 Sam. 
1:6). The eye actually means the entire man in reference to his mental or 
physical vision. “Eye hath not seen.” (I Cor. 2:9); “Blessed are your eyes, for 
they see.” (Matt. 13:16). The face refers to a person’s presence. “In the sweat of 
thy face shall thou eat bread.” (Gen. 3:19); “To have respect of faces is not 
good.” (Prov. 28: 21). Other illustrations could be cited, such as the flesh for the 
desires of the old nature; the skull for the man as an individual; the mouth in 
respect to his speaking; flesh and blood for the human nature as distinct from the
divine; the womb for a marriageable female; and the belly concerning a man’s 
eating or desire.

8 Bullinger, op. cit., p. 613.
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Metonymy is closely associated with this explanation of man by parts 
of the body. The tongue means that which is spoken by it. (Jer. 18:18; Prov. 
25:15). The palate, throat, and mouth may also refer to the words spoken. The 
lip is used in place of the language (Proverbs 12:19). The hand is put for the 
actions performed by it (1Sam. 22:17), or for the gift given (Ps. 68:31).

The body, then, is vitally necessary for man to understand the attributes
and actions of God, to know the relationship of the creation, and to appreciate 
his own person. But there is considerably more involved than knowledge and 
understanding. For it is through the body that man expresses himself. In the 
following section the soul and spirit will be discussed and these two are rightly 
associated. However, the soul is also intimately related to the body, for without 
the body, there could be no expression of the personality. His entire emotional, 
intellectually, and spiritual life is expressed to God and to men only through the 
body.

The bearing that this has upon mankind is great; for God has chosen to 
proclaim His message and His word through human personalities, which in turn 
needs bodily expression. Thus, the very plan of salvation which determines the 
destiny of men does not rest upon external medium, such as angels, but upon 
man’s own proclamation. The glory of God is not confined to the subjective 
element of individual personality, but also includes the indwelling presence of 
the Spirit of God. The body of the believer has become the dwelling place of the
Holy Spirit. God has limited Himself, insofar as an expression of His glory is 
concerned, to human bodies; and the degree to which He controls the whole 
man, is the extent of His glory in this present age. This in no way neglects the 
glory resident in natural creation or among angels; but it emphasizes the living 
display of God’s glory, energized by the Holy Spirit and visible in the bodies of 
the redeemed.

The Soul and Spirit
A number of different views have been suggested relative to the 

immaterial part of man. The inclination for a variety of theories is natural in 
view of the invisibility of man’s soul and spirit; they cannot be realized with the 
sense. Different from knowledge of the body which can be gained by 
experience, information about man’s immaterial nature must be learned solely 
through the Word of God. Essentially every idea about the origin of the 
immaterial part of man falls into one of three theories. The pre-existence theory 
merits little discussion and has received little support. It is one of the leading 
doctrines of Hinduism, however, and should at least be mentioned. Because the 
Scriptures are ignored in support of this view, a refutation is hardly warranted. 
The thought behind this speculation is that of an original creation not only of the
souls of this world but all finite spirits of all worlds. These lives were considered
created simultaneously and prior to the creation of matter. As a disciplinary 
measure for previous sin, these souls have been transmigrated to human bodies, 
which come into existence by the ordinary course of physical propagation.

The two views which warrant some consideration are called the 
creation and traducian theories. Charles Hodge is one of the leading defenders of
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the creation view and William Shedd contends for traducianism, even as Watts 
was the spokesman for the pre-existent theory. Creationism is the belief that the 
immaterial part of man (usually termed “the soul”) comes into being by the 
immediate agency of God and not generated or derived from the parents. No 
discussion will be undertaken here to differentiate between creation at 
conception or at birth, although the firm belief of the former by the Roman 
Catholic Church influences many doctrines.

Hodge supports the creation view with three reasons: (1) The difference
between the body and soul indicates that the soul has a responsibility before God
and was directly created by Him; (2) The soul by nature is indivisible; (3) Christ
had a true humanity, yet did not sin.9 Shedd writes of the traducian idea, stating 
that the procreation of the human family is both physical and psychical; the 
species of man involves both body and soul.10

The immaterial part of man is called by several different expressions in 
the Bible, the two most significant being “soul” and “spirit”. In some ways these
two are similar; it would be naturally so in that both are unseen by physical 
sight. In other ways, however, they differ. Man is composed of only a material 
part and an immaterial part and, thus, in one sense is a dichotomous being. This 
does not necessitate the assumption that the soul and spirit are identical, nor that 
they are used interchangeably. Spirit is often used to indicate the immaterial part
of man (cf. James 2:26; 1 Cor. 6:20). Soul is also often used to indicate the 
immaterial part of man (cf. 1 Peter 2:11). That does not at all mean that soul and
spirit are exactly the same thing.

In the first place, the Bible definitely states that body, soul and spirit 
compose man in his entirety. This does not contradict other statements that 
include only body and soul, or body and spirit. It does show, however, that soul 
and spirit are not equated. Three primary references support this distinction: 
“For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and sharper than any two-edged 
sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints 
and marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart” (Heb. 
4:12); “It is sown a natural body; it is raised a spiritual body. There is a natural 
body and there is a spiritual body” (1 Cor. 15:44); “And the very God of Peace 
sanctify you wholly; and I pray God your whole spirit and soul and body be 
preserved blameless unto the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Thess. 5:23). 
That these passages clearly reveal a distinction between soul and spirit cannot be
denied. This implies in another sense that man is a trichotomous being.

In the second place, the soul seems to be closely associated with the 
body. Contrast is made between a natural (soulish) body and a spiritual body. 
The former appears to be descriptive of human life and the latter refers to the 
same person after death and resurrection. The point of importance is that the 
body which is subject to death is characterized by a soul. It is possible for a soul 

9 Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans 
Publishing Co., 1871(, II, 70-72).
10 William G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology (Grand Rapids: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 1894), II, 7-19.
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to be “lost” (Rom. 8:16); to be “required” (Luke 12:20); to “die” (Ezek, 18:4, 
20); to be “delivered” (Jer. 20:13); to be “restored” (Psalm 23:3); to be “vexed” 
(2 Pet. 2:8), etc. These frailties of degeneration and death are never found true of
the spirit.

In the third place, the spirit seems to be that which comes into 
immediate and direct contact with God. It is the spirit which was directly created
in Adam (Gen. 2:7). God breathed into man the breath of life; that is, spirit; but 
he became a living soul (nepesh). The verbs indicate a direct action of God in 
creating the spirit but a resultant action (becoming) in reference to the soul. 
Chafer is correct in stating that “Nepesh or ‘soul’ can only denote the individual 
life with a material organization or body. Pneuma or ‘spirit’ is not so 
restricted.”11 This direct connection in the creation of man’s spirit is true not 
only of the original creation, but also of the new creation. “That which is born of
the Spirit is spirit” (Jn. 3:6). It is with the spirit of man, which is insensitive to 
God by nature, that the Holy Spirit deals in bringing man from darkness to light.
Once man is made alive spiritually, then God can commune with him through 
the spirit. “The Spirit Himself beareth witness with our spirit” (Rom. 8:16).

Sometimes the statement is made that man is not spirit, but he has a 
spirit; he is soul. This fact is true if the terminology be properly understood 
(undefined terms prove to be one of the greatest causes of misunderstanding). 
Man is not spirit in the sense that the spirit is neither the expression of his life 
nor the distinction of his personality; but the spirit is the everlasting existence of 
man which makes him different from beasts in permanency of being. The soul, 
of course would distinguish individuality and personality.

In the fourth place, the term “soul” seems to have a broader inclusion 
of application than does the expression “spirit”. Aquatic life and animals are 
called souls: “and every living soul died in the sea” (Rev. 16:3); the whole 
person may be called a soul: “That soul shall be cut off from his people” (Gen. 
17:14); A soul is attributed to God: “And I will set my tabernacle among you: 
and my soul shall not abhor you” (Lev. 26:11); the soul often refers to the self: 
“I humbled my soul with fasting” (Ps. 35:13) “And Samson said, Let my soul 
die with the Philistines” (Judges 16:30). If any one word best defines the word 
“soul”, it would be the word “life”. Jesus once commanded that there should be 
no anxiety about life: “Take no thought for your life, what ye eat, or what ye 
shall drink” (Matt. 6:25).

The affinity of body, soul, and personality cannot be minimized. The 
body is inoperative and senseless apart from the animating life of the spirit. 
Once made alive the body expresses the person within—by will, emotions, and 
intellect—and this life is best termed the “soul”. Naturally if the spirit should 
leave the body, as is true at death, then there can be no expression or life or soul 
connected with that body. God said to a farmer, “Thou fool! this night thy soul 
shall be required of thee” (Luke 12:20). This requirement does not mean that the
soul is being sent to hell, but demanded of him or deprived of him.

11 Lewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theology (Dallas: Dallas Seminary press, 
1947), II, 183
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The force of God’s statement is that the man faces immediate death. So
also it is true of one who seeks to save his life—he shall lose it; the depreciation 
of his physical life shall continue to the point of death and the very life that he 
sought will be forfeited. Again, “They who sought the child’s life are dead” 
(Matt. 2:20). In none of these illustrations could the psyche refer to the 
everlasting existence of man, but only to his life—that part of his earthly 
existence that can be known only through the expression of the body. The soul 
would then be an expression of the entire personality: the mind or intellect; the 
feelings or emotions; and the resultant decisions or will.

In support of the rendering of “life” for “soul” is the thought of gaining 
life or being kept from death. This seems to be the request in the intercession of 
Abigail: “And though man be risen up to pursue thee, and to seek thy soul, yet 
the soul of my lord shall be bound in the bundle of life with Jehovah thy God; 
and the souls of thine enemies, them shall he sling out, as from the hollow of a 
sling.” (I Sam. 25:29, R.V.). In the east, it was usual for a person to wrap his 
possessions of value together to be carried safely. This thought of the sparing of 
David’s life seems to underlie the statement of Abigail. The mental health of an 
individual depends largely upon the focusing of diffused thoughts to a central 
purpose. Psychologists attempt to integrate the personality so that the patient has
no conflicting desires but is restored to a unity of purpose or wholeness. The 
Bible encourages and even commands believers to be united, not only 
collectively, but also for each person to be single-minded. “Cleanse your hands, 
you sinners, and purify your hearts, you men of double mind.” (James 11:8). 
The gaining or possessing of life is associated with steadfastness in persecution 
“In your patience (steadfastness) ye shall win your souls (lives).” (Luke 21:19). 
This life or soul has to do with the representation of the inner man as it is 
conveyed through the human body.

An understanding of the soul and spirit can be seen in terms of 
salvation. God, in His grace, has provided all that is needed for man’s complete 
restoration to Himself. Even though sin has so permeated man’s nature as to 
affect every area of his being, yet God has provided a remedy, in the death of 
His Son, for the entire man to be saved. Salvation is actually a general word 
which means deliverance from an adverse circumstance.

When an individual is born of God (Jn. 1:12), his spirit is made alive by
the Holy Spirit. It is this new life which is able to “worship God in the spirit” 
(Phil. 3:3). God is then able to make spiritual things known to that man for the 
spirit in man then is sensitive to the Holy Spirit. “Now we have received, not the
spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things 
that are freely given to us of God.” (I Cor. 2:12). It is this spirit which goes into 
the presence of God when the flesh is destroyed: “To deliver such an one unto 
Satan for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of 
the Lord Jesus.” (I Cor. 5:5). The spirit is that part of man which departs from 
the body at the time of death. The salvation of this spirit depends upon 
justification and involves a position in the sight of God. Only on the basis of an 
individual faith in God’s Son can the Father declare a man righteous; when a 
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man is justified, however, he then occupies a righteous standing before God, and
is cleared of the guilt of sin. Initial salvation, which occurs at the time of 
justification, is the deliverance of the spirit from the penalty of sin.

The body awaits the promised deliverance. Even though the spirit has a 
righteous position, the body is still subject to death and will be redeemed at the 
resurrection. “But if the Spirit of him that raised up Christ from the dead shall 
also quicken your mortal bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” (Rom. 8:11).
Between the time of conversion and death the spirit, which is eternal, resides in 
a body which has not yet been prepared for eternity. Not until after death does 
God make the necessary alterations that prepare the body for its continued 
existence. “...even we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for our 
adoption, to wit the redemption of our body.” (Rom.8:23 A.S.V.).

Between the time of the new birth and death, the new life of the spirit 
lives within the mortal body of the flesh. It is the desire of God that this body 
and the personality associated with it might be dominated and controlled by the 
spirit. The Lord does not make this conformity compulsory, but, with greater 
glory to Himself, allows man the privilege of voluntary surrender. Since the 
activity and expression of the body reveals the desire of the person who controls 
that body, God desires that the Holy Spirit be in charge. The outworking of this 
life does not happen instantaneously, but operates over a period of time and 
involves a progressive growth. Although deliverance from the guilt of sin 
happens in a moment when the spirit is saved, and deliverance from the presence
of sin takes place in an indivisible amount of time, the release from the power of
sin must involve diligent effort and care throughout the Christian life.

The salvation of the soul has to do with deliverance from the bondage 
of sin during this present life. Paul speaks of this progressive growth when he 
says to “work out your own salvation with fear and trembling.” (Phil. 2:12). This
is not an isolated theme in the Bible, but rather occupies a major purpose in 
exhorting the people of God in living for their Lord. “But we are not of them 
who draw back unto perdition; but of them that believe to the saving of the 
soul.” (Heb. 10:39); “Receiving the end of your faith, even the salvation of your 
souls.” (I Pet. 1:9, A.S.V.); “...he who converteth a sinner from the error of his 
way shall save a soul from death, and shall cover a multitude of sins.” (James 
5:20). Sin is deadly, like poison which saps the strength, and deliverance from 
its power preserves a life for the glory of God. The soul refers to the expression 
of the body during this life, while the spirit is the endless life that leaves the 
body at the time of death, and is reunited to the  resurrection body, once again to
have an expression of the personality associated with the body then designed for
the ages of the ages.

Man—A Dependent Creature
Of all the creation, man is the most completely dependent. When he 

enters the world at birth, he is farther from maturity than any other living being. 
Aquatic creatures mature usually in a few weeks, aerial creatures normally 
mature in a few months, and land creatures mature at the most, in a few years. 
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But man alone requires shelter and nurture for many years. Physically, he is 
poorly protected against injury and easily susceptible to disease. Mentally, he is 
easily influenced by thoughts that damage the whole personality. Spiritually, he 
is totally depraved by nature as a result of sin, and cannot respond to God apart 
from a supernatural work in his heart.

Not every man realizes his dependency with the same degree of 
understanding, but his actual reliance is not lessened simply because he is 
ignorant of the truth. Cultural practices of a society may render accurate 
evaluation nearly impossible, but the needs of man still remain, even though he 
does not know them. Degradation and ignorance become more dominant in 
direct proportion to the dominance of sin and in inverse proportion to the 
following of truth. Yet in spite of warped analyses and perverted judgments, all 
peoples reflect a basic knowledge that they are not self-sustaining. This involves
not only continuous concatenation but also an original relation to the Creator. In 
some way or another, every culture reflects a basic knowledge of dependence. 
For example, all peoples recognize the need of making provision for life after 
the death of the body. The American Indians make ready to meet the “Great 
Spirit” in the happy hunting grounds. They bury hunting knives, arrows, and 
other implements of the chase with their dead. When a child dies in Greenland, a
trusted dog is placed also in the snow-covered grave, with the hope that the dog 
will lead the child safely to the realms of the “spirit-land”. In China, a generous 
supply of food is places at the grave annually to provide food for the hungry 
spirits of departed ancestors. A man’s own welfare depends upon the 
discharging of these obligations. The philosophers of ancient Greece were 
conscious of a need not met by their gods and goddesses. Looking forward to a 
time of judgment with unquestioning certainty, they desired some means of 
reconciliation, and so erected an altar to the “unknown God”. The most 
perverted and degraded tribes of the darkest continents have indicated this 
central thought; some sacrifice human blood for sin; others offer the firstborn, 
perhaps even by burial in the cornerstone of the house; many mutilate their own 
bodies in an effort to appease a God who is little known except through their 
own conscience. All people realize to some degree that they rely upon other that 
themselves for this life and the next. Man’s welfare and destiny rest upon that 
which is often beyond his control, at least in many areas. Because this subject 
covers such an extended field, it will be discussed under the division of heredity,
environment, and providence.
Heredity

Eugenics may be very helpful in the attempt to control deterioration of 
the race and to counteract the dysgenesic effects of the present civilization. At 
least some efforts are being made negatively by prohibiting consanguineous 
marriages, by birth control or sterilization; and positively by education and 
inducements (such as tax exemptions). Whether or not the desired results are 
being accomplished is not the point of importance here. The significant fact is 
that the offspring must derive their features and characteristics from the parents. 
Mendel’s laws of genetics cannot be altered. From the individual point of view, 
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much of his life depends upon his ancestors, and, in particular, his parents. It is 
not the purpose here to discuss the divine control concerning genes and 
chromosome combinations, but to emphasize the inability of any individual to 
exercise any choice in determining his own structure.

Every detail of an individual’s physique is determined by the existing 
characteristics of the parents, with the exception of fetal deformities, which 
seldom have been adequately explained in terms of biological knowledge. This 
genetic control of organs and limbs not only affects the appearance and function 
of the body, but in many cases, its health in subsequent years. Not only specific 
diseases, but also weaknesses to maladies are inherited. From the determination 
of an individual’s sex to the proper function or abnormality of the entire body, 
every person depends upon inherited characteristics.

The nervous system and its related functions often determine the entire 
life of an individual. Mental disorders and all kinds of psychoses may be 
transferred by the genes. On the other hand, mental ability and general 
intelligence must also be determined by the parents. What a tremendous 
difference the birth of an individual makes in the potential of life. How foolish it
would be to suppose that all people have equal possibilities and identical 
capacities in this life. From the very first, the prospect of each one depends upon
others.

Environment
Even as eugenics attempts control of heredity, so euthenics plans a 

program of environmental control. In practice, the two divergent approaches are 
not so finely divided. People of the same hereditary background are often born 
in the same environmental setting, e.g. the races of mankind. Although in 
maturity, man may be able to control his location, yet in many respects, he is 
dependent upon his surroundings for his opportunities and general welfare. It 
makes a considerable difference whether a person be born in a large family or 
small; in a poor family or rich; in a progressive neighborhood, or a backward 
one; in a free country, or a restricted; in a time of war, or peace, etc. It would be 
a very difficult task for the masses of poverty-stricken India to be free from the 
dominating influence of their crowded society. Nor would the isolated Eskimo 
have the same opportunity as one born in a humid climate.

The environmental influence extends much further than the 
geographical and racial distinctions. The possibilities for training and education 
often depend upon circumstances of the immediate vicinity in which a person 
lives. “A sociological study has clearly shown that delinquency is highest in 
areas which are in a process of transition from residence to business and 
industry.”12 Even the type and quantity of food in a given territory would be 
influential upon a person’s welfare. These are but a few suggestions as to the 
importance of the environment upon each human being.

12 Floyd L. Ruch, Psychology and Life (Chicago: Scott, Foresman and 
Company, 1948), p. 595.
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The social aspect must not be omitted in considering this factor of 
environment. No man is naturally a hermit; all are normally gregarious. The 
value of working together and joining in common interests is often encouraged 
in Scripture. This does not mean that urban life is more commendable than 
country; in fact, the opposite seems true in light of Scripture. Sodom and 
Gomorrah were destroyed because there men congregated in sin. God scattered 
mankind at the tower of Babel, where they had gathered for an ungodly purpose.
The missionary program of the gospel could be carried out only by a distribution
or scattering. At several different times in the history of the church, the Lord has
allowed persecution to be instrumental in propagating the gospel, in that it 
caused the people of God to be scattered across the land. The significance here 
is the influence that neighboring people bear upon an individual. Many times a 
single contact with a single person alters the entire course of life. More than 
most people realize, man depends upon his environment: individuals with whom
he comes into contact, events that have a bearing upon his life, circumstances 
over which he has little or no control, and the material surroundings of his 
neighborhood. To all these, and more, man is subservient to some degree.

Providence
Although the factors stated previously in this section could well be 

attributed to God, they have been delineated for study. Actually, all things are 
under the control of the Lord. Some, He has established by certain natural laws, 
while others He operates directly. However, even in circumstances that may 
appear to be natural, God does indeed exercise direct control. There are no really
‘“chance” happenings. Even the birth of an individual, which has biological data
as an explanation, is governed by God. Paul speaks of God “...even as He chose 
us in Him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and 
without blemish before him in love.” (Eph. 1:4). The choice of the individual is 
made prior to his birth. “And whom he foreordained, them he also called: and 
whom he called, then he also justified: and whom he justified, them he also 
glorified.” (Rom. 8:30). Apparently God has knowledge of individuals from the 
beginning, and has a plan and purpose for each life. It is still possible for Him to
exert direct control upon natural laws to fulfill His plans.

Everything that God does is good. Adam may not have appreciated the 
goodness of God in expelling him from Paradise. Yet, had he eaten of the tree of
life before God provided a sacrifice for his sin, the result would have been 
infinitely worse. Many in the present day may not realize God’s providence and 
goodness. “And the Lord will guide you continually, and satisfy your desire with
good things, and make your bones strong.” (Prov. 15:30). The extremely high 
infantile mortality rate of heathen lands is sometimes considered tragic by 
Americans. The child who enters the presence of the Lord is really far richer 
than had he matured to a life that would be filled only with sin, shame, and 
degradation. God in His goodness turns death to blessing: 

For just as a vessel, when on being 
fashioned it has some flaw, is remolded or 
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remade, that it may become new and entire; 
so also it happens to man by death. For some
how or other he is broken up, that he may 
rise in the resurrection whole; I mean 
spotless, and righteous, and immortal.13

The goodness and providence of God has affected every area of man’s 
being. Not only has He supplied an integrated and harmonious body with every 
possible benefit for the person to enjoy but also blessings fro the inner man. The 
beauty of color has been provided for man’s eye, the harmony of sound for his 
ear, and the great variety of foods to satisfy every taste bud of the mouth. He has
made provision for man to love and has given sufficient challenge for his mental
ability. But by far the greatest of all of God’s gifts is that of His own Son, Jesus 
Christ, to provide salvation from the guilt of sin.

Conclusion
The study of the human being has not by any means been exhausted. 

Much remains for the scientist, the anatomist, and the theologian. But sufficient 
information is known for each individual to think seriously of his own purpose 
in life and his relationship to God. In this booklet, the study of the body has 
emphasized the harmonious function of the material part of man. Then the body 
has been viewed in its concentric nature as the focal point by which the Lord 
describes His own attributes, the nature of the creation, and man himself. But 
man is more than material substance; the inner life or spirit, which was also 
created originally by God, governs the body. This outward expression of the 
inner man, being also immaterial, is designated the soul or life or the individual. 
That man is far from self-sufficient is well known, but the degree to which he is 
dependent needs more emphasis. In the final analysis, God governs all things 
that influence a man, though He may employ natural methods and laws to bring 
about His desired results. In view of such utter dependence, the thinking man 
should turn to God by faith in His Son, Jesus Christ, acknowledging Him as 
Lord and Savior. 

13 B.P. Pratten, Marcus Dods, and Thomas Smith (Trans.), The Writings of 
Tation and Theophilus (Vol. III of the Ante-Nicene Christian Library, Alexander
Roberts and James Donaldson, (trans.), (Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1867), p.92.
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III. The Use of Wine in the Bible
Introduction

Some areas of life and practice must be applied from scriptural 
principles, since they are not specifically named. For example, tobacco is not 
named in Scripture, and matters relating to it must be derived from proper 
application of biblical principles. The Bible has been written for man universally
and has not been limited to a single culture nor a specific year in history. There 
are teachings in the Bible which have to do with the subject of tobacco. Yet, 
with the subject of wine, here are many passages and much truth revealed which
identify God’s will and intention relative to alcoholic beverages. They are 
identified in detail by several different words.

The subject of this article meets a need among Christians, for interest 
has risen recently along two lines. In the first place some people want biblical 
sanction to imbibe in alcoholic drinks. In the second place, some churches 
attempt to justify the use of fermented juice for the communion table. This brief 
summary has been placed in outline form to make more material available in 
smaller space. Also, there are no citations to a bibliography, though an abridged 
bibliography has been included, excepting numerous lexical references.
I. The Nature of Alcohol

Al- article
hohl - a.   powder for painting eyebrows 

b. something very subtle\par 
c. to render sterile

Conclusion from the five books On Materia Medica, the standard 
authority for five centuries:

All medical and chemical authorities agree that pure alcohol is
a most active poison, excoriating and deadening when applied 
externally to the skin; and yet more active and deadly when 
received inwardly upon the delicate membranes of the mouth, 
throat, and stomach.
Definition by Webster: “…Colorless, volatile, inflammable liquid, 

C2H50H, which is the intoxicating principle in fermented and distilled liquors.”
A. Composition

1.  Methyl (CH2 +) – μέζυ: to drink freely; ΰλη: wood-wood spirits
2.  Ethyl (C2HSOH) — αίζ: clear, burn; ΰλη: wood ether (fruits or 

grains) 
3.  Amyl (C5H11)—αμυλον: not ground at the mill-- starches, grains
4.  Butyl (C3H7 +) — βυτός: ox or cow; τυπός: cheese--butter, lactose 
5. (C3H6 +) — πρό: before; πύλη: gate—gum lining bee hive

B. Classes
1. Fermented Liquors

The word ferment, from the Latin fervere, to boil, from which 
the word “effervesce” comes, calls attention to the rise and escape of 
bubbles. This occurs when the juice of the grape is exposed to oxygen 
and can be seen in the action of yeast on rising bread. Therefore: 
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grape–wine, apple—cider, pear—perry, berries, figs, apricots, 
pomegranates, etc.

With few exceptions alcohols are made of carbon, hydrogen, 
and oxygen. The 
Creator has designed that matter decomposes and decays prior to the 

formation of new life. Nitrogen in all compounds is unstable, ready to release 
itself from one union to another. When wine yeast, present on the skin of the 
grape, comes in contact with the juice of the grape, a process of decomposition 
begins (alcohol vinegar—decay). If the grape is dried, the water evaporates and 
there is little change for years. When the skin is ruptured and the carbon, oxygen
and nitrogen mix, the chemical transformation starts. If the skin were ruptured 
with light pressure, pressing out the sugar, there would be little chemical 
change.

a. Wines
The wine press consisted of two parts: the gath or 

trough which was a large shallow section where the grapes 
were trodden with the feet; the yekebh or vat which was below
the gath and stored the overflow. The less the pressure on the 
grape, the better the product; thus, the good wine of Cana.

Storage was found in leather bottles (Josh. 9:13) or 
earthen containers (Jer. 13:12). It could be transferred (Mk. 
2:22), transported (Josh. 9:4), or stored in cellars (I Chr. 27: 
27). It could be mixed with water (Isa. 1:22), with aromatic 
herbs (Isa. 5:22), which was highly intoxicating, or with myrrh
(Mk. 15:23), which formed an anesthetic.
b. Beers

There are two processes which are used in making 
beers: malting and brewing. The one used barley and hops 
(plants) which sprout; the other boils or ferments. In either 
case, the carbohydrates in grains, potatoes, etc., are first 
changed to sugar.

2.   Distilled Liquors
Discovered not earlier than the ninth or tenth century (perhaps 

even in the 12th century by an Arabian chemist), this process involves 
vaporization by heat and condensation by cold. Alcohol boils at 175º 
and water at 212 º. No biblical beverages deal with distilled liquors. 
Logically, if God has anything to say with regard to fermented drinks, 
whose alcoholic percentage never exceeds 15%, how much more would
it apply to beverages whose alcoholic content is much higher.

C. Control of Alcoholic Content
1. Prevention

a. Drying the grape (raisin)
b. Cool temperatures (below 50 º) 
c. Separate sugar and albumin 
d. Exclusion of oxygen (cooking)
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e. Artificial heating (loose H20= syrup)
f. Addition of sulphur

2.  Diminishing the Proportion
a.   Fermentation gradual—arrest
b.   Bottle—effervescing wines (champagne)
c.   Prevent acidic ferment—sweet wine
d.   Use of unripe grapes—sour wine 
e.   Boil early—softened wines
f.   Dilute with water

II. Effects of Alcohol
A.   Misconceptions

1. Stimulant—Man becomes lighter, more talkative, and less tense; but 
wine is a mocker. The result is actually progressive paralysis. It 
stimulates idleness, profanity, accident, failure, and 
Self-destruction. Ethyl alcohol is a central nervous system depressant, 
even though for years it was called a stimulant.
2. Food—There is actually no power to repair tissues, store as fuel, or 
nourish the body. It is never classed as food for a child or advised by an
athletic trainer. 
3. Relieves Fatigue—Alcohol makes one less conscious of fatigue, but 
really increases fatigue and interferes with the control and smooth 
action of every muscle. Its chief danger lies in the area of the brain and 
nervous system. 
4. Medicine—Dr. Carroll writes that its “. . . worth as a medicine is 
practically nonexistent. We cannot think of this drug any longer as 
being on trial. It has already been condemned.” It damages the glands 
of the stomach (gastritis) and liver (cirrhosis). It is directly connected 
with several diseases such as beriberi, pellagra, cancer, tuberculosis, 
and 
Pneumonia; it lowers disease resistance and shortens the life. Dr. 
George F. Shrady, General Grant’s physician, on being asked if 
whiskey was a preventive of disease, answered, “Whiskey is never 
good to ward off anything. Good food is the best means with which to 
ward off disease. To dose with whiskey is like adding shavings to fire. 
There is no physical, mental, or moral excuse for a man’s drinking 
whiskey as a preventative of disease.” Dr. Guthrio says: “Whiskey is a 
good thing in its place. There is nothing like it for preserving a man 
when he is dead. If you want to keep a dead man, put him in whiskey; 
if you want to kill a live man, put whiskey in him.”

B. Reactions of the Body
It is impossible to evaluate the actual toll taken by liquors. Many 

incidents occur of which no record is made; many deaths, diseases, and 
difficulties take place in which the causes are unknown. One study reveals that 
50% of the fatal automobile accidents in 1958 involved a drinking driver. In 
1950 a study by Byerver and Goldberg confirmed that “the role alcohol plays in 
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causing traffic accidents is probably considerably greater than it appears from 
official statistics.” It was reported in 1961 that there were five million 
“alcoholics” in the United States. It is estimated that there at least 65 million 
social drinkers in the United States. In a report given by Bryce Reeve in “The 
Alcoholics in Industry” to the American Society of Safety Engineers, Dallas, 
February 3, 1954, he stated “Alcoholism in industry is responsible for inferior 
service, belligerent attitudes, inefficient work, possible product failure, and it is 
definitely a safety hazard.”

The Scriptures summarize the effect which alcoholic beverages have 
upon the human body:

1.  Drunken and uncovered—Gen. 9:21
2.  Peculiar actions—Prov. 23:34; 1 Sam 1:14
3.  Unreliable speech: babblings, perverse things—Prov. 23:29, 33; 

Acts 2:15
4.  Boisterous and loud—Zech. 9:15; Ps. 78:65; Eph. 5:18
5.  Vomit—Isa. 28:8
6.  Stagger—Isa. 27:9
7.  Afflictions and lie in the streets—Isa. 51:20-23
8.  Insensitive—Prov. 23:35
9.  Violent—Prov. 4:17; 20:1; Rev. 16:19
10. Injury—Prov. 23:29
11. Associated sins:

a.   Pride, leaving home, dissatisfaction, death—Hab. 2:5
b.   Adultery--Hos. 3:1; Prov. 28:33 
c.   Sodomy—Gen. 9:22; Hab. 1:15, 16 
d.   Fornication—Rev. 17:2
e.   Torment of Hell—Rev. 14:10
f.   Overcome—Jer. 23:9; Isa. 28:1, 3, 7

aa. Loss of beauty
bb.  Loss of respect 
cc. Premature death
dd. Error of walk and destiny

12. Causes disregard for God and His Word—Isa. 5:11, 22-25; Dan. 
5:4
C. Influence on the Mind

1. Error in vision and judgment—Isa. 28:7
2.  Destruction of desire and motives—Hos. 4:11, 12
3.  Perversion of values (sell children)—Joel 3:3
4.  Leads to insanity—Jer. 51:7
5.  Special woe to the bartender-twisted conscience—Hab. 2:15
6.  Falsehood in decisions—Micah 2:11
7.  Counterfeit and mockery of the Holy Spirit—Eph. 5:18
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III. Biblical Terms
A. Old Testament

Term Hebrew &
Explanation

Transliteration Example

(1)
Blood of the

grape

________
Simplest artificial

product

Dom Gen. 40:11;
Deut. 32:14

(2)
Honey

________
New wine boiled

To 1/3 or ½; a
syrup of nectar-
like sweetness

Debsh Gen. 43:11;
Exodus 3:8

(3)
New Wine

________
Musty,

unfermented juice

Tirosh Isaiah 65:8

(4)
Old Wine

________
Effervescing or
bottled wine;
fermentation

checked at early
stage (root: to

foam or agitate,
Ps. 46:1) 6 times

in Chaldaic

Chemer Isaiah 27:2

(5)
Wine

_______
Spans 3 ages of

Hebrew literature;
a general term
including all

classes of wines

Yayin Neh. 13:15

(6)
Luxurious Drink

_______
Quaff, drink
luxuriously

indicates guzzling
drinkers, made

heavy and stupid,
not light and
excited; wine

diluted with water
and boiled

Sobe Nah. 1:10

(7)
Vinegar 

______
Result of a second

or acetous
fermentation; sour
wine with leaven

Chomets Ps. 69:21, 22
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(8)
Strong drink

________
Concentrated and
drugged liquors,

not always derived
from the grape

Sheker Proverbs 31:4,6

Other Terms Hebrew Definition
Peret Lees of wine
Bouser Unripe sour grape
Semodor Vine blossom
Oulailah Small grape
Boutsair Grape-gatherer
Zemourah Vine branch
Souraik Choice vine
Kourmeem Vine-dressers
Yaorah devash Honeycomb
Nopheth Any sweet liquid
Gephen Vine
Anob Grape

Term Greek &
Explanation

Transliteration Example

(1)
New wine

Γλευκός
fresh

Gleukos Acts 2:13

(2)
Sweet wine

Γλυκύς
sweet

Glukus Jos. 3:11, 12

(3) 
Vinegar

ὂξος
sharp—used 7

times by Christ at
the cross

oxos Matt. 27:34

(4)
Wine

οἶνος
fruit of the vine;
used 20 times by
Christ, 8 by John,

5 by Paul

Oinos Rev. 6:6

(5)
Strong drink

Σίκερα sikera Luke 1:15

IV. The Use of Wine in History
The nations successively known in history have all had a traditional or 

prehistoric period. The first developed peoples of Asia attained their historic 
period 2,000 years before Christ; those in the successive European nations, 
Grecian, Roman, and German, came later and gradually to be known in written 
records; while the tribes of Africa are still unknown in their rudeness. The 
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period of earliest historic records which have to be traced, so far as wine is 
concerned, extends from the age of Noah to Jacob, during the latter part of 
which period Asiatic nationalities were beginning to consolidate. The records of 
this history are found in the first book of Moses’ history and in the poem of Job; 
while the representations on Egyptian monuments, and the allusions of Grecian 
and Roman historians to the earliest preserved traditions, add to the light of 
those written records.

It is recorded of the pious patriarch who was preserved from the Deluge
(Gen. 9:20, 21): “Noah began to be a husbandman, and he planted a vineyard. 
And he drank of the wine thereof, and was drunk.” Origen, the eminent 
Christian writer who, about A.D. 230 to 270, was employed twenty-eight years 
in revising the text of the Greek translation of the Old Testament, makes this 
important comment on this record. The expression “began to be,” indicating 
inexperience, suggests a marked contrast between the sin of Adam, who, by 
express command, was warned against the forbidden tree; while Noah, with a 
like temptation, was to learn only by experience a law which, when learned, was
to control his future conduct. In harmony with this is the record of Lot, who 
from worldly inclinations, fostered by corrupting female influence, was drugged,
perhaps unconsciously, yet not without guilt (Gen. 19:33). The curse on the son 
who indecently sported with his father’s shame (Gen. 9:24), and the debasing 
prostitution of the daughters who drugged their weak father, are Moses’ own 
unmistakable comment on this earliest illustration that “wine is a mocker,” to be 
resisted as truly as the tempter in Eden. The terms in which Moses, commenting 
on his own record, characterizes the wine with which Noah was drugged, calling
it “the wine of Sodom, the poison of dragons” (Deut. 32:32,33) indicates the 
recognition of the two classes of wines, intoxicating and unintoxicating, which 
he makes throughout his connected writings.

In contrast with this abuse of intoxicating wine, a series of records 
indicates an early knowledge of the mode of preparing the juice of the grape 
without those intoxicating qualities which destroy health, reason, morality, and 
piety. Melchisedek, the type of the Divine Redeemer (Gen. 14:18; Heb. 7:1-17), 
is related to have brought forth, as “the priest of Most High God, bread and 
wine,” of which Abraham, the head of the family through whom Christ was to 
descend, was made to partake. This incident so manifestly anticipates Christ’s 
ordinance, first of the Passover, and again of the Supper, that Jewish and 
Christian scholars have noted the parallel. Josephus calls attention to the 
residence of Abraham at this era near Hebron, at the mouth of the valley of 
Eshcol, who had given a home to one of the military chiefs then confederate 
with him (Gen. 13:18; 14:24). This region then, as ever after to this day, has 
furnished the purest and sweetest of products of the vine. In keeping with this 
fact are several incidents of Abraham’s descendants for three generations. Isaac, 
in blessing his sons, after partaking of the wine brought by Jacob, asks for Jacob
“plenty of corn and wine,” and for Esau likewise, the same “fatness of the earth”
(Gen 27:25-39). This record indicates that the grape, as universal a product as is 
grain, is, in its simple nature, as much a Divine and blessed gift as is the bread 
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associated with it. The use of the word tirosh, as distinct from yayin, for the first
time in this record indicates, as will be seen further on, the introduction either of
a new product of the grape, or the era of more careful distinction among its 
products. The patriarchs, by experience, had found this fact to be important. The
record of the Egyptian butler’s dream, interpreted by Joseph, indicates yet more 
the distinction in wines according to the mode of preparing, which guides the 
pen of Moses. In the dream, the whole process of the budding, blossoming, 
forming, and maturing of the grape-cluster on the vine passes before the butler; 
and then his own pressing of the juice into Pharaoh’s cup. It is sufficient here to 
observe the explanation given by Josephus, the Jewish historian. “The butler 
related,” Josephus writes (Ant.II.v.2.), “that he squeezed the clusters into a cup 
which the king held in his hand; and when he had strained the sweet-juice 
(gleukos), he gave it to the king to drink.” The mode of preparation, verified by 
the monuments of Egypt, the distinction made by the Jewish commentator 
between gleukos, sweet-juice, and oinos glukos, sweet-wine, indicates that 
Moses, in this record of the patriarchal age, is preparing the way for the 
reception of his own laws as to the use of wine. It is to be noted that the word 
“wine” does not appear in this record, which fact guides Jerome, the early Latin 
translator and commentator, when he compares the wine of the Lord’s Supper 
with this of Joseph’s day.

This record, too, is without doubt, a guide to the allusion made by 
Moses to the entertainment given by Joseph to his brethren when “they drank 
and were filled” (Gen. 43:34). The word “wine” here, as in the previous 
statement, does not appear.

Yet another and important fact appears in the contrasted mention of 
“honey”, Hebrew 
debsh, Arabic dibs, or grape-syrup, sent by Jacob (Gen. 43:11) as a present to 
Joseph. This mention indicates that in the patriarchal age, as now under 
Mohammedan rule, the grape juice, so abundant in the valleys north of Hebron, 
was converted into syrup which forms an important article of commerce. This 
connection, as well as the wording of Moses’ record, explains Jacob’s blessing 
on Judah, who was afterward to inherit the valleys which his ancestors from 
Abraham had occupied. Here the vines, besides yielding an abundance of grapes
for man’s consumption, would furnish food for the beasts of burden that bore the
products of the vintage to the wine-vats. Judah “binding his foal unto the vine, 
even his ass’s colt unto the choice vine” while “he washed” or saturated “his 
garments in wine and his clothes in the blood of grapes.” No impartial student of
this record of history, which Moses made an introduction to his laws, can fail to 
learn the lessons which the laws of the Egyptians, Chaldeans, and Indians, as 
well as of Moses are intended to teach.

In the poem of Job, whose life extended to the age of the earlier 
ancestry of Abraham (Job 42:16), and whose residence was in or nigh to the 
land of the “Chaldeans” from whose chief city Abraham’s father migrated (Job 
1:17; Gen 11:31), the history of wine as used by religious men in the earliest 
patriarchal times is illustrated. At the opening of the history, preceding the poem
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proper, Job’s children, sons and daughters, are described as “drinking wine” at 
their birthday feasts. Job, watchful and anxious, fearing, “after their feast-days, 
that they may have sinned” by indulgence, calls them to the sacrifices then 
offered in propitiation (Job 1:4, 5, 13, 18). The “grape”, the products of “vine-
yards, of vintage, and of the winepresses,” is reckoned among Divine gifts 
(15:\par 33; 24:6, 11, 18). Yet their perversion by those “drunken” with 
intoxicating wine, is pictured by Job as a debasement which the instinct of 
“beasts” avoids; the beasts being more wise than “kings” when wine “takes 
away the heart of the chief of the people”  (12:4, 7,24,25).

Most important of all, in this record of an age among the earliest 
historically described, the modes of preparing and guarding wines in their 
ferment, as well as the import of Hebrew, Greek, and Latin terms, as 
explanatory of each other, is fixed for all future history. In the record (Job 
32:19), “My belly is as wine which has no vent; it is ready to burst like new 
bottles,” the Hebrew word for wine is yayin, the Greek of the Hebrew translators
is gleukos, and the Latin of Jerome is mustum, thus establishing the fact that the 
Hebrew yayin is a generic word, including unfermented grape juice as well as 
fermented wine. Again, in the statement as to the defrauder (20:15), that he who 
has “swallowed down riches shall vomit them up again—God shall cast them up
again,” the word yarash, “cast up,” from which tirosh is derived, gives the first 
and clearest intimation as to the distinction made by the Hebrews between two 
kinds of wines—the laxative and the intoxicating. In fact, in all important 
particulars, these plain distinctions made in the patriarchal age as to wines, both 
in their witnessed effects and in the study of preparations by which intoxication 
may be prevented, give the key to solve the complicated statements of writers on
Old Testament wines in all subsequent ages.

It is now generally agreed that the modern “Lachrymae Christi” was 
successor to the old “Roman Falernian,” specially celebrated by Horace. The 
Falernian wines were products of Southern Italy. Horace speaks of different 
varieties, as the old (Sermon II. iii. 115), the ardent (0d. II. xi. 19, 20), the severe
(Od. I. xxvii. 9, 10); and also, of that sweet as the honey of Hymettus (Sermon 
II. ii. 15, 16); but he dwells more on the Falernian vines (Od. I. xx. 10, and in. I, 
43), and on their envied grapes (Od. II. vi. 19, 20).

Virgil describes the presses, with strainers, which furnished the pure 
juice without ferment, as he in youth worked at them. First, there were the foot-
vats, in which “the vintage foamed on the full brims,” as he with his comrades 
“tinged the naked ankles with new 
Must” (Geor. II. 6, 8). Second, there was the twist or torcular press, with its 
cloth-sacks (cola), its twisting staves (prela), from which, in “great drops” 
(quttae), gathered and flowing “as streams” (undae), the bottles to preserve it 
were filled (Geor. 11. 240-245). So completely did the straining process of the 
twist-press prevail, that it gave the specific name “torculum” or torcular,” 
among the “Rustic” writers, to wine presses in general, as the student of Cato, 
Varro, Columella and Pliny, whose observations covered three centuries, will 
note.
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More than this: Jerome, with incomparable facilities for a correct 
judgment, finds this method of straining the unfermenting juice from the 
fermenting pulp, a controlling idea, from Moses to his own day, as his universal 
use of the neuter plural adjective torcularia, or twist press apparatus, indicates. 
The Hebrew word yegeb, used sixteen times from Num. 18:27 to Zech. 14:10, 
refers specifically to the juice tub, under the spout of the grape-vat in which the 
grapes are crushed and pressed, as is indicated by the Greek term hypolenion, 
under-tub, used Isa.16:10, Joel 3:13, Hag. 2:17, though the general term, lenos, 
is used in Num. 18:27 and Joel 2:24, where the allusion is general. Again, the 
Hebrew word gath, used five times, refers to the grape-vat in which the grapes 
were trodden; as the Greek term lenos, in the five cases (Jud. 6:11; Neh. 13:15; 
Isa. 63:2; Lam. 1:15; Joel 3:13), attests. The latter case is especially significant, 
as the Hebrew gath and yeged, and in the Greek lenos and hypolenion, are 
contrasted in the same sentence. This distinction in the Greek is marked in the 
New Testament allusions (Rev. 14:19, 20; 19:15), where the “treading” is 
prominent, and lenos indicates it. In Matt. 21:33 and Mark 12:1, where the 
“digging” is prominent, Matthew uses lenos, the general, and Mark, writing for 
Romans, uses hypolenion, the specific word. Again, the word poorah, twice 
used (Isa. 63:3; Hag. 2:17) is the ladle with which the strained must is dipped 
from the juice-tub into the jars or flasks. The Greek translators indicate this by 
referring to the “measures” (metretas) in the latter, and to the “straining juice” 
dipped out in the former case. The fact, now, that Jerome renders these three 
Hebrew words by the general term torcularia, twisted-press apparatus, indicates 
that he recognized the universal prevalence under the whole Hebrew history, and
in the Christian church of the first four centuries, of the separation of fermenting
pulp from grape juice.

Pliny, again (Nat. His. xiv. 6) describes the kinds and quality of 
Falernian wine as it existed under Augustus, when Horace and Virgil wrote, 
saying that “of all kinds, it was least calculated to injure the stomach;” a fact to 
which the “Rustic” writers all allude and which Galen, the physician of the day, 
applies in his art. But Pliny, though writing only a century after Virgil, speaks of
the adulteration and perversion of the pure Falernian. Of that of one locality, he 
says: “It has lost its repute through the negligence of the growers;” and of 
another location: “Latterly they have somewhat degenerated, owing to the 
rapacity of the planters, who are usually more intent upon the quantity than the 
quality of their vintage;” in which we can see, as if we were there with Pliny, the
strainer pushed aside, the pulp flowing with the pure juice into the vat, and a 
sadly fermented, instead of an unfermented wine, the result.

But another state of backward transit brings us to the protropos of the 
Greeks, or the oozing juice of the clusters on the vine caught in pans as it 
dripped before the harvest. Thence, again, we find ourselves in Egypt, especially
in the vintage scenes pictured on the tomb walls of Beni Hassan in Upper Egypt,
sculptured and painted in the days of Joseph. We scan the two presses, and the 
method of separating and storing the sugary juice without the fermenting pulp. 
The more carefully prepared is that from the small twist-press. A sack, about 
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three feet long, is fastened by a ring at one end to a stout post; a rope at the other
end passes through a hole in another post; a strong staff, about four feet long, is 
turned by three men; while a fourth attends to a large pan into which the juice 
squeezed from the sack is falling in drops. The larger press is an immense vat in 
which ten or twelve youths are treading the grapes with their feet. From two 
orifices, one near the top and the other near the bottom, flow streams of juice. 
The upper stream, evidently furnished with an inside strainer, as Wilkinson 
intimates, flows into a small tub, whence an attendant dips the fresh and strained
must, with a large-nosed scoop, into jars, over which, when filled, another 
attendant pours from a smaller scoop what we may now regard as fresh oil. 
Meanwhile other attendants set away these jars, with or without covers, in the 
store-house. It is not to be wondered at that minds, having thus before them the 
connected facts, see in this an explanation of the butler’s dream, interpreted by 
Joseph (Gen. 40:11), and of the Hebrew tirosh, familiar to Isaac (Gen. 27:28, 
37), whose aperient action Job (20:15) illustrates

The illustrations on the following pages show three distinct processes 
in the most ancient modes of preparing unfermented wines. Fig. 1 from the tomb
of Merruka, pictures the men in this task who seem to be performing acrobatic 
feats. Figure 2 (tomb of Puimre) and Fig. 3 (tomb of Beni Hassan, and at the 
entrance, the cartouche of Ositrasen I, the Pharaoh of Joseph’s day) present the 
twist-press, the Roman “torcular.” It reveals the straining of the saccarine from 
albuminous ingredients in grape juice, the cloth of the sack preventing the pulpy 
albumin from passing out with the watery, sugary fluid. Fig. 4, the tread-press, 
exhibits the immediate drawing off and storing of the strained juice, which 
issues from the upper spout of the vat in which the strainer is not seen. It pours 
into the upper tub, and is thence dipped fresh into jars and stored in the wine-
vault. Fig. 5 shows the mode of preserving the stored grape juice; the man at the 
left with a large tureen, pouring the juice through a cylindrical spout into the 
jars, while the youth with an oil scoop, like those now found in ancient tombs in 
Egypt, Cyprus, and Greece, pours a coating of olive oil on the top of the grape 
juice in the jars. To this custom of preserving must and other fruit products by 
oil, Pliny and Columella allude, Columella saying (xii.19) that “before the must 
is poured into the jars (yasa),” they should be “saturated with good oil.” 

V. Concluding Remarks and Summary
 A. Reasons for Concern

1.  The distillers with their many and political connections control a 
considerable section of the press and entire programs of radio and television, 
thus engaging in the widest publicity.

2.  The wide and liberal usage of alcoholic beverages endangers life, 
property, and welfare of the public, and especially Christians.

3.  The accumulation of effects of widespread use of alcoholics dulls 
the senses of the nation and robs her wealth. Many feel that France, for example,
has suffered irreparable damage involving heredity factors.
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4.  Society’s insidious sins pose increasingly difficult hurdles for 
Christians and others. Social drinking has come to be a way of life, 
especially\par \par through the media of television.

5.  Many branches of religion now officially condone drinking and 
claim biblical authority. In 1958 Episcopalians were told in Miami Beach that 
alcoholic drinks were a gift of God if used properly. The report said that “there 
is no scriptural command requiring total abstinence for the God-fearing man.” 
On September 16, 1955 the U.S. Brewers Foundation Newsletter stated that 
Pope Pius XII conferred honors on two Louisville brewery presidents in 
recognition of distinguished service to the church.

6. The attempt to minimize the error of drunkenness has made drinking 
and drunkenness respectable in the eyes of the public. It is referred to as a 
disease rather than sin in an endeavor to treat the problem without offending 
those who are imbibing. This attitude has definite roots in principles and 
doctrines of the Bible. It has a bias against total depravity and human 
responsibility.

7.  The neglect of proper education has increased the attractiveness of 
drinking. Advertising never reveals the results of drinking. The home, school 
and church have done little to inform the younger generations of the truth in 
these matters.

B. Facts in Conclusion
1.  The fruit of the vine has always been considered a blessing and a 

gift from God.
2.  The highest achievement for the Hebrew man, indicating safety, 

security, and enjoyment was to sit under his vine and his fig tree (1 Kings 4:25) 
and to eat of his own vine and fig tree (2 Kings 18:31).

3. It was a certain conviction in the minds of Egyptian kings and 
priests, Chaldeans, 
Romans, Greeks and Hebrews that intoxicating wines were injurious to the 
physical and moral nature of man. They universally understood that fermented 
beverages were a curse to man’s welfare and not accepted as a benefit and gift 
of the Divine Being (God). 

4.  The general terms for the fruit of the vine (yayin and oinos) do not 
correspond to the English word for the beverage called “wine.” These biblical 
terms mean the fruit of the vine without reference to presence or absence of 
alcohol.

5.  Archaeological records disclose many references to viticulture 
among the Sumerians, Babylonians, Egyptians and Akkadians. Testimony of the
vine and its fruit can be found from the Epic of Gilgamesh to the Code of 
Hammurabi. From earliest times it has been associated with the gods of death 
and rebirth. The abuse of the wine commonly plagued the drunken gods of the 
Greek world. Dionysus, the Greek god of wine and the son of Zeus, dominated 
much of the religious world of mythology. Even the pagan world knew that 
“wine is a mocker,” “not for princes to drink,” and it “bites like a serpent.”
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6. In all ages men have recognized the distinction between fresh juices 
of the vine and that which is fermented and produces intoxication. God has 
sanctioned and blessed the former and condemned and judged the latter. Every 
attempt to bring divine approval upon beverages which God has condemned in 
His Word is doomed to failure. Amen and so be it!

7. Israel received divine blessing in the triad of corn, wine and oil 
(Deut.18:4), but the poison of fermented beverages never had God’s approval. 
Abstinence is commanded by psychology, science, morality, history, virtue and 
the Scriptures (Hab. 2:15, 16).
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IV. Millennial Worship in Zechariah Fourteen
Introduction

Within orthodox Christianity, two primary views have held the 
attention of scholars and which govern interpretation of many passages; i.e., 
Millennialism and Amillennialism. Among the Millennialists, there have been 
variations or belief, some of which are heretical and others of lesser difference, 
The Post-Millennialists, who were expecting the efforts of men to usher in the 
Kingdom, suffered a tremendous discouragement after the wars, especially 
World War I. Since then, this belief has taken a pessimistic turn even to the 
point of the denial of the position. The Pre-Millennialists differ primarily with 
reference to the time of the rapture as it relates to the Tribulation Period. This 
latter distinction will not be discussed in the present study, although the Pre-
Tribulation view appears to be the Scriptural position. The difference between 
Amillennialism and Millennialism is of major concern here. Suffice it at this 
point to give a brief definition of each view. Of the latter view, Mitchell has 
said:

It will simply be a continuation of the old Jewish order, this 
time with Christ accepted and reigning as King. The Jews will 
continue with their annual sacrifices in worship as they did 
before Christ died. It is true that these sacrifices will be types 
and symbols of their faith in Christ’s death, but that does not 
make them any less real, There will probably mingled sorrow 
and joy in the sacrifices, as they recall how their fathers 
refused to accept Christ as the Messiah and how now they 
have the privilege of seeing it all so clearly.14

Amillennialism, like most any of the other views of prophecy, 
embraces a latitude of variations among various scholars. However, MacRae 
detects in the main stream of this view, a derogatory, note, which is true at least 
in some cases. He includes his estimate of the position within his definition of 
the view. At any rate, his statement is accurate:

Amillennialism is difficult to define. Many views seem to be 
held by those individuals who take this name, and it is hard to 
find real agreement among them. The word means “no 
millennium,” and the view seems to be a negative one, 
consisting mainly of a denial of Pre-Millennialism. Most who 
hold this view seem to deny the Millennial Kingdom 
altogether, spiritualizing the prophecies so as to make them 
refer to the Gospel age.15

The question of primary importance in this study has to do with the 
expectation of the reinstitution of the Feast of Tabernacles as presented by 

14 John L. Mitchell, “The Question of Millennial Sacrifices,” Vol. 110, No. 439 
(Bibliotheca Sacra: July, 1953), P. 360.
15 2Arno C. Gaebalein (Ed and Pub.), Article by Allen A. MacRae, “The 
Millennial Kingdom of Christ,” (Our Hope: Feb., 1947), P. 479.
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Zechariah (l4:1621). The problem that is so disturbing to the Amillennialists; 
yea, to all, is that of the keeping of a feast that was observed by Israel before 
Christ, and would still be valid after Christ’s finished work at Calvary. The two 
primary objections to the keeping of this feast in a literal way are—a disbelief in
a literal interpretation, and the sacrifice appears to be a contradiction to the work
of Christ pictured so well in the Book of Hebrews. It would be of value to refer 
directly to Allis who is one of the leading spokesmen in this vein of Amillennial 
thought:

Since the pictures of the Millennium are found by 
Dispensationalists in the Old Testament Kingdom prophecies 
and are, consequently, markedly Jewish in character, it follows
that the question of the reestablishment of the Mosaic 
economy, its institutions and ordinances, must be faced by 
them . . . the question of “Jewish peculiarities” becomes a 
burning one. . . . The crux of the whole problem is 
undoubtedly the restoration of the Levitical ritual of 
sacrifice.16

Although Allis is not entirely correct in using the term “Mosaic 
economy” he is right in focusing attention upon the sacrifices as being of 
primary weight in understanding the solution to the question. In actuality, the 
question with regard to the restoration of the temple could find solution rather 
easily if the matter of worship were resolved.

Some of the leading men who support the Pre-Millennial view, 
including, the restoration of the temple and the revival of literal sacrifices are 
Gaebalein, Saphir, MacRae, Kelly, West;17 Fry, Bonar, McClain, and the Dallas 
School. Their opponents in the field of prophecy include Allis, Skinner, Young, 
Keil, and D. Brown. These latter men insist that the sacrifices must be expiatory;
that the Messianic Kingdom began with Christ’s first coming and this spiritual 
temple superseded the one expected by the prophet Ezekiel; that since there is 
no future literal temple, the problem of animal sacrifices naturally dissolves. It is
interesting to see that the Duke of Manchester faces the matter squarely and 
admits the difficulties in either viewpoint. Also, Increase Mather, father of 
Cotton Mather and a Pre-Millennialist, does not see the propriety of bloody 
sacrifices.

The approach of this study will not be the detailed arguments of many 
men of either school of thought, but rather an objective: survey of the Millennial
worship in light of Zechariah l4. The purpose will be to suggest a possible 
solution to the riddle of the observance of the Feast of Tabernacles in the future 
Kingdom age. The next section will deal with the period of time involved in the 
prophetic picture, moving from the general “days” to the particular “latter days” 
and, finally, “that day.” Section three will be devoted to a brief review of the 
Feast of Tabernacles itself, as to its place historically, and its significance in the 

16 Oswald T. Allis, Prophecy and the Church, (The Presbyterian and Reformed 
Publishing Co.: Philadelphia, 1945), p. 2k5f.
17 West is not clear on the literal sacrifices
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worship of Israel. The last section will then turn to the text of Zechariah with the
intention of defining those who will keep this Feast, a discussion of its meaning 
for the “future age,” and reason for punishment of the negligent. Although the 
conclusion certainly is not the only answer and is not the final word on the 
subject, yet it does open a new area of possibility and proposes significant 
reason for such worship in the Millennium without making void the finished 
work of Christ. The explanation of this study also deals with the Feast of 
Tabernacles as involving more than memorial sacrifices.

The Time of Human History
In order to discuss the meaning of the last section of Zechariah, there 

must of necessity be the location of the time element. Throughout the latter part 
of the Book, the prophet continually predicts events to occur “in that day.” 
Unless this area of time be known, the interpretation of the worship at the Feast 
of Tabernacles would be left very confusing. Not only does Zechariah employ 
such phraseology, but other prophets as well, especially Isaiah, Joel and Hosea, 
as well as Moses spoke of the “latter days.” The days (______) are found to 
describe many things throughout the Old Testament: man’s life, earth, harvest, 
separation, vow, reign of a king, youth, affliction, adversity, trouble, famine, 
prosperity, tree, etc. In each case the “days” describe the extent of time or the 
duration; i.e., the length of a man’s life, the age of the earth, the period of time 
included in the harvest, etc. Thus “the days” must be understood in light of the 
immediate context and simply refer to the total length of time. However, Young 
is undoubtedly correct in using the general idea of “the days” as referring to the 
entire period of human history or the duration of man’s existence upon the 
earth.18 Prophetically speaking, this would seem logical, although it must not be 
assumed wherever the term is employed; the context must certainly determine 
the area of time which “the days” describe.

Several events of note are predicted to occur in the last days; i.e., 
Shiloh—Genesis 9:10, the return of Israel—Hosea 3:5, the pouring out of the 
Spirit—Joel 2:28, 29, nations flowing into the Lord’s House in Jerusalem—
Isaiah 2:2, 3. Young makes Moses the foundation of the prophetic office upon 
which the other prophets were established, since God spoke to Moses “mouth to 
mouth.” “Moses was over the entire Old Testament economy and hence the 
prophets prophesied in terms of the Old Testament dispensation. The revelations
made to other prophets were less clear and less immediate than those given to 
Moses.” Moses is called a faithful servant in all his house in contrast to Christ 
Who is a Son over His house (Heb. 3:5,6). On this basis, Moses was a testimony
“of those things which were to be spoken after.” According to Young this refers 
to this present age or the latter days.19 The following diagram illustrates the two 
views:

18 Statements by Edward J. Young in classes on “Prophecy and Its Interpretation,
“Isaiah,” “Daniel” (Westminster Theological. Seminary, 1959-1960).
19 Ibid.

60



The translation ______  as “return” is not acceptable to Young. He 
feels that this word, when used with another verb, means “again.” Thus, 
_______ could be “return and seek” but it does not say to what the children of 
Israel return; seeking the Lord is spiritual and not living in the land of the 
Palestine. Then the _____(afterward) would, mean after a period of time when 
they were without many things. Of course, Young would apply this to the return 
of the Jews from the Babylonian captivity.

Buchanan approaches the meaning of _________ largely from its 
translation in the LXX, and shows that the phrase must be determined by 
immediate context. “The majority (21 occurrences) of LXX translations of

_________ render it by some form of ἒσχατος, and ἒσχατος is always 
used as a translation for _________ in _________.” He cites several passages 
from the Old Testament with the phrase _________ _________, and from the 
New Testament with the phrase έν τἆις έσχάταις ἡμέραις (or its equivalent with 
έπι in the genitive case), to support the premise that the “last days” refers to the 
future with respect to the context, and that the “last days” does not imply 
eschatology in itself. His conclusions are worth quoting:

There is no passage in the O.T. or N.T. where be’aharit 
hayyamin or its Greek equivalents can not be read accurately 
without an eschatological translation, and in some instances an
eschatological interpretation would contradict the context 
which clearly indicates not an end but a continuation. The 
LXX translators employ ἒσχατος to translate _________ 
whether it is a part of the expression be’aharit hayyamin or 
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not. Contexts and variant translations have shown that 
be’aharit hayyamin has the same meaning as _________ 
_________, and μετά ταυτα—all of which mean “afterward” 
or “after this.” Since eschatology deals with a future 
expectation, any expression for the future might be expected 
in an eschatological context without implying that the 
expression itself is eschatological. The judgment concerning 
which of the passages discussed are eschatological will vary 
according to the definition of eschatology. In view of the 
evidence given, it seems linguistically sound and theologically
judicious to translate the expression be’aharit hayyamin in the 
OT and its Greek equivalents in the NT with only a temporal 
meaning. Then the theological content may be judged from the
context in which each expression occurs, without being 
prejudged by the term itself.”20

It is not the purpose of this study to analyze the details of the “latter 
days,” but one point should be noted in the Amillennialist approach to the 
second chapter of Isaiah. The prophecy here parallels and closely approximates 
the thrust of the last chapter of Zechariah. There is to be return to the worship of 
Jehovah by all nations. Jerusalem will be the repository of the truth, and the 
source from which the law will go forth. Jehovah will rule universally and will 
compel nations to be peaceful. Young acknowledges the inadequacy of a 
spiritual interpretation, but feels that this and only this explanation can justify 
the Amillennial view; that is, this promised peace is to be found in the believer’s
heart.

From a grammatical point of view, the Amillennialist must assume that 
the phrase “in the latter days” includes the period of time from the first advent21 
and encompasses the entire period. Thus, the _________ would necessarily 
mean “during” rather than “in.” To be consistent, the same explanation should 
follow with the prophecy in Hosea 3:5, Joel 2:28 and Genesis 49:10. Such an 
explanation would make a continual return of Israel, an extended Pentecost, and 
an impossible situation in Genesis 49: 10. Robertson shows the parallel 
of_________ to έν. “The excessive use of έν in the N.T. is parallel to that in the 
LXX and is doubtless due partly to the Hebrew 4 which it so commonly 
translates as Moulton observes.”22 “We have no right to assume that the Greeks 
thought of έν as ‘with’. The LXX shows that the Hebrew corresponded closely 
to the Greek έν in resultant idea.”23 Blass perhaps overemphasizes the influence 
of the Hebrew _________ in the New Testament Greek in what is called the 

20 George Wesley Buchanan, “Eschatology and the ‘End of Days’,” Journal of 
Near Eastern Studies, .XX (July, 19S), pp. 189192.
21 The Amillennialist is very indefinite about the commencement of this period; 
it may be the birth of Christ, or His death, or His resurrection, or Pentecost.
22 A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of 
Historical Research (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1923), p. 452.
23 Ibid., p. 456
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Instrumental use of έν (the case with έν is always locative, historically 
considered).”24 Of course, the locative case in Greek deals with the sphere or 
area within which anything is found. The prefixing of _________ may refer to 
the limit or boundary, but could hardly mean the encompassing of all within the 
boundary. It is used of places; i.e., Isaiah 56:5, within my walls--_________ and
of time; i.e., Daniel 11:20, Ecclesiastes 11:1, within a few years or a few days--
_________. Assuming that the latter days do refer the time from Christ to the 
end of human history (not the Second Advent, which Young thinks will be the 
end), each prediction would occur in this time, but not during it. The prophecies 
concerning Shiloh, Pentecost, and the Mi1lennium come to pass within the 
scope of the latter days and at a particular time within be’aharit hayyamin.

This would correspond to the term “in that day” and would seem to 
refer to a specific time within the latter days. Several things have been predicted 
by Zechariah that will come to pass “in that day.” It would be difficult to insist 
either that these events exist continuously since the first advent or that they have
been fulfilled entirely. A more plausible explanation would be that specifies a 
particular time with in the latter days which would correspond to the one 
thousand years of the Book of Revelation, commonly called the Millennium. 
The following list summarizes the prophecies of Zechariah concerning “that 
day”.

2:11 Many nations joined to the Lord.
3:10 Gathering under vine and fig tree - universal peace and safety.
6:10 Come and go to the house of Josiah.
9:16 Lord their God will save them.
11:11 Covenant broken
12:3 Jerusalem will be a burdensome stone.
12:4 Horse and rider will be smitten..
12:6 Governors of Judah like a hearth of fire, Jerusalem inhabited again.
12:8 Lord will defend the inhabitants of Jerusalem.
12:8 The feeble will be as David.
12:9 Destruction of the nations that come against Jerusalem
12:11 Great mourning in Jerusalem
13:1 A fountain opened to the house of David and inhabitants of Jerusalem.
13:2 Idols cut off, prophet and unclean spirit pass out of the land.
13:4 Prophet will be ashamed of his prophecy, wear deceptive garment.
14:4 His feet shall stand on the Mount of Olives, before Jerusalem.
14:6 Light shall not be clear or dark,
14:8 Living waters shall go out of Jerusalem.
14:9 Jehovah will be King over the earth
14:13 War between neighbors, nations wealth gathered
14:20 Universal holiness—bells of the horses
14:21 No more Canaanite in the house of the Lord

24 Ibid., p. 533.
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The Feast of Tabernacles
Resume of the Feasts

For study purposes, the Jewish festivals may be classified in two 
groups: those formally connected with the institutions of the Sabbath of the 
Septenary Festivals, and the historical or great feasts which were yearly 
festivals. This does not include the feast of Purim and the Feast of Dedication 
which were instituted after the exile. The feasts associated with cycles of 
Sabbaths include the weekly Sabbath, the Seventh New Moon or Feast of 
Trumpets, the Sabbatical Year, the Year of Jubilee, and the New Moon. 
Interestingly the cycle of seven is distinct from all other time periods; it is the 
only time period not directly related to the celestial system. The day, month and 
year all find a standard for observance in the heavens, but the week (seven) is 
revealed directly through the Word of God. The yearly festivals were four: the 
feast of the Passover and Unleavened Bread, Pentecost or Feast of Weeks, Day 
of Atonement (Smith lists this under a separate heading, though it was actually 
an annual festival), and the Feast of Tabernacles. During all the days of Holy 
Convocation, there was to be a suspension of ordinary labor, although the time 
of the festivals appears to have been designed by Divine wisdom so as to 
interfere as little as possible with the industry of the people. There is an obvious 
reference in each of the great festivals to the agricultural life of Israel, which had
an important bearing on the feeling of national unity.

It is not intended in this study to discuss the spiritual significance of 
each feast, nor the details connected with its observance. Suffice it here simply 
to list the Septenary and annual feasts. This will serve to locate the Feast of 
Tabernacles within the pattern of worship as practiced by Israel.

The Observance of the Feast of Tabernacles
Of particular importance in relation to the future worship of the 

Millennium is the keeping of the Feast of Tabernacles. In order to understand 
the possible nature of this future worship, it will be helpful to review the feast 
itself as kept historically. The development of the feast and the addition of 
ceremonies will not be of use in this study, except to note that at the time of the 
temple, there were three ceremonies introduced: (1) the carrying of branches of 
citron with the accompanying cry of Hosanna—Save now, (2) the drawing and 
pouring of water, (3) rejoicing at the drawing of water.

The Feast of Tabernacles as a national observance lasted over a period 
of eight days, the first and last being of most importance. It is impressive to see 
that Jesus made application to Himself on the last day, that great day of the feast
(Jn. 7:37). From the 15th —23rd of the seventh month (Tishri), the Israelites were
required to dwell in booths or temporary habitations. The only reference in 
Scripture to the actual building of these booths was in connection with the 
reformation at the time of Ezra and Nehemiah after the exile (Neh. 8:16, 17), at 
which time all observed with great gladness. The booths had no precise 
measurements but were to be of convenient size, with four walls. The roof must 
be made of tree branches, sparsely spread so that the occupant could see the 
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stars through the branches.25 The builder could gather the material earlier, but 
the actual construction was to be after Yom Kipper. Through the years these 
dwellings became of a portable nature and assumed extremely elaborate 
decorations. Queen Victoria once severely questioned the use of such extended 
decorations. The detailed requirements for construction are not found in the 
Scripture, but the Misnah does state the size to be 10—30 hand-breaths and the 
boughs of the roof should be “neither for sunshine nor shade.”
There are three features worthy of note concerning the Feast of Tabernacles: 
Booths, Joyous festivals, and peculiar sacrifices and rites. The first has been 
discussed. The Joyous festivals were in keeping with the agricultural setting; 
i.e., gladness because of the recently gathered harvest. The most important 
ceremonies were the pouring out of the water and the illumination of the temple.
During this time the Hallel (Ps. 113-118) was sung; circuit of the altar was made
daily and seven times on the seventh day. It must be remembered that this was 
the great Harvest Festival at the end of the agricultural year and an all-night 
celebration was entirely fitting. Of course, in later years, this ceremony became 
polluted with unholy practices. With the Court of the Women lit up by giant 
candelabras, the young priests danced with lighted torches, Levitical choirs 
stood on the fifteen steps leading to the gate of Nicanor while singing and 
playing all night. Just before dawn, two priests appeared and blew the trumpet 
three times, repeating it again on the tenth step and at court level. After their 
march through the court to the Beautiful Gate of the Temple, they timed their 
arrival at the moment of the first rays of the rising sun. Then came the morning 
sacrifice and drink offering, the latter being taken from the Pool of Siloam with 
a golden pitcher. The third noteworthy feature is that of the peculiar sacrifices 
and rites. The drink offerings consisted of 1/4 hin wine for each lamb, 1/3 hin 
wine for each ram, and 1/2 hin wine for each bullock. The meal offerings 
consisted of 1/10 ephah of flour for each lamb, 2/10 ephah of flour for each ram,
and 3/10 ephah of flour for each bullock. The burnt offerings differ entirely from
the offerings in the other feasts. Compared with the Feast of Unleavened Bread, 
the number of rams and lambs are doubled and there are five times as many 
bullocks. It is interesting to note that the number of sacrifices offered is always 
divisible by seven. Peculiar also is the daily diminutions in the number of 
bullocks.

Apart from all the details, it should be noticed that this Feast was 
supreme in the spiritual and national life of Israel. Such emphasis can be 
supported from numerous sources. “While Antiochus (Sidetis) was besieging 
Jerusalem, the Jews requested of him a seven days’ truce to celebrate their 
greatest feast (Tabernacles).”26 “Alexander Jannaeus . . . .was pelted with citrons
by the people because of his deliberate slackness in the matter of the ritual of the

25 Julius H. Greenstone, Jewish Feasts and Fasts (Philadelphia: Jewish 
Publication Society, 1945), p. 62.
26 Samuel A. B. Mercer, Extra Biblical Sources for Hebrew and Jewish History 
(London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1913), p. 162, from Plutarch, Antiochus 
(Marshia, Didot, I, 221).
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Feast of Tabernacles.”27 “Indeed, it is remarkable how many allusions to the 
feast occur in the writings of the prophets, as if its types were the goal of all 
their desires.”28

The Purpose of the Feast of Tabernacles
There seems to be a dual intention in the worship of this great feast: both the 
memory of the wilderness journey and the season of gathering of fruit (festival 
of thanks). The offerings were both public sacrifices (Num. 19:12-38) 
and private peace offerings (Deut. 16:13-15). Greenstone summarizes the 
meaning of the feast: 

The Sukkoth commemorates the long period during which 
they were trained to give a proper estimate to the liberty which
they had acquired and to perceive more clearly the national 
consciousness that their leaders sought to implant within them.
The humble booth, ordained to serve as the home of the 
observant Israelite during the seven days of the festival, 
besides its original agricultural significance, was made the 
symbol of that most important period in the lives of our 
people, while standing at the threshold of their national 
existence when their ideas and aspirations were molded after 
the pattern set by the great lawgiver.29

It is interesting to note that the dedication of Solomon’s temple and the 
descent of the Shekinah took place at the Feast of Tabernacles (I Kg. 8; 2 Chr. 
7). Also, the rededication of the temple by Judah the Maccabee occurred during 
this feast. Jesus, Himself, used this opportune occasion to declare His Deity 
(Jn.7). It is probably that at the climax of the ceremony of pouring out of water, 
He arose and broke the awesome silence, “If any man thirst, let him come unto 
me, and drink. He that believeth on me, as the Scripture hath said, out of his 
belly shall flow rivers of living water.” Not contradictory to this memorial and 
thanksgiving ceremony is an underlying concept that may throw some light 
upon the observance of the feast again in the Millennium. All of the practices of 
this feast have a missionary flavor, which is not true of the other feasts. When 
the branches of citron are carried, the people cry Hosanna or “save now!” This is
the very thing that they did do later; that is, when the Savior entered Jerusalem 
prior to His crucifixion. At the triumphal entry (Luke 19:28 -40), He accepted 
worship as King. Before this time, He had refused to be established as King 
even though the people tried to compel Him (Jn. 6:15). This reference to the 
Feast of Tabernacles at the triumphal entry substantiates the position of Jesus as 
King, which place He will hold during the Millennium. The thing of interest is 
that when the citron branches were carried, they were waved in six directions. 

27 Norman H. Snaith, The Jews from Cyrus to Herod (New York: Abington 
Press, n.d.) p. 181
28 A Edersheim, The Temple, Its Ministry and Service. (New York: Fleming H. 
Revell Company, 1874), p. 235.
29 Greenstone, Ibid. p. 61.
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Some have speculated that this referred to the joy over the abundance of rain 
necessary for the fruitful harvest. Others think it may point to the universal 
location of mankind as affected by the “Hosanna.” In either case, it would have 
direct reference to Zechariah 14, which has as a plague for failure to worship at 
Jerusalem, the lack of rain and the fact that it is “all the families of the earth” 
who come to worship.

The elaborate night ceremony of the lighting of the candles also had a 
deeper significance than a local illumination. It is not strange that Jesus 
proclaimed Himself as the light of the world immediately after the feast (Jn. 
8:12). Prophecy had so stated that He would be that light (Isa. 9:2, 42:6). But the
Old Testament, with the exception of Jonah and Nahum hardly emphasizes the 
missionary aspect of the nation Israel. Rather, the Gentiles were responsible to 
seek Jehovah in Israel. The conversion of the heathen necessitated becoming 
Jewish. “Jews expected the general conversion of the Gentiles to be a 
conversion to Judaism.”30 This mass worship of the nations has never been 
accomplished and this light incorporated within Israel has not been effectively 
the source of knowledge for nations. It is not peculiar, then, that the emblematic 
significance of the Feast of Tabernacles should be necessary in the Millennium, 
for only this feast pictures the nations worshipping Jehovah and only in this 
feast is the promise realized.

Likewise, the pouring out of water has direct allusion to salvation (Isa. 
12:3, Ps. 118:25). It was anticipated as more than deliverance of Israel, however.
The implication is that in the background of Jewish teaching, there was 
provision also for the salvation of the nations (Isa. 2: 2). When Jesus said that 
He would soon depart from the feast, the Pharisees immediately asked if He 
were going to teach the Gentiles (Jn. 7:35). Thus, it can be seen that the 
figurative elements of the Feast of Tabernacles all point toward the missionary 
program of Israel as incorporating the Gentiles and being the center of their 
worship. This will be realized in the Millennium and of all the Jewish feasts, 
only the Feast of Tabernacles displays this centralized worship with Israel the 
center and the nations seeking her light. Tradition has it that even the uniqueness
of the 70 bullocks offered at the Feast of Tabernacles represents the 70 nations. 
The suggestion of this type of worship can be found even before the actual 
establishment of the Kingdom, but with Israel once again occupying the primary
place in missions. In the tribulation period, when the church has been removed, 
the cry of “Hosanna” will be connected with all nations in the worship of the 
Lord (Rev. 7:9, 10).

Worship in the Millennium
The questions raised concerning the observance of the Feast of 

Tabernacles in the future Millennial Kingdom may not be entirely resolved. It 
has been a debatable area in exegesis and theology for some time. Since much 
work has been done by great men in the study of the text, it would be of little 
value to pursue further amplification here. And yet, to leave the discussion 

30 Edersheim, Ibid. p. 243.
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without some attention given to the actual text would also be barren, for it is the 
text that determines the doctrine. Rather than to analyze each word, it would 
seem more profitable to make three observations in the text (Zech. 14:16-21) 
that are helpful in answering the problem about the Feast of Tabernacles.

The Participants at the Feast
In the first place, it is significant to notice the subjects who worship the 

Lord in this passage: that is, the heathen or nations.
This, of course, is figurative, as the most intrepid literalist will
scarcely maintain that all nations could by any possibility 
accomplish such a feat. Henderson seeks to avoid the 
difficulty by supposing that they will go up in the person of 
their representatives.31

Not only Henderson, but nearly all Millennialists support the 
representative idea, with the seeming impossibility of every individual going to 
Jerusalem. Zechariah states that it will be ______________ that will go up to 
Jerusalem to worship. This, then will not be the nations in their entirety, but only
a residue. Apparently a catastrophe of tremendous import has reduced the 
heathen. Of course, the casualty list from the tribulation period will be extremely
high. But this division may well refer to a remnant made by the dividing of 
nations rather than individuals, which would correspond more closely to the 
judgment of Matthew 25:31-46. The question at hand is that of the identification
of the remnant. There seem to be two possibilities: (1) a proportionate number of
the nations. Since the King will divide the sheep and goat nations, this remnant 
may be those who are left, called the sheep. The speculations along this line 
could be extended. There is no way of determining how many this might 
include. Some nations are relatively small and composed of but few people; 
even if there were no deaths from the tribulation, the total number of individuals
would not be many. Other nations are vast and include millions. It would be 
theoretically possible, however, for a small number of people in a  few nations 
to attend an annual worship. This would be even more plausible when the 
geographic, cultural, and economic alterations of the Millennium have been 
effected. (2) Then again, the remnant could mean particular individuals from all 
nations. Assuming that the nations who have mistreated Israel are destroyed 
(οὗτοι είς κολασιν αἴωνι—ου—punishment characterized by an age) and the 
righteous nations enter the Millennium (οἱ δέ δίκαιοι εἰς ζωήν αἰώνιον—life 
characterized by an age), the remnant may be formed by individuals from all 
nations. Even though some nations live on for the 1000 years and others do not, 
does not necessarily mean that the surviving nations compose the remnant. Just 
because a nation becomes extinct does not mean that every individual within 
that nation dies. So then, this residue of men could very well be a selective 

31 Talbot W. Chambers, Zechariah (from A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures,
ed. John Peter Lange, trans. Philip Schaff. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing
House, n.d..), p. 112.
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number of individuals from all the nations, even though their nationality will not
be preserved and their mother-country not be represented in the Millennium.

From a grammatical point of view, _______ may be used in two 
different ways. When used with the Niphal singular participle, _______, it 
carries either the idea of whole (total) or of all (many individuals). Normally, the
singular with the definite article would emphasize the totality, but the word 
“remnant” is itself collective and thus may show the individual entities. Used 
with the nations, _______ does stress the individual aspect, and it is to this that 
refers. So, then, the individual nations are viewed as proceeding to Jerusalem, 
but in actuality it is a residue from them. The representative idea does have good
foundation, and yet it would not be impossible for every individual to be 
included.

The Nature of the Observance
Upon the arrival in Jerusalem “from year to year” the nations (or rather 

the remnant) are to do two things: worship the King and keep the feast. In 
reality, the two are one, for the method of worship is the participation in the 
Feast of Tabernacles. _______(from _______) comes from the idea of leaping 
and dancing at the sacred festivals. It is kindred to the root _______which means
“to circle” and to the root _______ which means ‘to gird’. Thus, the name 
Haggai means ‘festive’. “This feast will be kept by the heathen who have come 
to believe in the living God, to thank the Lord for His grace, that He has brought
them out of the wanderings of this life in to the blessedness of His Kingdom of 
peace.’32 At least Keil is correct in emphasizing that this feast will be observed 
on the basis of its internal meaning. Herein lies the key to the solution of this 
question. The nations as such had no occasion to rejoice in the withdrawal of 
Israel from Egypt. It must be remembered that the worship on the part of the 
nations has a universal response (Isa, 11:10, Zech. 2: 11a, Isa. 2:2, Micah 4:1., 
Isa. 66:23, Mal. 1:11, Isa. 65:16, Isa, 29:24, Isa, 61:4, Zeph. 3:9, Isa, 
40:5a, Isa, 11: 9, Hab. 2:14). Keil is correct in seeing the heathen as the ones 
who come to worship. Yet this poses the problem in making Jew and Gentile 
joined together in keeping a feast which apparently has relevance only for the 
Jew. The answer has been implied in the previous section which indicated the 
foundation of the Feast of Tabernacles to be more than Jewish. For it is here and
in no other feast that the underlying concept is that of providing light for the 
Gentile, of the Spirit being poured out upon all, and of universal rejoicing. So 
the concept of Isaiah 2:2 is that of all nations flowing uphill, like bees into a 
hive or of a stream, proceeding to Jerusalem.

Penalty for Neglect
Two interesting facts project themselves from the text concerning the 

punishment in case of failure to keep the feast. In the first place, lack of rain, 

32 Friedrich Carl Keil, The Twelve Minor Prophets (Biblical Commentary on the
Old Testament by C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, James Martin trans., Grand 
Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1954), p. 412.
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which is called a plague, shall trouble a negligent nation. Then, secondly, a 
particular nation—Egypt—is singled out by name. Spiritually speaking, Egypt is
a type of the world and thus represents all nations other than Israel. Practically 
speaking, Egypt is a desert land which derives sustenance primarily from the 
Nile River rather than rainfall. Historically speaking, Egypt was the land 
responsible for Israel’s bondage from which God delivered His people; this is 
the immediate cause for the keeping of the Feast of Tabernacles. Yet, the 
Scripture seems to have specific nations in view when predicting the relative 
positions in the future, and which have not yet been fulfilled: Isa. 19:18-20a, 21, 
22, 24, 25; Zeph. 3:10. The direct reference to the nation of Egypt cannot be 
denied. 

Larkin says that “What the ‘Seventh Day,” or Sabbath, is to the week, a
day of rest’ so the ‘Seventh Month’ to the other six months of the ‘Seven Month 
Cycle,’ typifies a period of rest—the ‘Sabbatical Rest’ of the ‘Millennial Age,’ 
or 1000 years, in relation to the other six thousand years of the world’s work day
history.”33 Since this rest or universal utopia also includes the natural creation, it 
is not wrong to suppose that God will sustain the earth as He has in time past. 
The blossoming of the desert as a rose will necessitate re-arrangement of the 
natural process of winds and tides and perhaps even of the water cycle. Thus, 
provision of rain is and would be vital in the bliss of future earthly life, both 
individually and nationally.

Conclusion
The Feast of Tabernacles appears to be more than memorial and giving of 
thanks. It alone of all Jewish feasts incorporates the Gentiles and its observance 
in the internal significance of the missionary nature of Israel as the center of 
truth. This universal peace upon the earth must include the nations in order to 
maintain its reality and permanence as predicted by Scripture. The expectation 
and hone of believing Israel has always been that as portrayed by Zechariah. 
Without doubt, Peter alluded to this dwelling of heavenly people together with 
earthly people upon the earth: “Lord, it is good for us to be here: if thou wilt, let 
us make here three tabernacles; one for thee, and one for Moses, and one for 
Elias.” (Matt. l7:4), Though it was not possible at that time, it will be 
accomplished when God brings the nations to subjection, judgment, and even 
worship. Yet the need for punishment to the negligent will still be present, until 
the redeemed have been ushered out of the Age (Millennium) into the Ages of 
the Ages. Thus, worship is not compulsory, but obedience is. The nations face 
chastisement when they are absent from the Feast of Tabernacles. It is their 
presence that is demanded; worship cannot be compulsory, but attendance at the 
Feast of Tabernacles can and will be enforced.

33 Clarence Larkin, Dispensational Truth (Philadelphia: Rev. Clarence Larkin 
est., 1918), p. 161.
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V. Persians and Jewish Ideology
The Introduction

The people of God have always been looking toward to the Lord’s 
supernatural provision of peace. Israel had been promised that God would 
establish His Kingdom over which One from the tribe of Judah would rule 
forever. Although many apostatized at different times in the history of Israel, yet
there always remained a believing remnant who anticipated the fulfillment of the
Scriptures. The biblical ideal necessitated the rule of the coming Messiah not 
only over the covenant people, but also bringing into subjection the nations of 
the world. Even though this ideology had been diverted and altered in the minds 
of some who had a rather mundane concept of temporary relief from the 
immediate oppression, yet the genuine utopia could not be divorced from the 
King reigning upon His throne in Jerusalem. The realization of this glorious 
future came into prominence primarily after the prophetic revelation through 
Daniel and Ezekiel, and thus would not have been known in detail until the exile
or after.

While the Jews were in captivity at Babylon, the Persians with their 
monotheistic Zoroastrianism came into contact with Judaism. Since there are 
similarities between the two religions, some have proposed that the ideology of 
the Jews found its impetus in the Persian Zoroastrianism. Some of the titles and 
biblical doctrines which later became common, arose at this time, especially in 
the writing of Daniel; i.e., son of man, kingdom, angels, etc. “A wholly different
type of expectation is reflected in the title ‘son of man’. It is found in that 
section of apocalyptic literature which apparently was more strongly influenced 
by Persian or Babylonian ideas, and in which the peculiarly nationalistic 
messianic expectation had given way to a completely super-naturalistic and 
celestial conception.”34 Since it is true that Judaism taught several doctrines that 
appear to be similar to Zoroastrianism and that the Hebrew eschatology became 
more obvious in the visions of Daniel, the question of possible dependence upon
Persian origin needs clarification. Mills expands the concept of Persian 
influence to include much more than a few isolated doctrines:

The Jews came into contact with the Persian religion as we see
from the Bible and its extravagant expressions with reference 
to Cyrus, the Lord’s “Anointed”. That the Zoroastrian religion 
influenced the Jewish goes without saying. The entire 
orthodox Pharisaism, together with its name, might be 
considered one man of Zoroastrianism; for when Persian kings
are so prominently mentioned in the Bible, the best 
explanation for the word Pharisee is the word Farsi, which is 
but another sound for Parsi.35

34 Frederick C. Grant, Ancient Judaism and the New Testament. (London: Oliver
and Boyd, 1960), p. 71.
35 L. H. Mills, "Zoroastrianism," Religious Systems of the World. (London: 
Swan Sonnenachein & Co., 1902), p. 183
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Easton enumerates specific teachings that seem to be influenced by 
Zoroastrianism at the time of the Jewish exile at Babylon. Of course, these could
not be endorsed as accurate in their entirety, but do deserve an honest appraisal. 
Assuredly, the concept of a supernatural Messiah was known before this time as 
well as belief in a bodily resurrection and an exacting moral demand from God. 
Yet his list of possible theological influences is worthy of mention:

After Israel’s contact with Persia, the following elements, all 
known to Mazdaism appear, and apparently for the first time: 
(1) a formal angelology, with six (or seven) archangels at the 
head of the developed hierarchy; (2) these angels not mere 
companions of God but Hi s intermediaries, established (often)
over special domains, (3) in the philosophical religion, a 
corresponding doctrine of hypostases; (4) as a result, a remoter
conception of God; (5) a developed demonology; (6) the 
conception of a supreme head (Satan) over the powers of evil; 
(7) the doctrine of immortality; (8) rewards or punishments for
the soul immediately after death; (9) a schematic eschatology, 
especially as regards chronological systems; (10) a super 
human Messiah; (11) bodily resurrection; (12) a rationalized 
legalistic conception of God’s moral demands.36

Authors are far from agreed as to the possible influence of the religion 
of Zoroaster upon that of the Hebrews, or vice versa. The norm of most 
commentaries is that “many of the doctrines of Persia were adopted” by Israel.37 
Since Zoroastrianism was established in Persia prior to the captivity, it seems 
impossible that the Jews influenced the Persians.38 The approach of this paper 
will be to summarize in section two a brief historical picture of the Persian 
Empire. Then the influence of Cyrus upon the hope of Israel will be discussed in
section three. In the fourth section, the religion of Zoroaster will be analyzed, 
first as to history, next with reference to the background of the pre-Vedic 
Mithraism, then concerning the distortion caused by the Magians, and finally by 
an explanation of the doctrines of the Zend-Avesta, Ahura-Mazda, Amesha-
Spentas, Worship, and Salvation and Eschatology. Section four will be devoted 
to the contribution of the Book of Esther upon the question of theological 
influence, with emphasis on the comparison and contrasts of the two systems. In
this section will also be presented some concluding remarks which have come 
from the study. Two appendices have been added which enter into the 
speculative aspects, but which are not contrary to fact or possibility. Appendix I 
stresses the uniqueness of the Zoroastrian faith as compared with the polytheism

36 Burton Scott Easton, "Zoroastrian- ism," The International Bible 
Encyclopedia, James Orr, Ed. (Chicago: The Howard-Severance Company, 
1915), V, 3157.
37 F. J. Foakes-Jacson, The Biblical History of the Hebrews to the Christian Era. 
(New York: George H. Doran Company, 1909), p. 350.
38 See Appendix II.
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of the other nations, and the possible future of the Parsis. Appendix II puts forth 
a statement about the Assyrian captivity of the tribes of Israel which preceded 
the Babylonian captivity of Judah.

The Persian Empire
There is no particular value in restating the details of Persian history, 

which have been recorded In several fine texts on the subject. It will be 
sufficient here to summarize the general scope of the empire for purposes of 
analyzing its connection with the Hebrew people and its possible influence upon
Jewish Ideology. The following list of kings ruled over the Persian Empire:

Cyrus 538—529
Cambyses 529—522
Darius I (Hystaspis) 522—486
Xerxes I 486—465
Artaxerxes I (Longimanus) 465—424
Xerxes II 424—423
Darius II (Nothus) 423—404
Artaxerxes II 404—359
Artaxerxes III (Ochus) 359—338
Darius III (Cadomannus) 338—331
Cyrus conquered the vast territory of his reign not so much by strong 

military campaigns as through strategy and treason from within. Although he did
show his ability at war many times, yet he proved the truth of Daniel’s bear-like 
description by displaying patience in contrast to Alexander’s swiftness. Cyrus 
took over the rule of Astyages through inside treachery, and three years later 
was known as “king of the Persians”. He captured Lydia, then Armenia. 
Nabonidus of Babylon was more interested in archeology than military power 
and made a treaty with the Persians. However, he later feared Cyrus and made a 
treaty with Lydia, Egypt, and Sparta against Cyrus. Babylon also fell through 
deceit, the victor of the decisive battle of Carchemish now coming under the rule
of Persia. Cyrus was primarily a warrior and left the organization of the empire 
to his son Cambyses. But Cambyses found it necessary to settle trouble in 
Egypt, from which he did not return, being killed by his own sword on his way 
back to Persia.

The policy of Persia differed from that of other nations in that the 
subject peoples were allowed certain freedoms. Taxation often proved extremely
burdensome, especially in Macedonia, but the generally favorable treatment 
given to conquered peoples discouraged open revolt. Tradition states that Darius
became heir to the throne over seven competing nobles because his horse 
neighed first on a certain day. When Darius occupied the throne, the task of 
organization was far greater than before because of the recent religious battle 
started by Guamata. The program of making each conquered territory a satrap 
had been used by Cyrus, but Darius first made the military representative 
independent from the civil governor and answerable directly to the king. He also
promoted the unity of the Empire by a road system connecting the various areas.
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His imperial post proved to be the best mail system until that of Genghis Khan 
some 17 centuries later. It was under the reign of this king that the temple in 
Jerusalem was rebuilt, though Cyrus had authorized it. However, Darius was 
eager to add new territories to the empire. He added Thrace and the Punjab 
region of India to his domain, and built a fleet to explore the Indian Ocean and 
the Red Sea.

Xerxes followed Darius as king; he invaded Greece where the Persian 
fleet was lost at Salamis in 480. If the policy of Cyrus had been followed in the 
West as it had been in the East, Europe may well have come under Persian 
control. Artaxerxes, the third son of Xerxes, poisoned his father and thus began 
a period of much trouble, deception, murder, and treachery. From the Jewish 
point of view, the reign of the three Artaxerxes proved to be important. Under 
Artaxerxes I, Nehemiah returned to Jerusalem; under Artaxerxes II, Ezra 
returned. While Artaxerxes III was king, a revolt in. Egypt took three years to 
settle. A corresponding revolt in Palestine required two more years to subdue. 
Josephus states that ten thousand Jews were deported as punishment.

Of special significance in this study is the end of the rule under 
Cambyses until the time that Darius took the throne as King of Persia. When 
Cambyses ascended the throne in Egypt, he did so as the legitimate sovereign of 
that country. He dressed in the royal costume and laid claim to the title of the 
son of the sun-god, Re. While in Egypt, Cambyses made two attempts to expand
the Persian Empire, both of which ended in failure. Fifty thousand men were 
reported to have been lost in a sand storm as they started toward Carthage. Then 
an expedition to Ethiopia ran short of provisions and returned. Greek sources 
state that Cambyses had reversed his attitude toward the Egyptian religion and 
killed the Apis bull, but Olmstead discounts this report as false.39 Without doubt,
Olmstead is correct for the Persians even financed the replacement of an Apis 
bull, and such a policy would be contrary to the principle followed in reigning in
other countries. Cambyses died on his journey home from Egypt; some believe 
it was suicide but others feel that it was the result of epileptic problems which he
had from childhood. The point of importance here is the brief reign of Smerdes 
or Guamata, who had assumed the name of Bardiya, brother of Cambyses. 
Actually Cambyses had killed Bardiya, and others before and later did attempt 
to usurp the throne by using this name. Smerdes revoked the taxes for a three 
year period and gained the favor of the people by so doing. Even though he 
occupied the place of king for only seven or eight months, his influence had a 
lasting effect upon the Empire. This Smerdes was a Magian in his religious 
connections, and not only assisted the Magian priests to become established but 
promoted Magian practices that distorted the Zoroastrian faith that was the 
accepted religion of the Empire. More will be written on the details of the 
Magian influence, but here it is sufficient simply to record the fact as it relates to
the history of the Empire.

39 A.T. Olmstead, The History of the Persian Empire. (Chicago: The University 
of Chicago Press, 1948), p. 89f
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Cyrus and the Return from Exile
God had predicted through the prophet Jeremiah that the Jews would be

in captivity for seventy years. But it was a Gentile king through whom they were
authorized to return to their own land. It must not be understood that Cyrus 
showed any favoritism to the Jews more than to other peoples, or that he favored
the God of Israel. It was his policy to subdue his conquered foes by means other 
than force, if possible. In each of the conquered countries, he assumed the role 
of legal heir to the throne and became the king of each country in accord with 
local tradition and custom. He would revere the gods of each country, don 
necessary attire, follow initiation rites, and be accepted by the people as rightful 
king rather than a foreign monarch. But Israel had no gods or idols to which he 
might submit in order to be accepted as their god. Their worship necessitated 
their presence at the temple in Jerusalem; therefore Cyrus restored the Jews to 
their own land to rebuild the city and the temple. The Jews needed prince to rule
the city, and a high priest to officiate in the temple; therefore Cyrus sent back 
Zerubabbel who met the requirements for the prince and Joshua who was 
rightfully the high priest. Actually, only a remnant of Israel returned; only a few 
were still inspired by the Messianic hope. From Cyrus’ point of view, 
however, this decree for the Jews was simply being consistent with the same 
policy that he followed with all who were in his empire. Cyrus was called 
“father” the Persians, “master” and “lawgiver” by the Greeks, and “messiah” by 
the Jews. “To the Jews he was the Lord’s anointed who ended the Babylonian 
exile and opened a new era in the history of Israel. Cyrus did not force Persian 
ideas on his subjects, but rather formed a synthesis of the ancient culture of 
Mesopotamia, Syria, Asia Minor, the Greek cities, and parts of India.”40

The believing Jews had been looking longingly toward Jerusalem and 
the temple in which resided the blessings of Jehovah, their God. But the Battle 
of Carchemish had ruined the possibility of deliverance by Egypt, and Media 
proved to be a great disappointment in aiding the oppressed Jews to return. It 
was with some surprise and delight to the Hebrews when Cyrus arose as the man
of the hour, and provided for the restoration of God’s people to their own land.

Cyrus . . . is the man whom God has seized with His right 
hand to humble the Gentiles, loosen the loins of kings so that 
they bow low in obeisance, and open the prison doors of exile.
. v. Cyrus’ special mission is to deliver Israel from the 
bondage of exile.41

Without minimizing the tremendous importance of the decree of Cyrus,
it must be remembered that not all that the Persian people did was for the benefit
of Israel. Even after the work on the wall and temple was started, it was 
hindered by “adversaries”, which also included the Persians. Tobiah had been a 
slave in the Persian court, Sanballet had been recognized in Samaria under the 

40 Charles F. Pfeiffer, Between the Testaments. (Grand Rapids: Baker Book 
House, 1959), P. 21.
41 Norman H. Snaith, The Jews From Cyrus to Herod. (New York: Abingdon 
Press, n.d.), p. 109.
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same lenient policy that had reinstated Israel, and Geshem from Arabia was in 
alliance with Persia. Pfeiffer’s statement is true: “The ‘people of the land’ used 
every conceivable tactic to hinder the Jews from their work of re-building the 
Temple. However, the power of the Persian Empire seems to have restrained the
‘adversaries of Judah and Benjamin’ from a policy of open war.”42 However, not
every Persian influence actually helped Israel in restoring the worship of 
Jehovah, which was so closely tied to the temple in Jerusalem.

The remnant of Jews who had returned were very glad of heart in 
anticipation of the revival of the Hebrew religion. Their long-expected 
“messiah” had finally given to them the prince Zerubabbel and the priest Joshua.
But a note of sorrow penetrated the heart of those who had returned from the 
exile. The revival of the Messianic hope brought a sad disillusionment to the 
remnant. In place of utopian ideals, they found immorality and mixed marriages 
in the land; rather than the beautiful millennial temple, they found a broken, 
despised village; instead of the Millennial King reigning in the house of Judah, a
heathen king had acted as their deliver. Beneath the superficial joy at the return, 
there was a great disappointment and heaviness of heart in knowing that the true 
Messiah and the true Temple and the true Millennium were far from being 
realized.

Indeed, Persia had been used of God in the restoration, but she also was
the cause of discouragement. The return from the seventy years captivity was 
actually only a veneer of happiness beneath which remained the knowledge that 
the Messianic ideology had not in reality yet been fulfilled.
Zoroastrianism
History

Not all historians agree concerning the date when Zarathustra appeared 
in the territory of Media. The early dates that have been proposed include times 
that range from 1000 BC to 8000 BC. However, the most probable date would 
seem to be about 650 BC. The years 610, 630 and 660 have been suggested by 
various authors. These dates have been calculated from the time of Plato, whose 
date has been fixed, from the time of Alexander, and from the connection of 
Zoroaster with Vishtasps (Hystaspes), who was probably the father of Darius. 
Cassel has computed the time by analyzing the Dog-star period which ended in 
139 BC the year of Plato’s death.43

It is claimed that Zoroaster, at the age of thirty, was attending a 
religious festival when he experienced a “divine manifestation” or vision, which 
was the first of seven experiences during the next ten years. At the end of the 
revelations, Zoroaster began preaching this new doctrine, but with little success
—only one convert, a cousin, responded. He then went directly to the court of 
King Vishtaspa where he succeeded in converting Hutaosa (Atossa), wife of the 
King, and the conversion of the husband naturally followed. This success gave 

42 Pfeiffer, Ibid., p. 20.

43 Paulus Cassel, An Explanatory Commentary on Esther. (Edinburgh: T & T 
Clark 1888), p.-398ff.
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the needed impetus and support to the founding of the religion. Zoroaster 
himself probably came from Bactria and contacted Hystaspes who was ruling 
Parthia and Hyrcania and who was attempting to gain independence from the 
Median domain.

The religion itself was a reformation of the earlier nature-worship of 
Mithraism that had dominated the territory. Although Mithra, the sun-god, was 
included in Zoroastrianism, the polytheistic system of Mithraism was discarded 
and Ahura-Mazda, the “wise lord”, became the head or chief god. 
Zoroastrianism became the national religion of Persia under Cyrus and 
Cambyses, but, as stated in the previous section suffered a severe alteration from
the Magians during the brief rule of Smerdes.

The origin of the Magi cannot be traced with any degree of certainty. 
They did come from the north of Iran but differed from the ancient Persians, 
whose ancestry was similar to the Vedic culture of India. The most likely source
of the Magian cult is that of the Scythian people who dwelled between the Black
Sea and the Caspian Sea north of Lake Van and extended to the north of the 
Black Sea.

The power of this war faring people had been broken by the Median 
Cyaxares. Ashurbanipal, the Assyrian, had scattered the Cimmerians earlier, but 
the remnant of the Cimmerian tribes joined with the Scythians to rule Media for 
twenty eight years. These peoples brought with them many religious beliefs and 
customs that later became incorporated into Zoroastrianism, and thus may well 
be the original Magians. At any rate, the Magians became the official priests of 
Zoroastrianism in Persia and greatly altered the monotheism of Zoroastrianism, 
so that Darius referred to the two gods, Ahura-Mazda and Mithra, as both being 
of authority. This had not been true of Cyrus and Cambyses. This peculiar 
mixture of religion continued to be the primary belief of the Iranian plateau until
the time of Mohammad. The Islam people nearly destroyed Zoroastrianism in 
Persia, with only about ten thousand remaining at the present time and those are 
sharply restricted. The largest segment of the Zoroastrians moved into India 
where they assumed a modified Hinduism, but with the Zoroastrian foundation, 
and there they are called Parsis (Parsees). They number nearly one hundred 
thousand and are closer to the ancient Vedic people, who were ancestors to both 
the Persians and Indians. Thus, Zoroaster initiated a reform of the old Mithraism
at about the same time that the Buddhist reform rebelled against the same evil 
practices and principles in Hinduism, both being a protest against the old Aryan 
religion.

Mithra
In order to understand the nature of the reform, it would be of value to 

note the basic concept of Mithraism from which Zoroaster separated. Mithra was
the image of the sun and was considered to be one who sees all and knows all, 
having a thousand eyes and ten thousand ears.

Mithra goes as a victorious warrior to battle against the evil 
spirits, with a carriage of four white horses, which calls to 
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mind the sun-carriage of Helios. White horses are always 
everywhere symbols of light. The sun was always a warrior, 
and Apollo no less than Heracles and Perseus were combatants
against the dragons and lions of the night.44

It is this concept that the Persian king assumed when occupying his 
throne. The common people must worship the king from a distance, and even 
modern etiquette in the Persian court requires that no one approach royalty until 
given permission. The infraction of this rule was the cause of Esther’s concern 
when pleading for the life of her people before Ahasuerus.

It must be remembered that the expression of idea differed between 
Eastern and Western lands. The West attributed personality to ideas and 
worshipped gods in human form. This personification of individual 
characteristics formed the basis for the Greek and Roman gods and goddesses. 
However, in the East, the symbolism of ideas was expressed not in humanized 
form, but through nature, and especially animals. The perversion of the worship 
of the true God assumed an expression which best pictured the semi-nomadic 
agricultural life of the Aryan tribes. Benz refers to Manilal Parekh’s book on 
Zoroaster: “They invoke a god because they need something from him, and for 
the time being he fills all their horizon.”45

In Aryan life, the cow or bull became the object of representing the 
earth and all the life connected with it. This concept can be found in many other 
cultures in the same basic idea of an ox or ram. The worship of the scared cow 
in India finds its origin in attributing the elements of livelihood on the earth to 
the bull. Many indecent practices of “purification” find their source in the water 
of the bull and can be found not only in the southern Hinduism of India, but also
in the northern religion of the Eskimos.

All of the animal creation is then aligned in either the category of 
friendly or else harmful, depending upon their contribution to the welfare of 
man. Locusts, rodents, insects, wolves, lions, etc. are the enemy of man. To the 
symbolism that extended beyond the human level, wings are attached to 
animals. Astyages, in his dream, saw three hostile men riding respectively upon 
a lion, a leopard, and a dragon, each with wings. Daniel, of course, saw a similar
vision picturing the four powers of the world. The thirteenth Fargard of the 
Avesta reveals a combat of man against the evil spirit in the wolf. “The wings 
are everywhere signs of an inhuman nature. With peaceable animals they refer 
to holy divine nature, but with wild creatures they are signs of demoniac and 
Daeva nature.”46

The influence of this religion has found its way into the customs of 
many peoples and is expressed by strange practices. The use of the intoxicating 
haoma juice at the worship of Mithra corresponds to the soma juice of Hinduism
and the wine of Catholicism. The Mithra-feast was held in the month Mihu 

44 Cassel, Ibid., p. 348.
45 Ernst Benz, "On Understanding Non-Christian Religions," Midway. 
(University of Chicago Press, 1961), 3, 33.
46 Cassel, Ibid., p. 350.
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(Mithra) which corresponds to the Feast of Tabernacles kept by the Jews. The 
Romans kept the Mithra-feast on the 25th of December, and, according to 
Jerome, the cultus of Mithras lasted until 377 AD. Roman emperors were called 
Deo soli invicto Mithrae until the time of Constantine, who himself was 
addressed as invicte imperator. Justin Martyr held that there was an imitation of 
the communion service in the mysteries of Mithra. The basic idea of Mithraism, 
the pre-Vedic and pre-Zoroastrian religion is that of the sun-god, about which all
creation rotates and upon which all creation depends. All of creation is then 
related to Mithra either as friend or foe and symbolized in animal form, the 
spiritual beings also having wings. It was against this polytheistic nature-
worship that Zoroaster arose, proposing a monotheistic teaching with its 
corresponding elevation in the moral and practical life of his followers.

Magianism
Regardless of whether the Magians descended directly from the 

Scythians, the fact remains that the doctrines of this people changed the concept 
of Zoroastrianism. In support of this premise is the similarity of magical 
teaching found in Egypt and Babylon. A former Scythian invasion of the Near 
East had taken place prior to that of Media and on the western side of the Black 
Sea. These northern horsemen had penetrated as far as Egypt and expanded as 
far as Babylon. The astrology of these countries corresponded to that of the 
Persian Magi and suggests a common source.

It will not be possible here to analyze every detail of the Magian 
religion, but rather to summarize the heart and core of this system as it 
contributed to the Zoroastrian faith. The Magian priests did introduce more 
ritual to Zoroastrianism, including continual vigilance at the altar or fire, 
prolonged ceremonies for the dead, use of ashes upon the forehead at the time of
sacrifice, etc. However, the basic idea of these people rests in reverence for the 
elements: fire, air, water, earth. Every effort must be made to keep these 
elements from pollution. Thus, they had holy water, pure fire (even human 
breath must not come in contact with the fire of the altar), the ritualistic usage of
the haoma plant, whose juice “cures all ills of mind and body,” and worship of 
time and space.47 This accounts for the difference in the care of the dead (a few 
isolated cultures did cremate), the Aryans being accustomed to burial. The 
Magians erected towers upon which the dead were placed until the bones were 
picked clean by the fowls. It would be impossible for them either to bury—that 
would pollute the earth, or to cast into the river--that would pollute the waters, 
or to cremate--that would pollute the fire and air. This very likely accounts for 
the similar custom among the North American Indians, who also bear the marks 
of Magian religion in several other ways, and for the Indonesian cannibalism, 
which is but another attempt to keep the elements from pollution.

The Magi divided the history of the world into periods of three 
thousand years, with a total cycle of twelve thousand years. The first period 

47 Space and time are not personified except in the influential sect of 
Zoroastrianism -- the Zaranties -- at the time of the Sasanian kings.
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consisted of a spiritual creation which involved only intangible bodies; the 
second period was that of the material creation and is very similar to the Genesis
account; the third period is that of man; and in the beginning of the fourth 
period, Zoroaster appeared. It is not unlike the Platonic theories of emanations.

The signs of the Zodiac were connected to every ancient culture and 
not only charted the course of human history, but revealed the program of the 
Supreme Being in His dealing with men. The plan of redemption was early 
identified with the celestial system and confirmed by the revelation of God’s 
Word (Psalm 19). “No one can dispute the antiquity of the Signs of the Zodiac, 
or of the Constellations. No one can question the accuracy of the ancient star-
names which have come down to us, for they are still preserved in every good 
celestial atlas.”48 The fact of the signs of the Zodiac cannot be denied. However, 
the various religious systems have differed in relation to the interpretation of the
constellations. The twelve major constellations are as follows: Virgo, the Virgin;
Libra, the Scales; Scorpio, the Scorpion; Sagittarius, the Archer; Capricornia, 
the Goat; Aquarius, the Water-bearer; Pisces, the Fishes; Arier, the Ram; 
Taurus, the Bull; Gemini, the Twins; Cancer, the Crab; and Leo, the Lion. 
Within each of these major constellations are a series of three minor ones, but 
will not be named here. The true message of God’s redemption was very likely 
associated with the celestial system; during the process of time perversions arose
as errors of interpretation took the place of the truth. The problem that exists in 
the mind of many is the place in the circuit of constellations at which to begin, 
and thus to conclude the story of the heavens. It seems probable that ancient 
Mithraism also employed the signs of the sky as a means of explaining their 
religion, as did the Egyptians: the Bull of the Aryans was the same as the Apis 
of the Egyptians.49

If Virgo be taken as the beginning of the story and Leo as the 
conclusion, then the symbolic picture begins with the virgin birth of Christ and 
concludes with His Kingship. The very existence of the Egyptian Sphinx 
substantiates the fact that this was the original interpretation: the head of a 
woman and the body of a lion.

With the Gospel account according to Matthew, it seems conclusive 
that at least a remnant of Magians retained the true concept of redemption as 
portrayed in the heavens, and were awaiting the appearance of a particular star 
which was directly associated with the personal Redeemer, who was to be found
and worshipped. Since the Scythians had much earlier traversed the Palestinian 
area via the western side of the Black Sea and had been to Egypt and Babylon, it
is not entirely speculative to suppose that the astronomical interpretation of both 
Egypt and Babylon could have originated with this same people.

Doctrine

48 E. W. Bullinger. The Witness of the Stars. (London: The Lamp Press, 1954), 
vii.
49 Ibid., p. 120, 159.
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The name Zoroaster has been found by various men to mean different 
things. Olmstead associates it with his father Pourushasps, “with Gray Horses,” 
and his mother Dughdhova, “who has milked White Cows,” as well as his race 
Spitama, the “White.” His name then would mean, “With Golden Camels.”50 
Muller and Spiegel translate the name, “possessing courageous camels.” Bar 
Bandul renders it, “rich in gold;” Hyde, “gold pure;” Lassen, “gold-star;” 
Deimon in the fourth century BC, “sacrificing to stars.” Beyond doubt, the 
thustra does refer to “star,” frequently called aster by the Greeks. Cassel 
associates the Semitic _____, Syriac ______, Arabic word for moon—Isic, 
Greek σέιριος—hot, burning, and the rendering in the Avesta as “brilliant 
shining” or “the splendid, majestic.” He feels that it can be identified with the 
star Sirius.51 It would seem to refer to the “son of” or “the power of” the star, the
word zor meaning powerful in Iranic and meaning “power” or “arm” in modern 
Persian. At any rate, Zoroaster did build his teaching around the concept of time 
and of human history in connection with the celestial system, though the 
modification or crystallization of the religion occurred under the Magian priests.

Zoroastrianism was a system of dualism with similarities to the 
Platonic theories that followed later. The Gnostics also held a similar view in 
relation to the emanations of creation. This dualistic philosophy became the 
foundation of Boehme, Fichte, Schlelling, and Hegel, and later the basis of 
Marxist Communism.

It would be most profitable here to summarize a few of the major 
teachings of Zoroastrianism in order to compare with Hebrew doctrines. Once 
the comparisons and contrasts are clearly seen, a more objective conclusion can 
be drawn as to the possible dependence of one religion upon another.

Ahura-Mazda This supreme god of Zoroaster had a name that meant 
“Wise-Lord” or possibly, “Lord of Lights.” His primary concern was the 
elevation of the standards and practices of man, and he accomplished this by an 
eternal conflict with “the Lie” or every principle that hindered the life and 
welfare of the semi-nomadic Aryans. Foremost in Zoroastrian teaching is the 
desire for truth, and this religion promoted a standard of living superior to all 
other contemporary cultures, with the exception of the Hebrews.

Ahura-Mazda created first Vohu Mano, “Good Mind” in consultation 
with whom he produced all his other creatures, just as in the Old Testament 
(Prov. 8) Wisdom is the first creation of Jehovah, and stood beside him as 
master-builder when God established the heavens and the earth.52 This creation 
parallels the account recorded in Genesis, with a few minor exceptions, but in no
way proves one dependent upon the other any more than would be true of the 
Babylonian account. Mazda has the same general characteristics as the Vedic 
Varuna, which etymologically means heaven. Mazda was not considered 

50 Olmstead, Ibid., p. 94.
51 Cassel, Ibid., p. 393ff.
52 George Foot Moore, History of Religions. (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1913), p. 381.

81



supreme creator, since the Evil Principle existed side by side with him from the 
beginning. This Angra Mainyu is in constant conflict with Mazda, and in later 
Magian teaching becomes the Mediator between them.

Zend Avesta The scriptures of Zoroastrianism (Zend—commentary, 
Avesta—text) are found in five parts:

Yasna—liturgy (chap. 28-54 contain the Gathas, revelation to 
Zoroaster)

Vispered—supplement
Vendidad—rules of cleanliness 
Yashts—hymns
Khordah Avesta—prayers
They are based upon the personal life of individual conflicts, trials, and 

problems, especially those of Zoroaster, but do reflect a high moral note in 
quality.

Amesha-Spentas. In close connection with Mazda is a hierarchy of 
celestial beings called the Amesha-Spentas.53 These “holy immortals” receive 
sacrifices and are considered “all-ruling, all-beneficent;” their function is to 
inspect and aid the whole of good creation. In the Gathas, they appear to be 
abstract ideas or qualities rather than personal beings. In later Zoroastrianism, 
they became distinct from Mazda, as a celestial council. They are distinguished 
as follows:

Vohu Manah—Good Thought
Asha—Right, or Divine, Order
Khshathra—Dominion, or the Excellent Kingdom
Aramaiti—Piety, or Holy Character
Haurvatat—Health
Ameretat—Immortality
Worship Temples were used, but were not of primary importance, since

most of the ritual could be performed outside. The ecclesiastical system had 
many features that appear like that of present Roman Catholicism. The priests 
were known as Athravan or “fire priests” which described one of their main 
functions—that of tending the holy fire. Care must be given this fire five times 
daily, and the wood was handled with tongs. This “clergy” consisted of the 
Magi, who officiated at the services. This involved the reciting of the Gathas, 
applying ashes and holy water, chanting, especially at funerals, and taking 
charge of the sacrifices. There were animal sacrifices which were given 
primarily for the food value, but the primary sacrifice was that of the haoma 
plant. These priests also determined certain acts of penance for those guilty of 
doing wrong. Usually this involved something beneficial to others, such as 
killing a thousand insects, carrying a thousand bundles of fuel, labor at the 
canals, or sometimes being horse-whipped.

53 The term Amesha-Spentas was in later times corrupted into Amshaspanda, 
none of which has any semblance to the Hebrew name of any angel or 
archangel.
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Salvation and Eschatology There can be no deliverance of man apart 
from the conflict with the world, and man’s ultimate salvation is to flee from the
world. Zoroastrianism emphasized the judgment to be encountered at death, and 
when the body was taken from the “tower of silence,” a three-day ritual 
followed. The fourth day was the time when the soul confronted the judgment at
the “Cinvat Bridge.” If the person were righteous, the bridge was nine spear-
lengths broad and easily crossed. If he were wicked, the bridge would be razor-
thin and could not be crossed. The latter man would fall into an abyss similar to 
Plato’s Er the Pamphylian, Enoch, the Apocalypse of Peter, and a rude 
forerunner of Dante’s inferno. This place was something of a purgatory, 
however. 

This teaching expected an invasion from the East to precede a 
Millennial or Iron Age. The righteous after crossing the judgment bridge could 
walk in molten fire, but only had the sensation of warm milk. This bliss of 
heaven was not considered final, but corresponded somewhat to a Millennial 
Kingdom out of which a literal bodily resurrection raised each one., with two 
classes of people remaining: old—forty years of age, and young—fifteen years 
of age. The entrance into “heaven” depended solely upon the king of life to be 
presented at the bridge; goodness of works was the determining factor.

PERSIA, LAND OF THE PURIM STORY
The setting of the Book of Esther needs no review at this point, but the 

background of the care of God for His people through Mordecai and Esther will 
be assumed as known. The Feast of Purim came into existence as a memorial of 
the deliverance of Israel from possible extermination by the hand of Haman, and
thus of all Persia. Shushan (Greek, Susa) was located in the Northwest part of 
Persia, between Shapur and the river Disful; in ancient times it was the capital of
Elam. Legend has held that Shushan was the daughter of Elam, oldest son of 
Shem. In 647, the Assyrian army under Assurbanipal captured Shushan and 
razed it.

It was rebuilt later and was the storehouse of wealth under Darius to 
which he carried captives, especially during his campaigns in the West. 
Alexander later took riches there. The site was excavated in 1850 and many of 
the remains are in Louvre, Paris. Tradition places the tomb of Daniel in 
Shushan; at least it is known that the Persian capital was moved from Ecbatana 
to Babylon to Susa. It was here that Nehemiah acted as chamberlain.

Beyond doubt, there was a language influence of Persia upon Israel 
while the latter was in exile. Whenever two cultures mingle, an amalgamation of
language must result, at least to some degree.

The Persian conquest under Cyrus the Great and his 
successors exerted an immediate influence upon the languages
of the West. Persian civilization and political domination were
quickly reflected in the speech of the peoples who were 
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suddenly brought into close touch with the people from the 
eastern highlands.54

Especially in the Books of Daniel, Esther, Ezra, and Nehemiah are 
words of Persian officials, the transaction of public business, measures, and 
implements and articles of dress show clearly a Persian origin. However, the 
exchange of isolated words could hardly be sufficient evidence that there was a 
corresponding transfer of theological concepts between those people. In fact, it 
is entirely possible that the two religions were in conflict during their parallel 
residence in the same territory. Grant suggests that the rise of the synagogue 
intended to reject the worship of Zoroaster. He says that “Judaism had already 
faced and rejected the dualistic hypothesis of Mazdaism.”55 It is only logical that
if the two religions were not alike, they would be contrary one to another. The 
rise of specific doctrines in Israel during this time could well have been a 
refutation of Zoroastrianism rather than a borrowing from it.

Certainly in the earliest parts of the liturgy, as in the 
contemporary literature, there are references and emphases 
which are best explained as coming from this traditional 
source and period—references to eschatology, angelology, the 
recitation of prayers at sunrise, and other features that reflect 
the surrounding Mazdaism of the Persian regime; and also 
emphases upon the unity of God, his sovereignty, his sole 
power as Creator and Sovereign, which reflect the 
determination of Judaism to repudiate and counteract Mazdean
dualism (cf. Isa. 45: 7).”56

In support of the premise of a conflict between Zoroastrianism and 
Judaism rather than their compatibility is the excavation at Persepolis of three 
new stone tables dating from the reign of Xerxes. Here, there is reference to 
“success in suppressing the enemies of the religion of Zoroaster.” Of course this 
does not name Judaism as one of the enemies, but it could very well refer to the 
same. Haman of the Book of Esther was an Agagite, a descendent of Agag, who 
was destroyed by Samuel (I Sam. 15:32, 33). He was probably connected with 
Amalek, which tradition has called the same King Agag. Hoschander feels that 
this Haman was the author of a comprehensive plan for the reform of the 
Zoroastrian religion. This idea makes the attempt of Haman to destroy the Jews 
far more than political or personal, but also religious.

It is true that Zoroastrianism has doctrines that are similar to those of 
the Hebrews; however, there are marked differences between the two religions. 
Zoroaster did teach one supreme god, a hatred of evil, and an abhorrence of 
image worship. Yet, the monotheism was an imperfect one, colored by an 

54 John D. Davis, “Persian Words and the Date of Old Testament Documents,” 
Old Testament Semitic Studies, Robert Francis Harper, et. al. Ed. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1908), I.
55 Grant, Ibid., p. 60.
56 Ibid., p. 40.
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eternal dualism which differs from the sole existence of the God of the 
Scriptures. Mazda does not have the same attributes as the God of the Bible.

The picture of Darius as he presents his own qualities now 
becomes consistent with his own record of his deeds. Darius 
portrays himself as exemplar of Persian ideals of conduct, the 
earthly deputy of the supreme deity Ahuramazda. Throughout 
the inscriptions he is the mighty ruler to whom resistance is 
treason, who puts to death with or without torture those who 
would set themselves in his place and those who are the 
prominent followers of such rebel leaders; he also rewards 
those who are loyal and faithful and perform his commands. 
He praises the doers of right, the worshipers of Ahuramazda; 
he condemns the doers of wrong, and those who fail to 
worship Ahuramazda. In all this there is no mention of the 
Christian qualities of love, mercy, pity, forgiveness, to be 
shown toward enemies.”57

The name Ahuramazda seems to be formed from three elements: Ahura
—living or spirit, maz—meg (μέγας) or much, and da or dao—either giving 
(δίδημι) or knowing (δαήμων). Angro-Mainyus comes from Angro-black or 
dark and Mainyus—mind or intelligence. Snaith suggests that “destruction” is 
the primary idea in the evil spirit:

In Tobit (c. 200 B.C.) the name of the evil spirit is Amadeus 
(3, 8, and 17). There can be little doubt but that this name has 
its origin in ancient Persian religion, where the name of the 
evil demon is Æshma daeva, that is “lustful demon,” . . . But 
the Hebrews, regarding the two words as one, seem to have 
connected the name with the root shamad (destroy).58

Unger in his work on demonology has traced both the origin and 
development of the word demon, and proposes four possible sources from which
it comes. At any rate, there seem to be several types of evil spirits whose origin 
are non-Israeli:

Se’irin—hairy ones, “he-goats” Lev. 17:7, 2 Kings 23:8
Ziggim—dry ones, demons of the wastes Jer. 50:39
Robetz—one that crouches at the door Gen. 4:7
Lilith—night hag or night monster Isa. 34:14 
Aluqah—Vampire, horseleech Proverbs 30:15
The fact of importance here is that the two beings of Zoroastrianism 

who are divided between the empires of the universe59 are considered to be 
nearly equal, even though it is acknowledged that Mazda will eventually 
conquer. The Hebrew God of the Bible claims sovereignty and is sole Creator 
and equal to none.

57 Roland G. Kent, “Old Persian Texts, Journal of Near Eastern Studies. 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, Jan.1945) p. 52.
58 Snaith, Ibid., P. 135.
59 Even the stars and planets are in conflict.
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The Avesta does not compare with the Bible in many respects, but 
primarily it lacks the central teaching of man’s justification through the shed 
blood of the Lamb of God. The whole program of the Zoroastrian faith is that of 
justification by man’s works, while the Bible shows that man is entirely unable 
to make provision for the guilt of his sin and must accept God’s sacrifice as 
atonement for sin. The sacrifices of Zoroaster neither are merely offerings to the 
gods which in no way are intended to make appeasement nor are designed to be 
expiatory.

Of much dispute is the marked similarity in the two religions in the 
teaching about demons and angels.

It is true that, according to Jewish tradition, they have their 
origin in the Fallen Angels of Gen. 6:1-6, but there is 
definitely Persian influence to be seen in the graded ranks of 
the evil ones. According to the developed Persian system, the 
evil spirit Angra-Mainyu is the head of all the hosts of evil, 
and under him are six evil ones of whom the leader is Æshma. 
Under these six chief demons, the demon of pride, lust, sloth, 
and so forth, making up all the vices of human kind. Next 
under these is the whole host of evil spirits, those actual 
demons who bring all sorts of trouble and sorrow to men. It 
can scarcely be accidental that these ordered phalanxes of evil 
spirits are to be found in Jewish as well as in Persian 
demonology.60

Snaith shows good judgment in limiting the Persian influence 
concerning angels to their ranks and orders. The seven archangels of Ezekiel 9 
have a closer connection with the seven stars of Babylon (sun, moon, and five 
planets) than with the Zoroastrian system, which has six Amshaspands. The 
analogy between guardian angles and Persian Fravashis has been discussed 
previously. The later Persian concept is that of impersonal qualities. The demons
of disease cannot be attributed to Persian origin, though Angra Mainyu invented 
a thousand diseases, save one. It is true that “Les anges apparaissent de plus en 
plus dans la theologie juive a la suite du contact avec le monde paien pendant et 
après l’exile.”61 However, this would be natural if Judaism were refuting the 
false concept of Zoroastrianism while the two religions were in conflict. It must 
not be forgotten that God chose this time to introduce the prophetic book of 
Daniel, through which He also taught much about angelology.

The eschatology of Zoroastrianism has certain elements that remind 
one of the Biblical doctrines, and yet the two accounts are far from being 
identical. Any religion which proposes a future accountability must teach a 
judgment.

Here we find the effect of the Persian ideas of the coming 
Age. It meant in Israel, as in Persia, first of all a fire and then a

60 Snaith, Ibid., p. 144.
61 F. Sakolouski, “Sur le Culte d’angelos dans le Paganisme Grec et Pomain,” 
(Harvard Theological Review, Oct. 1960), p. 229.

86



general judgment. But whereas amongst the Persians there 
may have been a belief that in the end all would be saved at 
last through the refining fire, amongst the Jews the 
resurrection of the wicked was a resurrection to condemnation 
and punishment without relief.62

Thus, it can be seen that there are definite differences between 
Zoroastrian and Hebrew religions, even as there are also distinct similarities. 
The error of making similar elements dependent upon one another should be 
avoided, however. The theory of organic evolution attempts to prove the 
development of species by morphological similarities. It proves no such thing; 
similar patterns rather support the idea of a single Designer rather than an 
evolutionary development. The same conclusion is true of the several accounts 
of creation and of the flood. So in religion, the elements of similarity suggest 
that originally there was a true knowledge of God, and that knowledge has 
become distorted in every source except the Scriptures. Zoroastrianism, 
however, appears to be less altered than many other religions, and thus preserves
some of the essential elements of the Hebrew concept of God. Zwemer well 
says:

The evidence for primitive monotheism, however, is not 
limited to the legends, beliefs, and worship of primitive tribes. 
When we turn to the great ethnic religions of the past and of 
the present we meet with the same phenomena—a Sky-god or 
High-god who antedates polytheism, nature-worship, 
demonolatry, and ancestor-worship.63

It would not be contrary to the Scriptures to allow Persian sources to 
contribute to the Biblical doctrines. It is certainly true that not all of the Word of
God originated from God by direct, supernatural revelation or by vision. It is 
likely that Moses used available records in writing the Pentateuch. Luke states 
that other accounts of the life of Christ were available, and he must have had 
supplementary information for at least the first half of the Book of Acts. Jude, 
without doubt, quoted from the book of Enoch. So, too, Daniel could have 
employed Persian records and ideas, with the Spirit of God guarding the true 
from the false in the record of the Scriptures. Yet the weight of evidence from 
the Book of Esther points to a direct conflict between Israel and Persia, not 
merely national in scope. The peculiar character of the Hebrews seemed to 
provoke the Zoroastrian Persians in retaliation against not only the people of 
God, but the God of Israel as well. Thus, the doctrines of the Scriptures appear 
to stand solitary and separate from any direct connection with the comparatively 
similar, but distinct religion of Zoroastrianism.

Appendix I
The Future of Zoroastrianism

62 Snaith, Ibid., p. 124.
63 Samuel Marinus Zwemer, The Origin of Religion. (New York: Loizeaux 
Brothers, 1945) 4.
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Of the future of the Parsi community it is hard to speak with 
confidence. No community in India is more advanced, or has 
gained more Western education. Its women are educated and 
have a European freedom. The community is wealthy, and 
numbers among its members some of the greatest of India’s 
merchant princes. Its philanthropy is world famous, and to 
some of its members the Social Reform movement in India is 
immeasurably indebted; but there is widespread dissatisfaction
at the present state of Zoroastrian religion.64

Although it is utterly impossible to predict the future of the Parsis, the 
present remnant of Zoroastrianism, it is certainly interesting to note their 
possibilities. When this religion is given consideration in the midst of the 
surrounding heathen polytheism, it is remarkable that it has not deviated more 
seriously from Biblical monotheism.

Since its doctrinal concepts closely approximate the Biblical teaching 
on many points, it would not demand a complete change of philosophy in order 
to embrace Christianity. This is not to suggest that nearness to the truth is all 
merit able so far as salvation is concerned. Sometimes the most deceptive error 
is that which parallels the truth. But it is possible that God would honor a belief 
that has not deviated so far as other beliefs, and would provide true repentance 
either at the close of this age or grace or even in the coming Millennium. At 
least the preservation of their standards of living has exemplified the desired 
result of true religion, even though those standards have not been prompted by 
the Scriptures. Perhaps God will yet recognize the refusal of this people to be 
dominated by the depths of sin so common among polytheism found especially 
in Asia.

Appendix II
The Lost Ten Tribes of Israel

Entire theological systems have been established in speculation about 
the Jewish captives removed by Assyria. Caution should be observed lest some 
false ideas lead toward the error of British Israeli’s. The destiny of the ten tribes 
cannot be accounted for except as the student of the Bible realize the promise of 
God, to restore this people nationally; and thus, their identity must needs be 
preserved by God and known to Him alone.

In connection with the study of Zoroastrianism, it would not be 
erroneous to note the comparative dates of this exile to the Magian influence 
upon Zoroastrianism. As previously stated, the possibility of the Jews 
influencing the Zoroastrian religion has been discounted, since the Persians were
established in Iran prior to the Babylonian captivity. Yet the resurrection of this 
idea of Jewish influence upon the Persian ideology should not seem too 
surprising in light of history. The Assyrian captivity occurred in 722 B.C., which
was about a century before Ashurganipal broke the power of the Cimmerans 

64 Sydney Cave. An Introduction to the Study of Some Living Religions of the 
East. (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1922), p. 88.
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who had descended from the North with the Sythians (Magians). This captivity 
was also two centuries before the brief rule of Smerdis (521 B.C.), who 
influenced the Persian Empire in promoting Magianism.

Even though the ten tribes of Israel cannot be accounted for it hardly 
seems possible that the exportation of so vast a body of people could have left 
no impact upon the conquerors. The territory of the Assyrian Empire extended 
to the region of Lakes Van and Urmiah, which later was the center of the 
Median Empire over which the Magians ruled for twenty eight years. Since the 
deportation of the Jews preceded the appearance of the Magi tribes in Media, it 
seems quite likely that there was a contact of some size and force by the Jewish 
people upon the Magians prior to the Magian movement into Persia. It is 
somewhat speculative, but entirely possible that the Biblical teachings of Israel 
did have a direct influence upon the interpretation of the Magian religion which 
became a prominent factor in. later Zoroastrianism. In fact, since the destiny of 
the ten tribes is entirely unknown, it could even have been possible that 
Zoroaster himself was in some way prompted to reform Mithraism because of a 
Biblical influence. He was born in 660 B.C. only about sixty years after the 
Assyrian captivity, which brought a vast body of God’s people in his direction. 
Perhaps the whole Zoroastrian reform, as well as the later Magian distortion, had
its roots in some way connected with the people of God. This would account for 
the proximity of the Zoroastrian teachings to those of the Scriptures.
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VI. Upon This Rock: A Consideration of Matthew 16:18
Preface

The Bible presents an insatiable attraction to the heart and mind of the 
child of God. There is an inner compelling urge to discover the will of God 
revealed in the Word of God. To the heart of the faithful, every part of the Bible 
holds a special place of reverence and no part of the Scriptures lacks authority. 
The Bible in its entirety has an attraction as metal to a magnet. It is like “good 
news from a far country” and as “a cup of cold water to the thirsty soul”.

Some passages have been called problem texts only in the sense that it 
has been difficult to find universal agreement in areas which are crucial to 
doctrinal positions. This should not discourage a careful study of such passages. 
Rather, the Bible provides a challenge fro the best efforts which men can 
expend. Right interpretations, correct doctrines, and holy conduct are important, 
since they involve God’s Word.

No apology need be made for careful study of any portion of the 
Scripture. One of man’s highest privileges and responsibilities is that of the 
study of the Bible. Such is the case regarding the text of this study. The Lord 
building His church occupies a central theme throughout the New Testament. 
God has taken a very personal interest in the church and Christ has made a 
sizeable investment for her. It remains now for the church to understand the 
Word and keep the Lord’s commands regarding this church.

The Lord’s promise to build His Church must be taken seriously. It 
challenges the greatest minds, requires the deepest spiritual lives, and demands 
the best investment which redeemed man can offer.

Statement of the Problem
“And Jesus coming into the parts of Caesarea of Philip began questioning his 
disciples, saying--Who are men saying that the Son of Man is?
And they said--Some indeed John the Immerser, And others Elijah,--But others 
Jeremiah or one of the prophets.
He saith unto them--But who say ye that I am?
And Simon Peter answering said--Thou art the Christ, the Son of the Living 
God.
And Jesus answering said to him--Happy art thou, Simon Bar-yona,--Because 
flesh and blood revealed it not unto thee, But my Father who is in the heavens.
And I also unto thee say--Thou art Peter,--And upon this rock will I build my 
assembly, And the gates of hades shall not prevail against it.
I will give thee the keys of the kingdom of the heavens,--And whatsoever thou 
shalt bind upon the earth shall be bound in the heavens, And whatsoever thou 
shalt loose upon the earth shall be loosed in the heavens.
Then straitly charged he the disciples, lest to any man they should say--He is the
Christ.”(Matt. 16:13-20, Rotherham.)

Divergent Views
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The primary question that arises in this passage of Scripture is the 
identification of the rock upon which the Lord promised to build His church. 
Several suggestions have been put forth as an explanation, some of which are 
similar or even identical. One view is that the faith of Peter is the foundation or 
rock. This idea rests in the logic that Peter must have exercised faith to believe 
that Jesus was the long-awaited Christ—the Anointed One. That faith is a 
foundation is suggested in the epistles: “I have laid the foundation, and another 
buildeth thereon.” (I Cor. 3:10); “But ye, beloved, building up yourselves on 
your most holy faith” (Jude 20); ”Therefore leaving the principles of the 
doctrine of Christ, let us go on unto perfection; not laying again the foundation 
of repentance from dead works, and of faith toward God.” (Heb. 6:1); “If ye 
continue in the faith grounded and settled” (Col. 1:23). Closely associated with 
the faith view is that of Peter’s confession or his actual expression of faith. The 
statement, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God” would then be the 
application of Matthew 7:24: “He that heareth My words is like a wise man that 
built his house upon the rock.” In this case, the truth which is now specifically 
revealed to Peter by the Father, becomes the supporting structure of Christianity 
and the distinguishing doctrine of the church. Others would identify this rock as 
Christ Himself. The analogy of other texts confirms the fact that Christ is the 
foundation of the church. “Therefore thus saith the Lord God, Behold I lay in 
Zion for a foundation a stone, a tried stone, a precious corner stone, a sure 
foundation: he that believeth shall not make haste.” (Isaiah 28:16.) “The stone 
which the builders refused is become the head stone of the corner.” (Psalm 118: 
21). Throughout the Old Testament God is pictured as a Rock.

In the final analysis these three thoughts are but one view. Faith in 
Christ or confession of Christ or Christ Himself all relate to the same theme. The
foundation of faith is actually the same as Christ (I Cor. 3:11). Faith or its 
confession cannot be apart from Christ and is equally comprehensive. Paul said 
“I live in faith, which is in the Son of God” (Gal. 2:20, A.S.V.) which could be 
stated also, “For me to live is Christ.” (Phil. 1:21 A.S.V.) Although there may be
a difference of emphasis, the Faith—Confession –Christ view is only one in 
design and should be considered as singular rather than multiple.

The alternate view is identification of the rock as Peter himself. Some 
feel that it is not incompatible to make Peter a rock in the text as well as Jesus a 
rock in other texts. This would correlate with the statement that believers “are 
built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himself 
being the chief corner stone.” (Eph. 2:20.) Some would apply this term to Peter 
inclusive of all other apostles, and even of all believers. This need not be treated 
as a separate view, though the supporting evidence will be incorporated in future
discussion. The meaning of the passage would seem to rest upon one or the 
other of these two interpretations; either Peter is the rock or Christ (which may 
be faith in Christ or a confession of Him) is the rock.

Historical Sketch of Interpretations
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Most people, of the present day closely associate the interpretation of 
this passage with the doctrine and practice of Roman Catholic popery. 
Predominately, the thought of retaliation against popery has prompted the 
“confession” view. People generally associate the “Peter” view with 
those who teach and support Roman Catholicism. Because the Roman Church 
believes in a succession of popes and traces this line to Peter, this passage is 
assumed to be the basis upon which the Roman Church has always relied.

An extended study of the history of the Roman Church would not be of 
value here, but a row historical facts about this church have a bearing in the 
history of the treatment of the Matthew text. It must be remembered that the 
earliest known Roman bishop was Victor in 192 A.D. Several speculations and 
many discrepancies exist concerning Linus, Cletus, Anacletus, Clement, 
Evaristus, Alexander, Sixtus, Telesphorus, Hyginus, Pius, Anicetus, Soter, and 
Eleutherius, some of whom may have been Roman bishops prior to Victor.

Several factors influenced the ascension of Roman authority in the 
history of the early church. (1) The council held at Sardis in 347 A.D. was called
during the Arian controversy. At this time the bishop of Rome was elected to 
serve as a secretary to ‘receive grievances of other bishops and to contact those 
in the immediate neighborhood of the trouble. The action was never intended to 
extend beyond Julius, then bishop of Rome, but was intended as security of the 
Eastern orthodox bishops against the Arians. (2) Emperor Valentinian in 372 
A.D. empowered the bishops of Rome to examine and judge other bishops. (3) 
By the close of the fourth century, the increasing influence of Roman bishops 
gave them greater access to the others, and thus they issued Decretals or letters 
stating apostolic doctrines and customs. (4) The submission of the barbarous 
tribes to the authority of the church between 408-476 A.D. raised the place of 
the church above the government. The Gothic Alaric was bribed in 408 A.D. by 
the bishop as was also Attila, King of the Huns in 1452 A.D. by Leo the Great. 
Again in 454 A.D., Rome was plundered by Genseric the Vandal, and by 1176 
A.D. the western empire was stripped of any power.

During the time in which the civil government was lowered and the 
church power ascended, several writers have stated the Scriptural authority for 
that which they viewed. The church Fathers were quite thoroughly latinized and 
in general, though not universally, favored the Roman Church. Irenaeus (about 
185 A.D.) and Tertullian (about 211 A.D.) at least speak kindly of the Roman 
Church authority. Pounch’s statement, however, seems quite biased and without 
substantiation

And even previous to this early date the Pontiff, by his 
apostolic acts, is found exercising unmistakable Papal 
authority and jurisdiction, threatening the bishops for their 
irregularity in the celebration of ecclesiastical festivals.65

By this early date, Pounch means the time of Tertullian, and the event 
was the rule laid down by Victor in an attempt to make all churches observe 

65 W. W. Pounch, The Catholic Church (West Chester: C. Proctectory Print, 
1896), p. 189.
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“Easter” on the same day. But Pounch fails to note that through the pen of 
Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, these churches utterly refused to follow his 
decree.

The first time this text from Matthew is employed by the church to 
support its supremacy was in the disgraceful contest, one of several, in which 
the bishops of Rome and Constantinople claimed unrivalled sovereignty (about 
530 A.D.). Gregory of Rome found a zealous rival in John of Constantinople to 
whom he often sent tokens of his assumed position, as well as to other bishops.

He betrayed on many occasions a very ridiculous eagerness to 
secure their honor. Consequently he was profuse in his 
distribution of certain keys, endowed, as he was not ashamed 
to assert, with supernatural qualities; he even ventured to 
insult Anostasius, the patriarch of Antioch, by such a gift. ‘I 
have sent you (he says), keys of the blessed apostle Peter, your
guardian, which when placed upon the sick, are wont to be 
resplendent, with numerous miracles.’66

Although there was some division upon the view of Matthew 16:18 by 
commentaries prior to the Reformation, the usual explanation was that of the 
“confession” of Peter. This seems abnormal, knowing the preference of most of 
the Fathers for all Latin influences and whose desires did not usually run counter
to the Roman Church. “Lightfoot states that the ‘faith’ or ‘confession’ view was 
‘the universal interpretation of the Fathers for many centuries.’”67 This is not 
quite accurate for some of the Fathers were not too certain of their own position.
Augustine is credited with either view, depending on whether his earlier or later 
writings are consulted. In the former he held that Peter was the rock, while in the
latter he changed to the “confession” view. Ambrose also refers petra to Peter on
occasion, but at other times he states that petra is Christ; other inconsistencies 
are true of the venerable Bede, Theodoret, and even by Pope Gregory VII. Many
others show some variation. “The American Romanist Bishop Kenrick, at the 
time of the Vatican Council, published a statement that sixty Fathers stood for 
the ‘faith’ or ‘Christ’ view, as comparing with seventeen for the ‘Simon’ 
view.”68 Lo Vallo uses these same figures though not distinguishing the “Christ”
view from the “confession” view.

The combined testimony of the Early Church Fathers, 
therefore, as to the meaning of the Rock-text of Matthew 
16:18 is startling. Only seventeen (17) held that Peter was the 
rock on which Christ founded the Church; forty-four (44) 
claimed that the divine person and deity of Christ, the 
objective divinely revealed content of the faith professed by 

66 John Dowling, The History of Romanism (New York: Edward Walker, 1846), 
p. 51.
67 J. Warren “Was Simon Peter the Church’s Rock?” (The Evangelical 
Quarterly, I. H. S. Burleigh [Ed.], London: James Clarke and Company, 
Limited, 1947), XIX, 208.
68 Ibid.
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Peter, is the rock-foundation of the Church. Sixteen additional 
men also believed that Matthew’s text refers to Christ as the 
foundation of the Church. Thus sixty (60) out of eighty-five 
(85) Early Church Fathers maintained, directly or indirectly, 
that Christ is the sole foundation-rock upon which the Church 
is built.69

Luther in his great discussion with Eck asserts that “The Fathers are not
against me. Saint Augustine and Saint Ambrose, both most excellent doctors, 
teach as I teach, Super isto articulo fides, fundata est Ecciesia, says Saint 
Ambrose, when explaining what is meant by the rock on which the church is 
built.” 70

Contrary to the generally accepted thought, the Roman Church was not 
well represented by the “Peter” view. Although some differences of opinion did 
exist, the major emphasis upon the “Peter” view has occurred after the 
Reformation, and the “confession” view was not brought into prominence as a 
refutation of Roman Catholic popery. Although the verse under consideration is 
used in the present day by Roman Catholics to establish the doctrine of papal 
succession, it was not the basis originally. Schaff makes a note of this fact:

The vast importance of the subject calls upon us, before taking
leave of Peter, to add a few remarks on the claims of the 
papacy, which are well known to centre here. These claims, 
however, by no means rest entirely on the memorable words 
of Matthew 16:18, which are now admitted by the best 
Protestant commentators to refer to Peter, and upon the actual 
superiority of this apostle, as it appears clear as the sun in the 
gospels and the first part of the Acts. They are built also upon 
two other assumptions, which cannot be proved, at least 
directly, from the New Testament, and must, therefore, 
maintain themselves on historical or dogmatic ground.
1. The first assumption is, that this primacy of Peter is 
transferable. . . .
2. The second assumption is, that Peter did actually transfer 
his primacy; and that, not to the bishop of Jerusalem nor of 
Antioch, where he resided at any rate a considerable time, but 
to the bishop of Rome.71

No advantage would be gained in listing every commentator who has 
stated an opinion on this verse. It should be noted, however, that the leading 
Protestant scholars since the Reformation usually held the “Peter” view and the 
Roman Catholics supported the “Confession” view. Included in those who 

69 Angelo Lo Vallo, “The Primacy of Peter” (Christian Heritage, November, 
1973), p. 32.
70 J. H. Merle D’Aubigne, History of the Reformation (New York: Hurst and 
Company, 1853), II, 56.
71 Philip Schaff, History of the Apostolic Church, Trans, by Edward D. Yeomans
New York: Charles Scriben, 1857), p. 374.
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support the former are Olhausen, DeWette, Meyer, Alford, D. Brown, LeClerc, 
Whitley, Doddridge, Clarke, Bloomfield, Barnes, Eadie, Owen, Crosby, Glover, 
Lange, Schaff, etc. The Reformation itself may have been the cause, at least in 
part, for the marked division of interpretation in the following years.

Doctrinal Significance
The suggestion has been forwarded that the “Peter” view has its roots 

in the Ebionism of the early centuries. Without distinguishing between the 
Essene and Pharisaic Ebionism, suffice it here to state that the Ebionites were 
the product of the Judaizers who were dissatisfied with a gospel of pure grace. 
The argument set forth would associate the return to legalism (Ebionism) with 
the exaltation of Peter as against Paul. According to this thought, the “Peter” 
view was an attempt to promote the supposed separation between Peter and 
Paul. The whole argument is actually based on a rather fine thread.

The episcopate of Victor (about A.D. 190-200) is fixed by the 
Tubingen critics as the epoch of the antijudaic revolution in 
the Roman Church. This date follows necessarily from their 
assumption that Hegesippus was an Ebionite; for his approval 
of this church extends to the episcopate of Eleutherus, the 
immediate predecessor of Victor; they suppose however that 
the current had been setting in this direction some time 
before.72

The bringing of Ebionism into the picture far from proves that the “Peter” view 
is rooted in heresy. The “confession” view was held predominantly by the 
Roman Catholic Church prior to the Reformation and it was in this direction that
the Ebionites lent their influence.

That Peter, as long as he was in Rome, was associated with 
Paul at the head of the church and exercised a leading 
influence, needs no proof. But he was not the first bishop of 
Rome in the later sense, for the apostolic office was not 
confined to a particular diocese, but implies a commission to 
the whole world; nor was he pope in the Roman sense, for this
contradicts the independent dignity of Paul, as we learn it all 
from his epistles as well as from the Acts of the Apostles. This
erroneous view meets us first in the Ebionistic Clementine 
Homilies, from which, as afterwards wrought into the more 
orthodox Recognitions, it passed into the Catholic Church.73

This statement reverses completely the influence of the Ebionites and 
consequently the Tubingen assumption as it relates to Matt. 16:18. A better 
approach to the understanding of the passage is to treat it in as unbiased a 
fashion as possible, and without particular regard to the interpretation of others. 
It may be interesting to know who held a view and why, and their opinions 

72 J. B. Lightfoot, “St. Paul and the Three” (The Epistle of St. Paul to the 
Galatians, Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1865), p. 335.
73 Schaff, op. cit., p. 372.
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should be respected objectively; but the exegesis of any passage should be 
determined by its own statement, and not what others say about it. The Roman 
Catholic teachings of the present day should have absolutely no bearing upon 
the interpretation of this passage. If these doctrines are correct at this point, well 
and good. The truth of any part of God’s Word does not depend upon its 
followers. An eagerness to refute Roman Catholicism should not determine 
whether the rock is Christ or Peter.

Actually the doctrine to be determined has little if anything to do with 
popery or Roman Catholicism as such. The fact in question is whether, from this
passage, Christ is the rock or Peter is the rock. The misuse or misapplication of 
the passage by others in no way justifies a faulty interpretation in an effort to 
correct erroneous practices and doctrine.

Exegetical Considerations
The Correct Approach to the Text

In the study of any portion of Scripture, the method by which the 
student approaches the passage influences the understanding of its meaning. 
Only one interpretation would normally be true of any area of Scripture, 
although many applications would be possible. In order to get as close to the 
meaning intended by the divine Author, it is imperative that the expositor give 
the text itself priority over all supplementary and extra-biblical material. Such 
caution is indeed warranted in view of the many diverse interpretations of many 
passages that have been influenced by considerations other than the text. 
Attention should always focus upon the grammatical constructions as the 
primary source of determining the solution to a textual study. The historical and 
theological implications could very well be helpful but should never dominate 
the grammar. Closely associated with the grammatical element, if not actually 
part of it, is that of the lexical. But the language, both in its meaning and 
construction, rightfully comes first in exegesis.

The promise of the Lord to build His church upon the rock will be 
discussed in the next section. In that discussion, the grammatical-lexical facts 
are not altered by theological ideas apart from the text itself. Of course God 
would not contradict Himself, and thus a correct understanding should not 
violate principles taught elsewhere. At the same time, the primary considerations
involve the words themselves in their immediate setting. An explanation of such
things as the gender of petros and petra, the force of the demonstrative pronoun, 
and the singular number of the one addressed needs to be of prime importance.

Historical material to supplement and enrich the meaning need not be 
extra-biblical, nor necessarily confined to word studies. The theological may be 
regulated by some standard of systematical study, but such is not imperative. 
Actually, theology should, if correct, be derived from the language, not the 
language from theology. Although both the historical and theological may be of 
assistance in weighing evidence, they should always assist and not govern. For 
example, if the Matthew passage were viewed superficially and apart from the 
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grammatical, it might be approached from the figurative angle. Two divergent 
possibilities exist.

On the one hand Christ is pictured as a foundation of the believer’s 
faith. In this figure, every-Christian is likened to a building. In the first place, if 
he does not construct his building, or live his life upon the foundation, 
eventually destruction or judgment will come. In the second place, if he has 
Christ as a foundation, then he has the choice of selecting the kind of materials 
with which he desires to build. Some materials are only temporary, not lasting 
beyond an earthly life, while others are permanent, and will be of the same value
after death. In this figure Christ is the foundation upon which every believer 
builds and consequently upon which the church is founded.

On the other hand, the carpenter’s Son—Jesus Christ—is seen in 
Scripture as the designer and architect in planning and building. Plummer states 
that “Christ Himself is not the foundation-rock or foundation-stone. He is the 
builder of the edifice, determining when, where, and how it shall be raised. He is
the source of all activity in framing the building.”74 In this figure He is the 
creative potter who fashions the clay into a living being according to His own 
wishes and desires. If either figure be made the determining factor by which an 
interpretation be formulated, then the possibility of error becomes great. Such 
consideration may be helpful but should be secondary to the grammatical 
approach.

Cephas or Petros
Many ideas and suggestions have been prepared and several doctrines 

posited on the basis of Peter’s name. Of all these variegated possibilities, two 
seem of sufficient value in the study of Matt. 16:18 to be mentioned here. In the 
first place, Warren feels that the “Peter” view depends for its support on an 
Aramaic original of Matthew.

In advocacy of the interpretation that the rock is Simon Peter, 
the first argument usually advanced is that, assuming our Lord
spoke in Aramaic, the words for “Peter” and “rock” would 
have been identical (kepha) in that dialect, seeing that they are
found to be so in the sister, dialect, the Syriac (kepho), and so 
the two entities in the mutually facing classes must equally be 
completely identical.75

The problem raised at this point is that of the alteration of Petros to 
Petra. Many who have written and preached upon this verse, both views being 
represented, follow Augustine in differing a part from the whole. Christ is then 
considered as the bedrock, which is immovable and firm, while Peter is called a 
small, rolling stone. Language authorities, almost universally, deny that this 
explanation does justice to the lexicology. The solution cannot be found from 
this supposed division in the size of the stones.

74 Alfred Plummer, An Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to S. 
Matthew (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1909), p. 228.
75 J. Warren, op. cit., p. 200

97



McNeile correctly states that Petros ‘stone’ “is not intended to differ in 
meaning but was more suitable for a man’s name.”76 This simple answer of the 
change in gender is very nearly a mortal wound to the “confession” view. Such a
solution is firmly refuted from two directions which are contradictory. LaGrange
says that this name Petros is an entirely new name, never before used. His 
thought is that this name is given on the basis of Peter’s confession and could 
have no connection with Peter as an individual.77 Warren refutes the same 
explanation by stating that Petros was a name in history, found twice in 2 
Maccabees and in compound form in Job 41. His argument is that this name 
Petros could have been the source from which the abstract Petra was derived, 
because the abstract Greek nouns (like faith) prefer feminine forms.78

Neither of these divergent answers to McNeile seems to refute 
adequately the simplicity and accuracy of his explanation. In no case, however, 
is the implication of Warren’s statement warranted. The “Peter” view does not 
depend upon an Aramaic, original for its support. Although the Aramaic (and 
Syriac) do have similarities to the name Cephas in some respects, this does not 
mean necessarily that one was derived from the other. And even if there were a 
direct connection, that in itself would not prove that Matthew wrote originally in
Aramaic.

The second discussion about the name of Peter deals with the question 
of change of name, but from the logical point of view. The question of why the 
name was changed would need to be answered. Those who hold the 
“confession” view approach this question from the description and meaning of 
names. On several occasions, a certain word-play occurs between someone’s 
name and “some publically manifested entity” which has become connected 
with him. In the Old Testament the tribe of Levi was linked with (lavah) the 
Tabernacle staff (Num. 22:9); Nabal and his folly (nebalah) go together (1 Sam. 
25:25). In the New Testament, Melchizedek’s name and office are joined (Heb. 
7:2); the home of Jesus in Nazareth was associated by Joseph to Isaiah 11:1--
nezer, as it applied to the Messiah (Matt. 2:23). The thought here is that the 
bearer of the name and the counter-part are associated only by words. The 
connected action or characteristic . . . “is always something of a detachable 
nature; a characteristic, a status or situation, a predestined experience; and that 
the personality named is never in a state of identity with it, but simply of verbal 
correspondence.”79

76 Alan Hugh McNeile, The Gospel According to S. Matthew (London: 
MacMillan and Company, 1915), p. 241.
77 Le P. M. J. LaGRange, Evangile selon Saint Matthieu (Paris: Librairie 
Lecoffre, 1948), p. 325: “… le Christ ne s’en tient pas a une revelation sur 
Pierre, mais qui sont sa reponse a la confession de l’Apotre . . . n’existait pas 
comme nom proper ai en grec, ni en latin, et ne peut pas etre derive du latin 
Petronius. C’est donc un nom nouveau qui parait dans l’histoire.”
78 J. Warren, op. cit., p. 201.
79 Warren, op. cit., p. 198.
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These statements of the analogy between name and attribute correspond
in the case of Petros and Petra. It is well said that the connection between them 
is on the basis of a previously assigned statement and not contingent upon a 
present personality. This brings the student to consider from whence comes this 
prophetic word about the rock. Those who support the “confession” view err at 
this point, in associating the name Petros with the teaching of the Lord about 
Himself as the Rock (Matt. 7:24). The association between name and 
counterpart is not derived from a general teaching (which could support either 
view), but from the prophetic words of Jesus when He met Peter for the first 
time (John.1:42). In that encounter, the Lord identified Cephas by his common 
name and prophesied (which was a promise) of a new name to be given at a 
future time. It is to this “verbal correspondence” that Petros—Petra is linked, 
and not to the general doctrine of Christ as Rock and foundation.

The Position of Peter

The two prominent pioneers of the church, Peter and Paul, are often 
compared as to their relative ministries. Paul was called of God for the purpose 
of carrying the good news of salvation to the Gentiles, even as Peter was to the 
Jews. There was no conflict between the two, as supposed by the Tubingen 
critics, but both worked harmoniously in their respective responsibilities. Even 
though Peter was at error on one occasion, and reprimanded by Paul, there was 
no strife about doctrine or practice. Neither was there a difference of belief 
concerning law and works. Both apostles worked together, completely united.

However, the two men did not initiate their ministries simultaneously. 
Paul was not even saved until after Pentecost. The church was well established 
prior to the conversion of the great missionary. It is apparent from the account in
the Acts of the Apostles that the church in Jerusalem grew and multiplied “. . . 
for the word of God increased; and the number of the disciples multiplied in 
Jerusalem exceedingly”. (Acts 6:7.) Here, immediately following the selection 
of the first deacons, there appears to be abnormal growth in the church.

At this point Luke interrupts his narrative with a brief report of
progress. Six such brief reports appear at intervals throughout 
the book and serve to punctuate his history. But here, 
immediately before the account of Stephen’s activity, there is 
special relevance in Luke’s emphasis on the church’s increase 
in numbers and popularity.80

During the time of growth and expansion, Paul is still opposed to the 
Christians and to God. Soon after this time, Stephen was stoned under the 
approval and direction of Paul. The time element is significant in relation to 
Paul’s ministry and the organization of the church. Someone other than Paul 
knew how to direct in the church affairs before Paul entered the ministry. 
Beyond any doubt, that man was Peter. Several things about Peter illustrate his 

80 F. F. Bruce, Commentary on the Book of the Acts (Michigan: William B. 
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1955), p. 131.
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unique place in the origin and life of the early church. He was the “spokesman” 
for the group of apostles and disciples; he was considered a “pillar”; he was 
Paul’s “counselor”; and, in accord with the text of Matthew 16:18, he was also 
the “rock” upon which the church was built.

I. The Spokesman
Probably no other apostle than Peter has been more severely rebuked 

either by writers of commentaries or verbally from the pulpits of churches. 
Although in one sense this is justifiable, yet no one would care to have his life 
story recorded on the pages of Scripture. The major reason for this reprimand is 
of course the thrice-given denial of the Lord. The teaching and applications of 
this denial are numerous and variegated. There would be no reason to attempt to 
minimize the sin involved in this portion of the life of Peter. Neither is there any
point in bypassing or overlooking sin in any form or manner. Thus it must be 
remembered that the heinousness of sin is not being evaded, but rather that the 
unique position of Peter in the Scriptures might be understood. Although not 
necessarily true in the denial of the Lord, yet in many ways Peter receives by 
name the words that are intended for the group with whom he is associated at 
that time.

He has been styled the prince of the apostles, and, indeed, 
seems to have been their leader on every occasion. He is 
always named first in every list of them, and was their 
common spokesman.81

It would not be profitable here to cite all of the instances in which Peter
spoke or acted as leader of the group. It can hardly be disputed, however, that he
did function in this capacity. The reason for this may not be dogmatically stated 
in Scripture. More than likely the combination of his divine call and his 
impetuous nature contributed to his acting as spokesman.

Had that passionate man, in some senses the strongest 
character among the twelve, been in other senses the weakest, 
then who could better illustrate men’s need of shepherding? 
Had he learnt his own weakness, and through his knowledge 
thereof grown stronger? Then how better state the duty of the 
strong to help the weak, than by assigning to this particular 
disciple the special duty of taking care of the weakest?82

Although not all of the references of Peter acting as spokesman could 
be considered at this time, yet a survey of these illustrations would prove to be 
profitable. At times he responds as the voice for the disciples of the Lord. One 
record of this is penned by Luke at verse forty-one of chapter twelve when Peter
asks, “. . .speakest thou this parable unto us or even to all?” He also represented 

81 James M. Gray, “Simon Peter,” (International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, 
eds. James Orr, et al., IV , 2349, Chicago: The Howard-Severance Company, 
1925).
82 Alexander B. Bruce, The Training of the Twelve (New York: George H. 
Doran Company, n. d.), p. 520.
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the twelve apostles at the last supper. When all of them were wondering in their 
minds as to whom the betrayer might be, it was Peter who stepped forward and 
actually asked the question of the Lord.

Peter was the leader of the twelve apostles who had been with 
Jesus during His ministry and had been specially 
commissioned by Him to make the gospel known worldwide. 
Peter was no narrow-minded Jewish particularist: he had 
played a leading part in the evangelization of Gentiles.83

Peter, James, and John had a particular relationship with the Lord upon 
several different occasions. This may have some bearing upon the fact that these
three are spoken of as “pillars”, which will be discussed later in this section. 
During the time that these three were with the Lord it was the usual thing that 
Peter represented the group. One example of this could be found in the garden 
scene. The Lord had instructed the three men to pray and had gone on a little 
farther. Upon His return He found them asleep and spoke to Peter as the voice of
the group. In Luke’s record Christ speaks to the group,84 while in the account 
given by Mark it is to Peter himself that Christ speaks.85

A careful examination of the record of the naming of the twelve will 
reveal the implication of this unique position as orator. When they were 
selected, Peter was named first and the others were added to the list.86 In the 
sense of being the interlocutor, Peter is here pictured as the rock or foundation 
of the apostles.

II. The Pillar
The reception of Paul’s ministry so far as sanction by the Christians is 

concerned depended largely upon the action of James, Peter, and John. Paul 
states that these three men “. . . seemed to be pillars.”87 It appears that the 
approval of these men upon Paul was necessary in order that he might go to the 
Gentiles. This does not indicate that these three leaders in any way exercised 
dictatorship over others. Although the word pillar does indicate strength and 
firmness, the main idea involved is that of responsibility:

...a column upon which the weight of a building is supported, 
and so, metaphorically, of such as bear responsibility. It was 
commonly used by the Jews as teachers of the law.88

According to Liddell and Scott, the name for pillar, στυλος, is closely related to 
στήλη; which was:

83 F. F. Bruce, “The Dawn of Christianity”, The Spreading Flame (Michigan: 
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1954), p. 138.
84 Luke 22:46
85 Mark 14:37
86 Matthew 10:2
87 Galatians 2:9
88 C. F. Hogg and W. E. Vine, The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Galatians 
(London: Pickering and Inglis, 1922), p. 73.
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…a post or slab set up in a public place, inscribed with a 
record of victories, dedications, notes of thanks, treaties, 
decrees and other documents . . . a boundary post . . . the 
turning post at the end of the race-course.89

The use of this word in the ancient papyri indicates that the 
metaphorical “...usage of στυλος, as in Galatians 2:9, is common to classical, 
Jewish, and Christian writers.”90 The thought in the New Testament is not so 
much that of strength and support as of a public testimony or medium of 
communication. The same word is used in I Timothy 3:15 in which the church is
spoken of as the pillar and ground of the truth. Peter evidently was recognized as
one of the men who acted in a particular way as leader and representative of the 
other Christians. He certainly had a special place in God’s program.

III. The Counselor
Very little material has been recorded concerning the life of the Apostle

Paul immediately after his conversion. In a vital way Paul is the principle writer 
in the New Testament. Nearly all of the doctrine of the local church came from 
the pen of this great Apostle. Without his detailed analysis of church problems 
and instruction for every phase of life, the church would be very limited in 
understanding to the present day. To Paul was given the mystery of the church. 
Peter also knew something of the bringing together of Jew and Gentile into one 
body as he indicated from the vision at Joppa. The fact remains that Paul went to
the Gentiles with the Gospel of salvation. Paul indicates in several areas of 
Scripture that the information about this mystery was presented to him by direct 
revelation. It is entirely possible that the Lord instructed him in this ministry 
during the three years between his conversion and his own public ministry. He 
apparently spent the first three years of his Christian life in Arabia and 
Damascus. “This stay in Damascus was an important episode in Paul’s 
theological readjustment to his new experience.”91 This may well have been the 
time and place that Paul learned of this mystery that he later described in the 
Book of Ephesians.

However, between Paul’s trip into Arabia and his ministry to the 
Gentiles there remains an incident of real importance. “Then after three years I 
went up to Jerusalem to see Peter and abode with him fifteen days. But other of 
the apostles saw I none save James the Lord’s brother.”92 This provokes interest 
in discovering why Paul would spend fifteen days with Peter before beginning a 
ministry that resulted in the establishment of many churches. From the 
standpoint of the Scriptures it is not at all strange that Paul should visit Peter, for

89 Henry George Liddell and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon (New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1852), p. 1385.
90 James Hope Moulton and George Milligan, The Vocabulary of the Greek 
Testament (London: Hodder and Staughton, Ltd., 1952), p. 594.
91 Archibald Thomas Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament (New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1931), IV, p. 280.
92 Galatians 1:18-19

102



Peter was the rock or the foundation of the church. The understanding of this 
passage in Galatians centers around two words. As soon as their meaning is 
made clear, the pattern of events can also be defined.

The first word to be considered is the infinitive ἱστορησαι and is 
translated “to see”. This term that Paul used in reference to Peter is not the same 
as the one referring to James in the succeeding verse. When Paul said that he 
saw no other apostles except James, he refers to bodily vision or possibly a 
casual acquaintance.93 But when Paul went to see Peter he used a word with an 
entirely different meaning. The verb ἱστορέω means “. . . to learn or know by 
inquiry . . . to ask, inquire of, question...to inquire about something . . . to 
examine, survey.”94 It looks as though Paul may have been seeking information 
about his future ministry. He would naturally go to Peter who had been 
commissioned by the Lord and would be in a position to give him the 
information concerning the church.

The second word that is helpful here is ἕτερον and is translated “other”.
The two root words that are translated “other” in the New Testament have 
entirely different connotations. ἄλλος refers to other of the same kind or sort 
while ἕτερος refers to “one not of the same nature, form, class, kind; different”.95

One is a positive word while the other is a comparative word.96 When Paul 
stated that he saw no other of the apostles than James, he actually placed Peter in
a different class of apostles. Apparently Peter was another of a different kind. 
This only corresponds to and substantiates the previously established criterion—
Peter held a unique and special position concerning the church. Not only was he 
a leader and spokesman for the group; not only was he a pillar representative 
upon which others depended, but also he was the one man to whom Paul could 
go to seek information before starting local churches.

IV. The Rock
The day following the baptism of the Lord in the Jordon by John the 

Baptist, He came in contact with Andrew. This fisherman had heard John call 
the Lord “the Lamb of God” and was immediately interested. The first thing 
Andrew did after learning that this was truly the Messiah was to take his brother 
Peter to meet the Lord. This incident occurred at the instigation of the public 
ministry of Jesus. The words that the Lord speaks to Peter here at the very 
beginning of his ministry are prophetic and foretell the position that Peter will 
occupy in the future. Jesus said to Peter, “Thou are Simon the son of Jona: thou 
shalt be called Cephas, which is by interpretation, a stone.”97 As soon as Jesus 
saw this brother of Andrew, He addressed him by name and called him Σίμων. 

93 G. Abbott Smith, A Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament 
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1953), pp. 321p.
94 Liddell and Scott, op. cit., p. 667.
95 Joseph Henry Thayer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (New 
York: Harper and Brothers, 1887), p. 254.
96 Moulton and Milligan, op. cit., p. 257.
97 John 1:42
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He also told him that in the future he would be called Κηφας, the meaning of 
which is Πετρος.

The time to which the Lord referred is in Matthew’s Gospel at verse 
eighteen of chapter sixteen. In this passage it will be noted that the one who calls
Peter Πετρος is Christ Himself. No indication was given in John 1:42 in naming 
the person who would call him by that name. Before, the statement was, that 
“thou shalt be called Peter”, but now Christ says, that “thou art (present tense) 
Peter”. The point of significance of this statement in relation to the thesis is the 
connection of Peter’s position with the church. In the last part of this same 
sentence Christ states emphatically that He (Christ) will build His (Christ’s) 
church.

Let it be observed that Jesus could not here mean himself by 
the rock, consistently with the image, because he is the 
builder. To say, “I will build...I am the rock on which I will 
build,” would be a very confused image. The suggestion of 
some expositors that in saying ‘thou art Peter, and on this 
rock’ he pointed at himself, involves an artificiality which to 
some minds is repulsive. The attempts to show that the 
demonstrative, ‘on this rock,’ could not refer to the speaker, or
could not refer to the person addressed, are alike futile.98

Many times when false teaching is discovered, the tendency on the part 
of one who refutes the error will be to force the refutation beyond its actual 
meaning. Because of the eagerness to make the truth known, “proof texts” may 
be taken from the context of their actual meaning and the interpretation is no 
longer valid. Two wrongs never make a right. This verse is the key passage used
by Roman Catholicism to prove that Peter was the first pope and that the Roman
Catholic Church was built upon him. It should be emphasized that the writer is 
not attempting to support the Roman Catholic view. It was made clear by Peter 
himself that Christ is the Chief corner-stone.99 Paul also stated that other 
foundation can no man lay than Jesus Christ.100 Without question, Jesus Christ is
the foundation of the believer’s faith. This does not contradict the fact that He 
may use individuals as living stones to build upon this foundation.

For in weighing these interpretations it is important to 
remember--(l) That Christ is elsewhere represented as the 
divine founder, and also the divine foundation, of the Church.

(2) That in the Gospels he is usually the founder, not 
the foundation, Matt. 28:18, 19; Mark 16:15; Luke 24:46, 47; 
John 15:16; Acts 1:8. (3) In other New Testament books he is 
more especially the foundation, I Cor. 3:11; Eph. 2:20-22. 
Christ must then be accepted as the divine founder and the 
divine foundation of his Church. His reference here is plainly 

98 John A. Broadus, Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Philadelphia: The 
American Baptist Publication Society, 1886), p. 356.
99 1 Peter 2:6-8
100 1 Corinthians 3:11
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to the human organization and foundation of his Church on 
earth not to the divine foundation.101

Some attempts have been made to see a difference in the size of the 
rock based on the change of gender. It would then make the believer a segment 
or section of a larger and more firm foundation; that is, Christ.

“Thou art Peter,” a piece of rock; and on that rock of which 
thou art a piece “I will build my church.” He had, by the 
revelation of the Father, come to know the Son, and to be 
identified with him: thus he was a stone of the one Rock. 
Christ is the Rock, and Peter has become one with him, and 
“upon this rock” is the church founded.102

The distinction between the words “little stone (Πετρος)” and “rock 
(Πετρα)” presents insufficient evidence to cause a change of person from Peter 
to Christ. It is not the Lord who is the rock but Peter himself. Πετρα is used in 
the sense of a shelf or ledge of rocks. “There is no example in good authors of 
Πετρα, in the significance of Πετρος, for a single stone: Πετραί are not loose 
stones, but masses of living rock. . .”103 The thought here is not that Peter is a 
piece of stone but that he is the living rock upon which the church will be built. 
Neither can an argument be founded on the difference in gender. Ταυτῃ τῇ 
Πετρᾳ is naturally in the feminine gender. To have a different gender would 
alter the emphasis of the word itself. It is also normal to change the word to 
Πετρος, the masculine gender. Peter is a masculine proper noun. Although Peter 
is the rock to whom and of whom the Lord speaks, the position cannot be 
divorced from his immediate statement, “It is, therefore, Peter believing, not 
Peter’s belief, that is the rock on which Christ builds.”104 There is no weight of 
evidence in the play on words—little rolling stone to big firm rock; nor is there 
support for the “confession” view in the change of gender—that is necessary 
when a feminine word is personalized as a man’s name.

The only evidence of substantial note that favors the “confession” view 
is that of the subjective evaluation of the statement. Some sense a redundant 
phrase when Christ said, “You are Petros and upon this Petra I will build my 
church.” To them, He should have said, “You are Petros and upon you, I will 
build my church.” It is neither useless duplication, nor careless and improper 
language. To omit the demonstrative “this” would be the forfeiture of the 
emphasis of position to individual. Peter derives his name from the rock and not 
the rock from Peter, even as the Christian is named from Christ, not vice versa. 

101 Edwin W. Rice, Commentary on the Gospel According to Matthew 
(Philadelphia: The Union Press, 1900, p. 169.
102 C. H. Spurgeon, The Gospel of the Kingdom (London: Passmore and 
Alabaster, Paternoster Buildings, 1893), p. 135.
103 Liddell and Scott, op. cit., p. 1176.
104 Richard Glover, A Teacher’s Commentary on the Gospel of Matthew (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1956), p. 187.
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“Upon this rock” assures the reader that there has been no abrupt transition from
person to thing, but evidently refers to the nearest antecedent which is Petros.

Plummer understands this demonstrative to include more than Peter as 
an exclusive individual:

Neither the confession of Peter nor the faith of Peter is an 
adequate explanation. But at the same time it is clear that the 
promise is made to Peter as confessing his faith, and also as 
confession it on behalf of the Twelve. . . .If the promise had 
been absolutely personal and individual, we should have had 
ἐπί σοι. rather than ἐπί Ταυτῃ τῇ Πετρᾳ (which seems to mean
‘on the sureness of thy faithful heart, to which thy name bear 
witness’ rather than ‘on thee’).105

This suggestion of including the twelve as well as Peter’s own 
character would not contradict the theme of the passage, but rather does it seem 
primary in importance. It certainly would agree with the position of Peter as 
spokesman for the group. Yet the use of the singular would emphasize Peter 
himself.

The context also substantiates the fact that Peter is the rock spoken of 
here. It was to Peter that the keys of the kingdom of heaven were given. 
Apparently Peter received some special authority by way of leadership over the 
others. This does not mean that Peter was the only person who ever exercised 
such a position. The same language of binding and loosing is employed by the 
resurrected Lord to the disciples some time later.106 Concerning the meaning of 
this authority, Thomas says:

It is personal. It doubtless refers to Peter’s position in the early
church. He opened the kingdom to the Jews (Acts ii.) and to 
Gentiles (Acts x.). He exercised disciplinary authority in the 
case of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts v.) and of Simon Magus 
(Acts viii.). Yet this authority to exercise discipline was not 
unique, for in Matthew xviii. 18 we find it given to all the 
Apostles. Peter’s leadership, however, was undoubted, though 
the difference between him and the others was one of degree, 
not of kind.107

Although it is true that “among the apostles and disciples, Peter 
occupies the place assigned to him by Christ when he gave him the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven,”108 yet this does not mean superiority of the person. This is 
clearly taught in the Epistles written by Peter. It must be admitted that Peter 
does have a unique position in the establishment of the church. To claim that the
rock is anything except Peter himself appears to be biased and misinterprets the 

105 Plummer, op. cit., p. 229.
106 John 20:23
107 W. H. Griffith Thomas, The Apostle Peter (Michigan: William B. Eerdmans, 
1946), p. 26.
108 William Smith, The New Testament History (New York: American Book 
Company), p. 380.
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statement of the Lord. Thus Peter was given at least the initial authority as the 
foundation of the church which the Lord said he would build. Needless to say, 
the text does not give the slightest intimation that this church is qualified by the 
term “Roman”, nor that there is any restriction as to geographical locality or 
even any localized units. Neither is there any indication of a transfer of authority
such as that which has been assumed by the Roman Catholic Church. LaGrange 
shows clearly his deviation from Scripture when he first states that the 
successors of Peter are not in view, but then on the same page he says they 
are.109 Vincent and Lange conclude with nearly the same note as has been stated 
above:

The word refers neither to Christ as a rock, distinguished from
Simon, a stone, nor to Peter’s confession, but to Peter himself 
in a sense defined by his previous confession, and as 
enlightened by the “Father in Heaven.”110

Now, in our passage Christ appears not as rock, i.e., as part of 
the building itself, but under a higher figure as architect and 
Lord of the whole spiritual temple; and the mixing of figures 
in one breath, as this interpretation implies, would be a plain 
violation of rhetorical taste and propriety such as we should 
not for a moment think of in connection with our Saviour. 
Again, the antanaclasis (i.e., the rhetorical figure of repeating 
the same word in a different sense) is conclusive against this 
explanation. The demonstrative Ταυτῃ must refer to Πετρος, 
which immediately precedes; for there is not the least 
intimation that the Saviour, after having said: “Thou art 
Rockman,” turned away from Peter, and, pointing to Himself, 
continued: “and on this rock (i.e., Myself, ἐπ’ ἐυαυτῷ) I will 
build My Church.” On the contrary, He immediately 
continues: “And I will give to thee,” και δώσω σοί which can, 
of course, mean nobody else but Peter.111

Conclusion

The two major interpretations of Matthew 16:18 have been presented 
with a corresponding sketch of these views as believed in history. The 

109 LaGrange, op. cit., p. 327: “Le sens philologique et grammatical etabli, les 
Anglicans font remarquer que la promesse est personnelle a Pierre; ses 
successeurs ne sont pas nommes . . . La succession d’un eveque a un autre 
eveque comme Pasteur supreme repond tres bien a cette donnee.
110 Marvin R. Vincent, Word Studies in the New Testament (New York: Charles 
Scribner’s Sons, 1901), I, p. 91.
111 John Peter Lange, Matthew, trans. Philip Schaff (Vo. I. of the Ne Testement 
of A Commentary on the Holy Scriptures, ed. John Peter Lange, trans. Philip 
Schaff. New York: Charles Scribner and Company, 1867), p. 297.
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importance of the verse in doctrine and practice does not include the Roman 
Catholic teaching concerning popery and priesthood. The foundations of this 
system are taken from assumptions outside of the text and should not influence 
an objective study. 

The “Peter” view does not depend upon an Aramaic original of 
Matthew for its validity; on the other hand, the prophecy of John 1:42 cannot be 
omitted in understanding the change of names.

Peter’s unique place in the foundation of the early church has been 
viewed: as the interlocutor, both speaking for the group and receiving word in 
behalf of the group; as a pillar, or instrument to guide and direct others; as one 
who advised the great missionary Paul before the latter launched into the Gentile
mission field; and as the foundation or rock upon which the Lord stated that He 
would build His church. Thus, the view of Peter as the rock in no way 
contradicts the position occupied by Peter as seen in other Scriptures; but it is 
the view that best explains the text grammatically, as well as being the most 
natural interpretation in an objective reading.

Moreover, there must never be a mixture of metaphors in the same 
illustration. Christ could be, and is a foundation. God is a rock and fortress. 
Christ is also a builder of the church. He could never be both architect and 
building in the same figure. In the passage considered, Christ is supervising His 
construction, but is not at the same time also the product of that work. The 
building constitutes people, called the church, of whom Peter is chief 
representative in Matthew 16:18.
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