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INTRODUCTION

Zoologists and physicists agree that disease oaroe into existence
on this planet much earlier than human creatures.^" I*en were born

into a world where various sicknesses were ready to seize every

opportunity of attacking men's bodies. Though men have natural

healing power to prevent and resist attacks from some kinds of disease,
tnis natural power has never been sufficient to render men immune

from illness.

As long as disease remains in the world, sickness and suffering-
will remain part of human life. Men have to face the pain and the

tragic end of death caused by disease. Men are proud of this present

age in which science and medicine have done noble work in the pre¬

vention and cure of disease. Sickness has been defeated and reduced,
and to a great extent, men are free from harmful diseases. When a

man is ill, a doctor can be called to treat his illness by his

professional medical science, and the sick person will frequently
recover from his illness. Although through the ages sickness has

been treated by various means and seldom without sucoees* It was

only when science was able to trace cause and effect that the ef¬
fective treatment of illness became a reality.

Long before medicine was used in a soientific way, primitive
2

people had their own notions regarding the cause of illness. Pri¬

mitive men attributed sickness to two main reasons, namely, the
visitation of the anger of god or gods, and the aotivities of demons

^Leslie D. Heatherhead, Psychology. Religion and Healing (London:
Hodder and Stoughton, 1963)# p. 27.

2
C.G. Jung, Modern Man in Search of a Lou! (London: Kegan Paul,
Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd., 1947j»PP* 144 ff»

1
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or evil spirits.* The primitive man's concept of god was mainly
based on the fear of natural phenomena which he believed were causing

him suffering in one way or another. The storm that burst, the

lightning that struck the earth with its fire, the terrible rattling
thunder, the whirlwind and earthquake that brought devastations
on earth, the wild animals and the poisonous snakes that suddenly
attacked men, all of these were regarded as signs or powers expres¬

sing the anger of god or gods, or the evil acts of demons. Espec¬

ially these things happened when gods were displeased with men.

In order to win the god's favour and to calm his anger, the tribal
laws were produced and strictly obeyed among the tribes; sacrifices
and offering were practised. In order to cast out the demons, they

employed witches, magicians, sorcerers and priest-physicians. Charms,

spells, inoantations and drugs were used to deal with the sick.
Cases of mental sickness, insanity, epilepsy and pByohosomatic cases

were commonly believed among the ancient Babylonians, the Egyptians
and some other orientals to be demon possessions. Three trepanned

skulls uncovered at a cistern at Lachish which were dated eighth

century before Christ, showed that a surgical operation was practised
2

in dealing with a case of epilepsy.
Primitive man normally experienced a sense of guilt when attacked

by illness, thinking that he must have done something wrong against
his cultio laws or rituals or against the spirits. The fear of god,
fear of demons, fear of natural phenomena, fear of siokness and fear
of death, caused men to feel guillf. £f'o quote Vieatherhead's words,
"fear is the painful nub of guilt, and what with the legacy of pri-

*C.G. Jung, op. cit>. pp. 146 ff.

2
The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, ed. George A. Buttrick
et at., (New York? Abingdon Press, 1962), Vol. I, p. 847*
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mitive man and of our own parents and teachers it is easy to under-
1

stand the power which guilty feelings have over us." Of course,
not only primitive men suffered from disease, hut also every man

of every generation. What applied to men in primitive society
also applies to modern men and the civilized society: Siokness and
a sense of guilt still go hand in hand.

Some Primitive Views

Babylonian

The Babylonian's concept of sin fell mainly into two forms,

namely, the religious sin and the ethical sin.
Some of the gods or deities of Babylonian tribes were worshipped

as quasi-divinities or semi-gods. Religious rituals and ceremonial

regulations were compulsory for the Babylonians, Shrines were erected
for their gods; animals, foods and crops were offered according
to their tribal laws. There were certain types of food assigned
to their gods which men were not allowed to partake of. There were

also certain places kept merely for the accommodation of their gods

where men were prohibited to enter. It was a great offence if one

saould eat a forbidden food or touoh a holy place, for these were

taboo. The ancient Babylonian was sometimes examining himself

concerning his guilt-feeling (unoonscious violation of the ceremonial

^Weatherhead, Psychology, Religion and ^euling (London: dodder
& Stoughton, 1963)# P* 321.
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reflations) in the following ways "Have I eaten the forbidden thing
of iny god unknowingly? Have I trodden on the interdicted place of

my goddess unknowingly?"* The question of guilt was also treated
in a more legal and defined way. During the period of Hammurabi,
the well known Hammurabi law code set for the Babylonians, prescribed
a nigh moral standard. Any one who transgressed a civil law, was

2
considered guilty according to that law.

On the other hand, it was also believed that victims of disease
and prisoners of demons were the results and consequences of sins.^
Sin could be expiated by means of atonement, which was one of the
common rituals practised among the tribes. A priest was employed to

pray for the sinner by using a confessional charm Buch as that
which was found written in the second tablet of the 'Surpu*. This

charm reads as followsj

Has he failed to free a prisoner and not loosed the bound?
Has he not caused him in prison to see the light?
• • • •

Is there some unknown falsehood toward god, some unknown con¬
trariness against goddess?
Is his wrongdoing against his god, is his perversity against
his goddess?
Is there hostility to the ancestors, hatred toward the elder
brother? 4

*Stepi en Herbert Langdon, "bin" (Babylonian), The Eno.yclopaedia
of Religion and Ethics, ed. James Hastings (Edinburgh, T & T
Clark, 1920), Vol. XI, p. 532.

2
An example is cited by Short as follows: " In the famous legal
code of the the Babylonian king Hammurabi, more or less contem¬
poraneous with Abraham, it is laid down that the unsucessful
surgeon might be punished by having his hand out off. This
was probably intended to be held in terrorem over irregular
practitioners." - A. Rendle Short, The Bible and liodern ? edicine
(The Paternoster Press, 1966), p. 10.

^Stephen Herbert Langdon, op. oit.. p. 533. Cf. Walter Eichrodt,
Old Testament Theology, trans. J.A. Baker (London: SCM Press
I960), p. 226.
^Stephen Herbert Langdon, op. oit.. p. 533.
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Prom this confession we get a view of the moral oonoept of the

ancient Babylonians.

Probably the ancient Babylonians suffered from the same disease
as the present Babylonians (the inhabitaxits of the plains of Meso¬

potamia) do. According to R* Campbell Thompson's investigation,
plagues like dysentery, typhoid,±malaria, smallpox and the like

were common in ancient days, when one got sick the demon which,
was believed to be possessing his body, had to be expelled before

2
the sick could be healed. Hence, the healing act of casting out
a demon could not be differentiated from magic. The situation was

left to the priest and sorcerer who were called to treat the sick.

Among the priests in ancient Assyrian, a common method used
3

to treat the sick was the rite of atonement. In its performance,
a young pig or a hen was offered as an expiation f&r the demon who

possessed the sick, so that the demon could transfer its possession
from the sick to the substitute, i.e. the pig or hen, and the siok

4
could then be cured.

The following quotation from ohq of the Assyrian exorcisms
could make this point clear.

*R.C. Thompson, "Disease and Kedicine (Assyro-Babylonian)",
E.R.E. ed. James Hastings, et al., (Edinburgh* T & T Clark,
1911), Vol. IV, P. 741.

2
Edward Langton, Essentials of Demonology (London? The Epworth
Press, 1949)» P. 22, 149.

R. Campbell Thompson, Semitic I agio (London* Luzac & Co., 1908),
p. 183.

A
For the Assyrian, the pig is not an unclean animal, Cf. Ibid..
p. 209, 212| £. Langton, op. pit., p. 25, I56.
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Mard.uk.
• • • •

give the pig in his steact and
let the flesh be as his flesh,
and the blood as his blood,
and let him hold itj
let the heart be as his heart ...
• • • •

That the pig may be a substitute for him ...

That the Wil Spirit, the evil Demon may stand aside,
That a kindly Spirit, a kindly Guardian be present. 1

uindu

Although the Hindu was not a close neighbour of the Babylonians,
the early history of Hindu was not without interesting thoughts

concerning the relationship between sin and disease.

The ancient Hindu also believed xn demon-possession as a cause

of sickness. These religious outlooks later became a fixed com¬

ponent of the dogmas of Hinduism. When Hinduism spread through

India, a great many of the inhabitants embraced these religious
doctrines. One of tnese was the belief in Karma which is connected

with the idea of transmigration which is also bound up with the

problems of suffering and guilt. This doctrine, which is still
believed today,states that happiness is a reward for good conduct
of a previous inoarnation and that suffering is due to the foolishness
of a previous state of existence in one form or another. Disease
and infirmity are traced to the demerits and offences committed
in a previous existence. Wrong acts are sources of future punishments.

^■R.C. Thompson, Semitic ivagio (London: Luzac & Co., 1 08), p. 193.
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A wrongdoer could be born as a leper in the next life# A murderer,
a thief, a drinker and the like could be born either mad or inhuman
or as a brute creature, suoh as a dog, pig, cat, snake, eto.*

From this point of view, suffering is therefore considered as

a retribution. An infant who is unable to distinguish good from

evil still suffers from disease or pain because it was caused by
a wrong committed in his previous life. It is already explained

that after death, the new existenoe may take the form of a mere

animal. Arguments could be put forward as an attempt to prove this
doctrine a fallacy. One of these arguments is based on the lack of

2
ability of man to recollect his experiences in past life or lives.

A similar theory is found among the Kabbalist Jews and is

rendered to explain why the wicked man prospers and the righteous

man suffers.^ This theory stated that man suffers beoause the soul,
which was assigned to him by God when he was i» his mother's womb,
could have come from an evil man. So if the righteous person suffers,
his sufferings were determined by some other previous existence.

Undoubtedly, not man,/ Jews could feel at home with this theory for
it lacked a religious reference and it had no root in the Old Testament.

One can hardly find a parallel of this belief in any of the Jewish

neighbours, namely, the Babylonians, the Egyptians, and the Greeks.

^"Julius Jolly, "Disease and Medicine (Hindu)", K.R.E. ed.
' James ilastings (Edinburgh! T & T Clark, 1911), Vol. IV# P. 754,

2
Edmund F. Sutcliffe, Providence and Bufferings in the Old and
Hew Testaments (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd., 1953)* P. 3.

3Ibld.. p. 7.
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Apart from the primitive view of sioknesB caused by the power

of a spirit or a demon, the Egyptians had also other explanations

concerning sickness and suffering. They believed in a fixed cosmio
order since the creation. Happiness and suffering were attributed

to man's fate or fortune whioh was bound up with the principles of

creation. These cosmic principles, according to them, were unchange¬
able.^- The order of the world could not be interrupted by man or

thing. The heaven was under the control of the sun-god, and the
earth under the hand of the god of the Nile. They believed in the

stability of divine order and paid very little attention to the

problem of evil. H. Frankfort says,"there are many Egyptian words
to denote evil acts, but I doubt whether any should be rendered

2
by sin, if one grants that word its proper theological connotation."

Punishment, in so far as we oan speak of a coinneotion between evil
and punishment, was for the Egyptian something for the after life.

Any hardship experienced in daily life, was seen as due to mere

misfortune. Certainly, they would hardly admit that suffering was

the result of sin.

The general primitive idea of suffering, according to what
we have already surveyed, was that some regarded sickness as a

product of demonic activity. However, we have to note that there

were exceptions as far as some particular diseases were concerned.

For instance, the wounds of soldiers obtained in a battle, compli¬
cations after surgical treatment, and injuries due to accidents

could not be brought under the demonic theory.^

^Henri Frankfort, Kinship and the Gods (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1948), p. 149*

p
H. Frankfort, Ancient Egyptian Religion (New York, 1948), p. 73*

^The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, op. cit., Vol. I,
p. 848. Also see C.G. Jung, op. pit., p. 145»
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Greek religious outlook had some things in common with that

of the Egyptians. Their philosophical thoughts and religious
attitudes were deeply rooted in ancient mythology. Elements of
Greek religion were so rich and so incongruous that it is impossible
to include all of them in a brief acoount. however, some fragments
concerning the problem of sin and sickness might well be presented

by paying some attention to a few aspects of mythology. The Olympian

system of the Greek mythology included many gods. Among them Zeus
was the superior god and he was widely worshipped in Greece as the

god of all power. It was believed that he controlled all the natural

phenomena, such as rain, wind snow, lightning, thunder, heat, and
cold. He was also known as the god of the sky. He was thought
to punish all the wrong-doers whosoever they were, men or gods. In
a myth, Prometheus, son of Iapetus, was worsaipped by the Greeks
as a benefactor of mankind. He stole fire from hea^sn and brought

it to the earth for the use of man. He was then arrested by order

of Zeus and was chained on a mountain, bus finally he was set free

by Hercules. By this myth, the punishment for the violation of
the divine order was made clear. Prometheus was punished because

he disobeyed the order of his king Zeus who denied men the use of
fire which was the sole possession of Hephaestus and other higher

gods.

This story did not influenoe the Greek religion to a great

extent. The Greeks were maintaining that suffering was due to fate.

One can hardly trace any real concept of sin in Greek philosophy.
The moral idea of Greek is different from that of the Bible.^

Cf. R.W. Livingstone, The Greek Genius and Its Meaning to Us
(Oxfords At the Clarendon Press, 1912), pp. 25 ff» In p. 27,
Livingstone asserts, "The Greeks had no real sense of sin.
They regarded their offences as shortcomings and called them
'jLrtoTth t 'bad shots'. Such things were bound to happen, and
when they happened were best forgotten."
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Sutoliffe agrees that "the Greeks never formed a clear conception

of sin both as a violation of a divine command and therefore as an

affront to divinity, and as a moral degradation of the soul."
One of the Greek poems of the eighth century before Christ,

under the litle "Theogonia", says,

They (i.e. the three personified Fates) allot to man at birth
to have good and to have evil... They pursue the transgressions
both of gods and of men, nor do (these) goddesses ever cease
from their dread wrath till with a visitation of evil they
requite whoso has sinned. 2

The poet was Hesiod, born at Ascra and flourished at about 735 B.C.
His work "Theogonia" is an account of the origin of the world and
the birth of the gods, and is one of the principal sources of our

knowledge of Greek mythology. In this poem, man's destiny was

decided at birth. In the seventh century before Christ, Solon, the
Athenian lawgiver, reorganised the council of the Areopagus and

improved the conditions of the poor. During his time the unequal

possession of property was thought to have been destined to man.

In this respect, Solon said, "Many are rich but wicked, good but

poor, yet will we not give these in exchange wealth in place of

nirtue. For this abidtn ever, but riches are now of one, now of
4

another."

^Sutcliffe, op. cit.. p. 12.

2Ibid.. p. 12-13.

^The New Century Cyolo/sedia of Names. ed. Clarence L. Barhart,
XNew York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, INC., 1954)» H, p. 1999*

^Sutcliffe, op. cit.. p. 13 (Quoted by Butcliffe).
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During the Homeric age guilt was regarded as a matter of be¬

haviour of the wrong-doer. The wrong of a certain act was for them

not so muoh a subjective feeling of guilt but a awareness that

the gods or men were deprived of what was due to them. These 'wrongs'
' inoluded the following: offence against the god, offence against

men, false witness, breach of laws, insulting of parents, adultery,
social injustice and illtreatment of the fatherless. These things

were the main reasons to cause their god's anger and a resulting

punishment. Though they were oonvinced that the above mentioned
behaviour towards god and men were wrong, they experienced little
or no feeling of guilt. In this respect, it is said that "in those

happy centuries they were practically free from that infectious

disease, the conscious disease, the consciousness of sin."* As far
as the connection between sin and sickness is concerned,

sickness is especially regarded as a punishment for sin, which
is actually oalled a 'substance begetting sickness' ... Sin
and guilt are here related to matters of cult and ritual, not
to absolute ethioal principles, and so the most important
thing is the sinful act itself; the question of moral res¬
ponsibility is not raised. 2

Probably influenced bp the myth of Aesculapius, the Greeks
became the first pioneers in rnedioal science. Aesculapius was sup¬

posed to be the son of Apollo and Caronis. The Egyptians said he
was apotheosised from the hui, an magician Imhotep.^ It was thought

Gottfried C&iell, Georg Bertram, Gustav Stahlin & Walter Grundmann
"Sin", Bible Key Words From Gerhard Kittel's TheologisciieB
Worterbutfh Zum Heuen Testament, trans * I ed. J.R. Coates,
(London: Adam and Charles Black, 1951)» P. 54*

2Ibid., p. 62.

^Weatherhead, jop._joit., p. 28.
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that he used to visit patients in dreams and healed them. In the

same manner, the priest-physician of the temple of Hygieia, the

goddess of health, possessed some healing power and used to heal
patients at night by whispering in their ears when they were sleeping.

In the fifth century B.C., Hippocrates was the g: eat physician
of Greece, and is still today called the father of medicine. His
whole life was devoted to the work of medicine. Despite the current

superstitions and ancient customs related to demonic theory, he
believed in observation and was sure that every effect had to

have some cause. He believed that the cause of a disease need not

be of a supernatural origin but that it should be sought in physical
1

and natural phenomena. Home of his famous words such as "Life is

short but art is long* are still noteworthy. The Heppocratic Oath
is still taken by many dortors in today's medical colleges. For

example, all medical graduands of the University of St. Andrews

sign a declaration which includes the following words:

Before the time of Hippocrates the Gr.ek mainly attributed
sickness to demonic power. Cf. Edward Langton. Essentials
of Demonolo y (London: The Epworth Press, 1949)» P* 32t
"The Greeks also attributed all sorts of diseases and illness
to the action of 'Keres' (a Greek term generally assigned
for 'Ghosts* or 'evil spirits')." Also Cf. JameB Hastings (ed.),
.oiotionar.y of tae Bible (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1963)» revised
by F.C. rant &. H.H. Rowley, 2nd ed., p. 332: "Homer held that
a wasting sickness was caused by a demon, and the Greek dra¬
matists generally attributed madness and religious frenzy to
demonio / r divine) possession."



13

•••Further, in the exercise of my profession I will ever have
in mind the care of the sick and the well-being of the healthy
and to these ends will use all my knowledge and judgment.
Lastly, I will keep silence on any matters I may see or hear

in the course of my professional work which it would be improper
to divulge. 1

When Greece reached its golden age of science, ways and means

of medical treatment were developed. The other peoples of the ancient

world were then still bound to their own ideas concerning diseases,
whioh left very little room for an adequate and scientific explanation
of the cause of disease.

After Hippocrates had opened the way to scientific research and
th« classification of diseases, the belief in deraonio causes was

gradually replaced by a more down to earth and natural belief of
oause and effect ascertained by observation and investigation,
Beoause of his human kindness and his love for the sick, Hippocrates v<.

devoted himself to the care of those in pain. Hence, he could

declare, "where the love of man is, there is also the love of the
Art."2

Based on pure observation, the Hippooratic school overemphasised
the physioal part of healing and left the spiritual aspeot untouched.
Therefore they left no room for religion to partake in the
Hippocratioal act of healing because during that period religion
was regarded as human imagination. In fact, the part of religion
in the act of healing was denied. This opposition between medicihg
and religion was probably the result of the Greek's misunderstanding
of religion and the discovery of natural laws.^

^Declaration by Medioal Graduancls of the University of St.
Andrews (n.d.). Copies are obtainable at College Gate,
St. Andrews.

2
Quoted by Phyllis L. Garliok in Health and Healing? a Christian
interpretation (London* Edinburgh House Press, 1948), p. 11.

3Cf. p.ll.
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Jewish

Before the knowledge of Greek medicine infiltrated into the

Jewish minds, the Jews, ©specially the old Rabbis, were convinced
that disease was sent by God as a punishment for sin and an indi¬

cation of the wrath of God. Sickness was the result of God*s

disfavour whereas health was a sign of His favour and a reward for

the righteous. Prayer and anointing were used in treating the
sick. The cure of disease was regarded as a token of God*s for¬

giveness and the assurance of peace between the patient and God.

Prom Josephus we know that a primitive view of disease was found

among the Jews.*" Certain diseases such as leprosy, asthma and the

like, were treated as the work of devils. They believed that
the sorcerer possessed some capacity to cure the sick but also to

bring illness. A sick person was thus thought of as a demoniac

or a sinner. This belief was widely spread among the Jevrs and it
was so strong that Rabbi Jonathan taught and said: "Disease came

from seven sins, slander, shedding blood, false oaths, unchastity,
2

arrogance, robbery and envy." This belief remains in the Old Tes-
tatment as a branch of Jewish concept concerning the problem of

suffering and sin.^
It is clear that the Pharisees, the scribes and the Jews in

the Hew Testament period were still holding this traditional dogma

conoerning the problem of disease and sin. On some occasions, they

Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 32.

2Ibid.. p. 33.

^Gottfried, et al.. op. oit., pp. 44-45.
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tried to judge the sufferers by the calamities which they construed
as proofs of sin which the sufferers must have oommitted.

Jesus, also born as a Jew, took a different view of the problem
of suffering and made it clear, for instance in John 9*1 that
there need not be a direct and oausal relation between sin and sickness.

Thus He challenged the Pharisees* concept. He urged them to confess
their sins, not to look down on siok people, and not to adopt a

self-righteous attitude assuming that a healthy person is more

righteous than a sick one. In the sight of Jesus, all men are sinners
before God the Almighty, and all stand in need of oonfession, repen¬

tance and the forgiving grace of God who sent his Son to save sinners

and to heal the sick. Through this redeeming task, Jesus fulfilled
the will of God and the need of His ohildren on earth. There is

no other way ty which a solution for sin and sickness can be found

apart from the Son of man, Jesus Christ, who has authority to forgive
sin and power to cure disease.

In his works of healing and exorcism, Jesu3 never ignored the

strong link between sin and sickness of which primitive men were

highly aware and to which the modern psychologists are paying
considerable attention, for they realise that the recorded words
and healing miracles of Jesus are a valuable source of information

concerning the psychical influence on man's bodily functions and

processes.

Prom the ancient days till the present age, men have been

wrestling with suffering, sin and sickness. These are universal
human problems. Prom a biblical point of understanding, the whole
problem oan be reviewed in this way: God created man in His own image.

He bestowed on man freedom of choioe, the capacity to respond to
His call, the ability to develop a moral standard, the power to

judge and to reason, the capaoity to live, the desire to be loved
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and the need for fellowship with one another and with God# But

nan is able to choose his own way, to separate himself from God,
to go astray like the prodigal son who left his father and his
father's love, The result of suoh a disobedienoe and alienation
was a disordered life, bringing with it spiritual and physical
suffering. This soriptural illustration makes it clear that man

suffers because of hiB own choice by desiring to do his own will
and not the will of God. Theologioally speaking, the sinfulness
of man is the main source of human sickness, physioal or spiritual,

though there are some exceptions like the 'innooent' Job and his

disease which carries a special meaning and deserves particular

attention and which will be discussed in a later chapter.1
In order to obtain a clearer and deeper understanding of the

profound relationship between sin and sickness expressed in primitive

thought, one needs to investigate the Biblical concept, then proceed
to the views of modern theology and psychology on this problem.

1Infra, p. 29ff.
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SIN AND SICKNESS IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

Terminology
Tiie Old Testament employs an extensive vocabulary to indicate

sin. All the words used by the Hebrew writers are not intended to

form a doctrine of sin, but to state the fact of sin in various ways.

All the words used in the Old Testament have both a religious and
a secular meaning. However, it is clear that the Hebrew language
is capable of expressing the moral and spiritual problems of men

by means of a numbes of words indicating sin. They express the

universal experience of sin in the history of human life.

According to the various connotations employed in the Old Tes¬
tament for the term 'sin*, the following words could be listed!

U) son (hata' )*
The commonest Hebrew root denoting a meaning of sin is son .

It is usually employed to indicate a general 'deviation from the

right way' or 'to leave what is good and true'.
Its verbal form ocours in Job 5'24 to express a meaning of

'missing something's "You shall inspect your fold and miss nothing."

X
Of. Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, ed. Francis
Brown, S.R. Driver and C.A. Briggs, (Oxfords At theClarendon
Press, 1906;, p. 306, see son; Gottfried Quell, et al. "Sin"
Bible Key Words From Gerhard Kittel's Theologisches Worterbuch
Zur. Beuen Testament, trans. J.R. Coates, (London! Adam & Charles
Black, 1951), pp. 5 ff; Ludwig Kohler, Old Testament Theology,
trans. A.S. Todd, (iiondons Lutterworth Press, 1957)» P» f;
ii.W. Robinson, Christian Doctrine of Kan (Edinburgh! T & T Clark,
1911), pp. 43 ff; Walther Lichrodt, Theology of the Old Testament
trans. J.A, Baker (London; SCM Press, i960), Vol, 1, p. 161,
Vol. II, pp. 380 ff.

17
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Thus we find that the seven hundred men among the warriors of

Benjamin "could sling a stone at a hair and not miss it (Judges 20:16).
Also Prov. 8136, "But he who misses me, injures himself," and 19'2,
"he who makes haste with his feet misses his w»y" where the same term

is employed.
The word also indicates a moral or spiritual failure, either

in respect of God or men. This is clear in I Sam. 2s25, when the
old Eli was unnoyed by the widespread news of his sons* evil deeds,
he said to them, "if a man sins against a man, God will mediate for

him5 but if a man sins against tne Lord, who can intercede for him?"
In Gen. 20:9, thiB word refers to an eishical relationship, and was

uttered by Abimelech rebuking Abraham because the latter had not
disclosed his real relationship with his wife Barah, Abimelech
asked Abraham in what way he had sinned against Abraham to deserve
such treatment. These passages clearly convey the idea of a moral

failure in the relationship between man and man. It is also rendered

in the same way referring to international relationship: In the

long argument between the king of the Amonites and Jephthah the

leader of the Israelites, it is found obviously expressing a legal
idea of sin: "I therefore have not sinned against you, and yout d.o
me wrong by making war on me} the Lord, the Judge, decide this day
between the people of Israel and the people of Amtnon.""'' Probably,
andethical idea is expressed in the words of Reuben when he spoke

of a retribution of sin: "Did I not tell you not to sin against the
lad? But you would not listen. Bo now there comes a reckoning for
his blood" (Gen. 42:22). What Reuben and his brothers did to Joseph
was a sin in as far as it was a breach of brotherhood

relationship.

Apparently, Kon is used in the OT to convey the reality

Judges 11:27
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of Bin in a very vivid way. It focusses an outward picture of sin
without reference to the motivation of the sinner* It is also

used for a secular purpose in its indication of a sin of breaking
a civil law. An example of this is found in Deuteronomy 19*15-21,
where a secular court is dealing with a case of false witness.

Very often the word Kon assumes a pregnant meaning when it
is construed in the whole context.

It is interesting to note that the term for sinner is always

in plural °*xpn (hatta* im).^ As far as sin is concerned, the whole

community of Israel as well as the whole human race are sinners
2

before God.

It is also extended to denote a sense of guilt. It is used

when Judah promised his father Jacob, that he would bring back his

youngest brother Benjamin. Judah said, "I will be surety for'him,
of my hand you shall require him. If I do not bring him back to

you, then let me bear the blame forever" (Gen. 43*9)» He knewthat
he would be blameworthy should he fail to fulfill his promise. In
other forms, it is also rendered to mean a guilt-offering.^ E.g.
Lev. 6*26, "The priest who offers it for sin shall eat it; in the

holy place it shall be eaten." Further more, it is used to indicate
the forefathers' sin which their children might have to bear.^"

Closely connected with xonis meaning 'to go astray'.

Examples are found in PsalnB 5^*3, "The wicked go astray from the
womb. They err from their birth," and Ezekiel 44*10, "The Levites
who went far from me, going astray from me after their idols... shall
bear their punishment." In the same way 'to turn away' or 'to go

wandering' is expressed by the word nlg (sagah) (Ezek. 34*6).

1
Gottfried >tueH, et al., op. oit., p. 6.

2
The point of universality of sin will be discussed latter in p.28.

E.g. the form is rixpn (htta't) meaning sin, or sin-offering.
4
Lam. 5s7» san is used as a verb* our fathers sinned while it
is their m1y tuat they might have to bear.
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In the Hebrew mind, to make a mistake unknowingly or to defile
a cultic ritual or ceremony inadvertently is also regarded as 'sin'

though not in a sense of rebellion against God. The general Hebrew

term used to express this sort of wrongdoing is qgk . It is com¬

monly translated as 'guilt' or 'guilt—offering'. Any one who does

wrong unwittingly against God or against man should make an atone¬
ment which in the guilt offering, in order to compensate for his own

guilt. If such an offering is not brought, the offender's guilt
would spreaid and infect or influence the whole community to which

2
he belongs.

A passage conveying the common meaning of OP* is found in

I dam. 6:1 ff. which tells the story of the Philistines returning

the Ark of God# During the time that the Ark was in their country,
it was causing them a lot of trouble. (I Sam. 5s6). Therefore they
decided to return it, but were advised by their priests not to
return it back empty but with a guilt offering as compensation.

In some usages abK indicates a guilt against God, e.g. in
Jeremiah "The land of the Chaldeans is full of guilt against

the doly one of Israel." Another example is found in dev. 5»19J
"It is a guilt offering} he is guilty before the Lord."

The main derivations of are rendered as 'wicked' (Prov. 14:$),
'wrongdoing' (Hum. 5:7)» and to oomrnit lasting wrong 'offence'(i!z.25:12).

Furthermore, it indioates that the guilt is blameworthy and
that the guilty person deserves punishment. In Gen. 26:10, Isaac is

Gottfried kuell, et.al.. op, cit.. p. 21 f; Waltfaer Eichrodt,
op. cit.. Vol, I. p. 161; Ludwig Koehler, op. cit.. p. 139.
Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament, ojs. cit.,
see, ns-x •

2
Cf. Gen. 26:10. Also eee The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible
e<T. G.A. Buttriok, et al., (New York: Abingdon Press 1963)» Vol.
R-Z, see 'sin', p. 365#



21

blameworthy because he had not disclosed the identity of Rebekah
and thus deceived Abimelech. Also in Prov. 30:10, if one slanders
a servant, one would be considered guilty. In II Chr. 24*18, the
idol worshippers were found guilty and the wrath of God came upon

them.

(3) (pesa*)*
The term is generally regarded as expressing a profound

tneologioal concept, but it is also used to denote a rift in human

relationships. Its basic meaning is 'to rebel', 'to revolt', or
2

'to transgress'. The noun is rebellion, defiance or transgression.
The rebellion of Israel against God implied their human will

and their voluntary act against God. It is different from the term

Son which oommonly indicates a mere failure or a mistake.

however, refers to a wilful disobedience. It also expresses a

rebellion against a nation, e.g. I Kings 12*19, "So Israel has been
in rebellion against the house of David to this day." In Amos 1*3,
the term is employed to denote the transgressions of Damascus.
Sometime it is used to describe a sinner's character as it is illus¬

trated in Elihu's speech: "You said, 'I am claen, without transgression,
I am pure, and there is no iniquity in me" (Job 33*9)* Its corresd

ponding noun is also found in Isa. 58:1, and Gen. 31'36; 50s17* The
former passage denoted the transgression against God; the latter

the transgression against man. Its religious context is found in

Job 34*37» where Elihu spoke of Job: "For he addeth rebellion ( )
to his sin ( son )."

yES) in its primary sense as rebellions against God, is clearly

expressed in Isa. 43*27, "Th*f first father sinned, and thj/y ambassa-

^Ludwig Koehler, op. oit.. p. 170> Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testament, op. oit., see gP9 .

2
The meaning 'revolt' is found in I Kgs. 12:19 & II Kgs. 1:1, 3*5,7»
The meaning 'to transgress' is used in Is. 1*28, 46*8, 53:12,
Hos. 14:10; Amos 4*4; Dam. 3*42.
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dor3 have rebelled against me", and Is. 1:2, "Sons have I brought

up and reared, and they have rebelled against me."
Another word implies a similar idea of rebellion against God

isfia . tna is found in Ezek. 2:3# in which it indicates that
the people of Israel revolt against God.* Its <, ocurrenoe in II Kgs

18:7, is oonnected with rebellion against a king.

(4) T1 y C 'awon)^
'Guilt', in the Hebrew language is presented by 11 y (awon).

It also means crime, iniquity, punishment or perverseness. The
meaning expressed by 11 y is quite different from that of .

nmx (* asam) mainly expresses the idea of guilt resulted from

wrongdoing by ignorance, but does not carry a sense of wilful rebel¬
lion against God or His commandment. It rather designates a wrong¬

doing without any premeditation. jjJL ^ ^w°n) does not express an
act un-wittingly done (hum. 15:30). It stresses particularly the
sin with an intentional motive, and the guilt-burden of a sinner.
As it is written: "for my iniquities have gone over my head, they

weigh like a burden too heavy for me." (Ps. 38:4)-
When Cain was cursed by God after he had murdered Abel, his

brother, Cain said, "My 11g ( 'awon) is greater than I can bear"

(Gen. 4*13)* The *awon involved both the hardship of life as the

punishment from God and a strong guilt-feeling of man as a burden
in his inner mind. The Hebrew term' awon conveys both punishment
and guilt. Some Hebrew writes are very good in describing the

operation of guilt in human minds. The peot of Psalms 32 is one

of them. In this impressive work he gives a penetrating insight in

the mind and mood of a sinner:

*In EM. 2:5-8 »na ( vhio to be contentious refractory rebellious)
rebellion.

2
Ludwig Koehler, op. oit., p. 174# Gottfried Uuell, et al.,
op. cit.« p. 61 Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament.
OP. CIt., see Walter Eicnrodt, op. oit.. II, p. 381, p.413.
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Bless is the man to whom the Lord, imputes no .iniquity.A
• • • •

I acknowledged my sin to thee,
and X did not hide my iniquity.
I said, 'I will confess my transgressions to the Lord,'
then thou didst forgive the guilt of my sin (Ps. 32:2,5)«

The theological and psychological idea of guilt in the Old
Testament is brought to light by the views on atonement and retri¬

bution and the forensic or legal expression of the relationship

between sinner and God. The God in the Hebrew mind is the God who

judges all sins and forgives all sin.
It is interesting to note that in passages concerning the

forgiveness of sins, an extensive vocabulary is used in expressing

all kinds of sin which could be forgiven through a confessional

prayer or a religious ritual of atonement. Examples can be drawn
from Psalms 51:1 ff, in which the terms _£££_, *pn . 11 y are

gathered together to emphasize a broken and contrite heart of a

sinner confessing his sins.

On the mount of Sinai, the Lord proclaimed his forgiveness}
The Lord, the Lord, a God merciful and gracio;s, slow to anger,
and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness, keepixig stead¬
fast love for thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression
and sin but who will by no means clear the guilty, visiting the
iniquity of the fathers upon the children and the children's
children, to the third and fourth generation (Ex. 34*6,7).

In txis proclamation, the words iniquity py ( awon), transgression
( vwn ), sin ( son), are used, Further references are found in
Lev. 16:16-21; Ps. 32: 1 ff; Prov. 6:12-14? Isa. 1:4 and Ban. 9:5.

A brief survey of some common Hebrew terms for sin is far from
sufficient to bring out a full scheme of Old Testament doctrine of

sin. These terms are widely spread in the text and eaoh conveys a

different meaning in a different context and does not serve only one

purpose. However from our fragmentary examination of these terms,
some aspects of sins are established which are important for our

consideration of the relationship between sin and sickness. In

particular, we have the Old testament view that sin is the breach
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of relationsnip between man and God, and between man and man. It
is these breaches of relationship that result in confliots and unrest

within man himself, and therefore must affect the health of men.

The Fall of Kan1

Already in the first chapters of the Bible, the reader is given
an insight into the broken relationship between man and hiB God, the
tense feelings between human beings and the inner conflicts of the

people created by God.
The author of these chapters finds the clue to all these miseries

in an act of sin, that is, an act of disobedience towards God. Where
God said, "Bo not!" but man willed to do just that which itfas forbidden.
The results were disastrous. Men became alienated from God. They
became aware and ashamed of themselves, they began to be obsessed with
a unbearable burden of guilt. Unwilling to oonfess their guilt, they
tried to shift the blame from the one on to the other.

But mu«h more. A curse was to follow, and in this curse we find
a ckose connection between sin and its punishment and the pains and

hardship of man.

The curse on the serpent (Gen. 3114-15) symbolises the punishment
■%

on evil as far as the serpent is the symbol of evil power. As an

animal creature, the serpent does not have any moral response.

However, it is sentenced to crawling on the ground and swallows duBt.

*Cf. Walther Eichrodt, op. cit.. II, pp. 400-412.
Gottfried well, et al., op, cit.. pr>. 23 ff? Ludwig Koehler,
op. cit.t p. 1J8| S.H. Uooke, "Genesis", Peake's Commentary on
the Bible, ed. M.Black A H.H. Rowley (London: Thomas Kelson &
Sons Ltd., 1964), p. 130.
2
Genesis 3sl2-13» Cf. J.G. Flugel, I-.an, i orals and Society
(London: Duckworth, 1943), P* 166.

R. Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man. (London: Nisbet
& Son Co. Ltd., 1941), p. IS2, (Vol. Ij> Also, S.R. Briver
The Book of Genesis (London: Methuen and Co., IS04), p. 44.
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And there would be unreconoiliated enmity between the serpent and

tixe woman. They would hurt each other % hen they meet.

The curse on the woman is pain in child bearing and subjection

to her husband (Gen. 3:16). The curse, "I will greatly multiply

your pain", could be rendered "I will cause you to have much suffering
and pregnancy".

The curse on man is the heavy burden of his position as a

husband and with all hardships attached. Thoans and thistles would

grow on the earth where he has to plant his food. Bread to eat

oould only be in toil, in the sweat of his face (Gen. 3*19)* The
livelihood of man would be a life—long toil till the end of his life.

Finally, the expulsion from the paradise, the garden of God,
indicates man's loss of the happy fellowship with God. They were

once dwelling in the garden in happy companionship with God, but

by their act of disobedience, their life became a life of toil and

hardship.

The first chapters of Genesis do not tell us much of the problem

of original sin. Some scholars even go so far to say that Genesis
I

knows nothing of it. It simply says that man deserves his punishment

and hard life because of his disobedience.

Concerning the author and origin of sin, man must confess his

ignorance. The essence of sin can not be ascertained by studying
man's sinful acts, nor can sin completely be blamed on the influenoe
of Satan's power. After the fall, sin has its roots in the depth of
man's being — in the corrupt heart of man.

■'"John Sfcinner, Genesis, A Critical and Exegetioal Commentary of
Genesis (Edinburghs T &T Clark, 1930)i P« 75*

2
Ludwig Koehler, Old Testament Theology. (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1953)» P» 175 ff* Also Robinson Wheeler holds the same
idea, dee The Christian Doctrine of x.an (Edinburgh: T & T
Clark, 1911), p. 53-^0.
Jeremiah 17:9»
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Sin rooted in the heart of Fan

The Old Testament, in stead of tracing the historical source
of sin, finds the source very near in the heart of man.

One reason given by Genesis for the flood to destroy men and

women, is that, "The Lord saw the wickedness of man was great in
the earth and that every imagination of the thought of his heart
was only evil oontimiaf^-" (Gen. 6:5)« Evil is not something that
suddenly falls upon one. It implies a motive that grows from the

heart, and that the evil heart pushes man to do sin. Once a sin
becomes a habit, it produces further sin. Sin begets more sins.

Finally it goes on continually without any desire for repentance.
This is probably the reason why Jeremiah says that sin comes from
the evil hearth

It is important to note that in the time of the prophet Jeremiah,
the Israelites regarded sacrifioe as the main constituent of their

2
religion. They were keen on practising all kinds of offering which

were viewed as means of communion with God. At the same time they

negleoted the most essential thing of their religion, namely, the
obedience to the word of God.

1/
On this point, Tournier expresses, "To Jeremiah both the Bible
and the modern analytical psychology reply that there is wickedness
and treachery in the hearts of all men, and that none of them
lives at ease." Bee A Doctor's Casebook in the Light of the
Bible, trans. Edwin Hudson (London: BCM Press, 1963), p. 197*

2
Jeremiah 7'21^22.

Jer. 7522-23. Also, cf. R. Davidson, The Old Testament.
(London: Hodder & Stoughton I964), P« 112-113.
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To the prophet, the cult, the sacrifioe and offering did not

play such an important part in the religion. For him, the most essen¬

tial thing in the worship of God was obedience. Thus he urged the

people to listen to the voice of God and not to aot as wickedly as

their fathers did (Jer. 7:26). The people were so stubborn and

gave no ear to God's words but went on to sin in their own ways.

Jeremiah traced the stubbornness to their wicked heart and said:

They did not obey or incline their ear, but walked in their
own counsels and the stubbornness of their evil hearts, and
went backward and not forward. Yet they did not listen to
me or incline their ear, but stiffened their neck. They did
worse than their fathers (Jer. 7'24» 26).
in the early reign of Jehoiakim (o. 6O0-6O5 B.C.) Jeremiah

penetrated to the root of sin and said:
The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately corrupt;
who can understand it? 'I the Lord search the mind and try
the heart, to give to every man according to his ways,
according to the fruit of his doings' (Jer. 17:9—10).

The evil heart is the fertile soil of all sinful seeds and sinful

acts. The stubborn heart shows no sign of repentance or confession

but only rebellion against God. Thus the punishment of God is for-
seen and foretold by the prophet Jeremiah that the nation Judah
would be destroyed, the people would be killed by their enemies,
the whole nation would fall into calamity, and would be captured by

Babylonians (Jer. lS:17).
Also after the exile, when the Judeans were still indulging

in every kind of wickedness, the prophet traced these sins to their
evil will (Jer. 16:12) or stubbornness of their evil heart (Jer 23:17)»

Jeremiah must have been very familiar with the shying of
wisemen such as Prov. 4»23» "Keep your heart with all vigilance;
for from it flows the springs of life." One can hardly find any

one beside Jeremiah who could penetrate so deep down to the genesis

of human sin - the deepest being of the human heart - except God
hims&lf who in Jesus Christ says,
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For from within, out of the heart of man, oome evil thought,
fornication, theft, murder, adultery, coveting, wickedness,
deceit, licentiousness, envy, slander, pride, foolishness.
All these evil things come from within, and they defile a man,
(Mark 7:21-23).

Pod's Power over Fan's Heart

God not only knows every man's heart and its wickedness, hut
he also ha3 power over it.

In the battle of wits between Hoses and Pharaoh, the latter's
heart via.s hardexied under the design of God, The sole purpose was

to let HiB wonders be made known through his servant Koses so

that the Egyptians and the Israelites might know that Yahweh was

God,* To say that Pharaoh's heart was hardened (Ex. 4:21)does not
mean that his freedom and responsibility were denied by God. It

rather indicated that God was the ruler of all things| even the

stubbornness of human heart could be used by God to his own glory
2

and for the good of his people.

Concerning the heart—hardened people, many references are found
in many places in the Old Testament, such as, I Sam. 6:6 where we

read that the Philistines' hearts were hardened. According to Trito-

Isaiah (63^7), the hearts of the people of God were hardened, because
the people made their hearts like adamant, and listened not the
words of God. The result was that the wrath of God came upon them

(Zech. 7:12). The Psalmist, therefore, gave a serious warning when
he said: "Hardenenot your heart" (Pb. 95*3).

This biblioal concept of sin as a disease of the heart, pro¬

gressive and destructive, is closely related to modern views of the
relationship between inner stress and physical disease.

*Ex. 7:5. 171 8*19; 19*14, 30; 10:2.
2
E.F. Sutcliffe, Providence and buffering in the Old and New
Testament (London: Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd., 1953), p. 52 f.
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Sin - Inborn or Universal

As far as human solidarity is concerned, an individual finds
himself a member of and involved in a community. This close con¬

nection between individual and community is also reflected in the
effects of the sine of the community on the individual and vice versa.

£
In the Old Tes|itment the whole oommunity of Israelites is

regarded as sinful by the prophets. The prophet Isaiah complains
that he dwells in the midst of unclean peoples (is. 6:4). Amos
comdemns the nations' sinfulness (Amos 1—2) and Jeremiah and Ezekiel
stress the individual's wickedness and responsibility though they

aever neglect to mention also the sin of the community. All these

prophets realized the mutual relationship between individual and

community and the serious effects of sin on human, life and behaviour.

tfany OT passages e.g. Genesis 8:21} Psalms 51»5l Job 14*4»

25*4? Isaiah 48*8, speaking of inborn sin, do not intend to produce
a dogmatic theory of sin, nor are they offering a theory of inherited
sin. They rather express the fact of the universality of sin and
that a man is born in a sinful environment. The Psalmist is aware

of his own sinfulness and realizes his share in the sinful world.

Thus he declares, "Behold, I was brought forth in iniquity and in
sin did my mother conceive me" (Ps. 51*5)*

When Job claims that no one "can bring a clean thing out of
an unclean" (Job 14:4), he admits that he hims&lf is involved in
an unclean world, and suffers in an unclean world.

H.H. Rowley, The Faith of Israel (londoni SCK Press, 1956),
pp. 99 ff.

2
H.W. Robinson, op. oit.. pp. 56-60.

3Ibid.
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The universality of sin is revealed in every experience of
human life.* The 0T passages just mentioned, simply state the fact
of its universal oharacter without giving any account of the process

of how sin came into human heart and into the whole world. What the

OT writers knew, wast "The wicked go astray from the womb, and err

from their birth, speaking lies" (Ps. 53*3). By this is meant
that man begins his life in a sinful world where he is able to use

his own will to sin against God who knows that "the imagination of
2

man's heart is evil from his youth" (Gen. 8:21).
Further expressions of the same kind are found in the prayers

of the Psalmists "No man living is rfcglteous before thee" (Ps. 143*2)|
and in I Kings 8146, "There is no man who does not sin."

From all this, one is justified to conclude that the writers
of the Old Testament realized the universal oharacter of sin.

T.H. Robinson, "The Old Testament and the Kodern World" (Epilogue)
The Old Testament and f .odern Study, ed. H.H. Rowley (Oxford:
At the Clarendon Press, 1952;, p. 352-353.

2
HeW. Robinson, op. pit., p. 57*

^Concerning the Old Testament view on the question of the
universality of sin, Ryder Smith ooncludesx "Probably the
right conclusion is that in all periods the ordinary or
typioal Hebrew believed that, both in the past and the present,
there were a very few sinless men. The belief that almost all
men sin sometimes is, of course, to be clearly distinguished
from the belief that any man is wholly sinful." - The Bible
Doctrine of Sin (London: The Epworth Press, 1953), p. 30.
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Sin as Biokness

The dynamic and corruptive influence of sin is in its effects
like a harmful disease that afflicts man's whole personality and

which spreads out until the whole nation is infected and corrupted.
Therefore sin is sometimes described as sickness. The prophet

Hosea when he saw the conflict between fiphraim and Judah, he said:

Ephraim saw his sickness, and Judah his wound, then Ephraim
went to Assyria, and sent to the great king. But he is not
able to cure you or heal your wound. For I will be like a
lion to Ephrain, and like a young lion to the house of Judah
(Hos. 5:13-14).

To the prophet these two oountries were sinful because they both
lacked love and the knowledge of God and they were equally guilty
before God.*" Their sin and wickedness which were seen as sickness

and a wound, needed to be cured (Hos. 5*13)• Certainly they could
be healed if they came to the right 'doctor' — Yahweh, their God.

They turned not to their God to seek remedy, but to Assyria who
was not able to cure them. Therefore, they would be punished until

they repented and turned to Yahweh (Hos. 5:12^.
Though they oame to confess their sin (Hos. 6:1-2) their con¬

fessions lacked the humble spirit and sincerity. It is described
2

by Brown as "a hasty resolution which is not oarried into effect."
Due to these facile confessions, they were rebuked by the prophet

(Hos. 6:4 ff) because they, having forgotten their confessions, had
returned to their old sins. Their love for God was just like a

morning cloud and like the dew which soom disappears (Hos. 6:4).
Though the prophet warned them and taught them, they would not heed
to hi i, but remained in their evil deeds. Finally, no other remedy

^S.L. Brown, The Book of Hosea (London: Kethuen & Co., 1932),
p. 52.

2Ibid.. p. 56.
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could cure their deep-rooted and widely extented disease. Their

sickness was left to follow its own course which ended in destruction

in one form or another (Hos. 9s1-9)«
In connection with this point, the serious condition of the

nations of Judah during the time of Isaiah, was thought to be brought
about by its own sins (is. 1:4-5). The nation's sinfulness was

equated to sickness by the prophet:

Ah, sinful nation,
• • •

why will you still be smitten, that you continue to rebel?
The whole head is sick, and the whole heart faint.
From the sole of the foot even to the head,
There is no soundness in it, but bruises and sores ... (Is. 1:4-6).

The terms sickness and disease are occas/ifionally used in a figurative
sense to ex. ress an individual's awareness of sin whichnovercomes

2
hira. He feels that some severe disease attacks and troubles him.

Sin deserves puniBhment and God is the Judge of all sins.
His punishment of sin was made clear in the announcements of the

prophets who deolared the penalties of God on his nation as well
as on every individual.^

To the Hebrew writer, it was true that sin brought forth

sufferings and painful results (Gen. 4*13)* Cain's exclamation

denotes his inner conflict and the feeling of heavy guilt—burden which
troubled him that he felt it difficult to bear (Gen. 4:13). Sin iitself

"'"G.W. Wade, The Book of the Prophet Isaiah (London: ttethuen &
C® Ltd. , 19H)f P• 3* ~

2
A.R. Johnson, "The Psalms" The Old Testament and Modern Study,
ed. H.H. Rowley (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1952), p. 170-71.

3Cf. Is. 2:10—21; 10:33-34; Jer. 25:8 ff; Ezek. 9; Hos. 13:16;
Amos 3:10-11; 5'68.



33

is a kind of punishment and its consequence is pain and misery. This

is pointed out not only by the prophets but also by the other OT

writers.*
Sickness or disease is often regarded as Borne kind of punishment.

Although Job tried to defend his inoulpability or innooence, he did
not deny his involvement in a sinful world in which he shared the

2
sufferings with so many others. Job's friends, however, argued
that Job's sickness and sufferings were the direct results of sin.^

Disease is the punishment for sin. This idea is generally in

harmony with the Old Testament's ooncept of sickness and sin. But,
there are exceptions in the OT where there is no direct connection

between sickness and sin and wnere punishment does not indicate^ a
sin of the sufferer. The case of Job, and the punishment of Korah
and his relatives (Num. I6i29 ff) should be listed as exceptions.

Though sin always brings punishment, punishment does not always
indicate sin.

Sickness — the visitation of Ood

In the Old Testament, some disease like blindness and deafness
are sometiaes regarded as Divine visitations which oan only be cured

by God who possesses all powers including the power over All disease
4

and the power of healing. The powerful God, the healer of Israel,

T
_

*Dt. 28i25 ff| Lev. I6il7 ff? I Kings 8:32; Prov. 26:28;
Num. 12:11; II Kings 17:6 ff.

2Cf. Job 13<26; 14:1-4.

1

Job 4:1 ff; 3:1 ff; 11:1 ff.

^x. 4:11; Bt. 32:39? Job 5»Xo| Hos. 6:2; Ps. 16:10.
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though He visited Israel with war and disease, would heal Israel
if they would cone to Him in repentance. His obstinate enemies,

however, He punished with incurable disease (Ex. 8—9) according
to his words, "I Kill, and I make alive; I wound, and I heal"
(Dt. 32J39).1

Sickness — the work of Satan

The sickness of Job in the form of severe sores is described

as an affliction caused by Satan. The term 'sores* in Job 2*7 is

from the Hebrew word ? * ng (s^iin) which generally indicates all
2

kinds of skin disease.

In the OT, Satan (?op ) generally means 'adversary'. It can

be either an adversary of man or an angel of God. In a battle
recorded in I Sam. 29*lff, David became a satan of the Philistines

(I Sam. 29*4). In I Kings 11*14» satan is used by God to against

King Solomon. Also, in Ps. 109*6, the Psalmist prays God to send
a satrnirAo stand at the right hand of his enemy. In the incident
of Balaam, andangel is acting as a satan (Num. 22*22). The meaning
of satan is made plain by these passages just mentioned where satan

is used without an article (jo© )•
Furthermore, satan appears with an article as found in the

passage of Zechariah 3'l-2 (c. 520 B.C.) where the word is T Qgn .

(the satan) refers to the one who is standing at the right hand of
Joshua and accuses him, and who is rebuked by God. The work of
satan as indioated here is to charge, to acouse, and to slander."^

"The reference is not, of course, to the resurrection of the
dead, but to Jehovah's power to rescue from mortal peril." —
S.R. Driver, A Critical and Sxe,;etical Conn.entary on Deuteronomy
(Edinburgh* T & T Clark, D896), p. 378.
2
W.A. Irwin, "Job", Peake's .Gommenta-ry on the Bible, ed. K. Black

& H.H. Rowley (London* Thomas Nelson & dons Ltd., 1964), P. 393.

^Cf. Ludwig Koehler, Old Testament Theology (Loudon* Lutterworth
Press, 1957), P. 176^
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It is notable that nowhere in Old Testament satan appears

as a distinctive demonic figure} nor as an opponent to God or the
one who is held responsible for all evil. It is simply an accuser,

a prosecutor or an infliotor.^
In I Chr. 21:1, satan stood up against Israel and incited David

to number Israel, which was regarded as a sin (vs. 7)* It is probably
because of David's own pride and his lack of faith that he displeased

God and got into painful distress (vs. 13). Here satan is considered
as an adversary as well as an inflictor.

In the prologue of the Book of Job (Job 1-2^, Satan(jown)
acts as a tempter, accuser, as well as an inflictor (Jot 2:7/
under the permission of God (Job 1:12). It is obvious that satan
in the Old Testament is regarded as a messenger of God rather

than His opponent.
As long as disease is considered as the visitation of God,

satan can be seen as an inflictor sent by God to punish those who

sin against Him. Therefore the writer of Job can say, "Sft'tan want
forth from the presence of the Lord, and afflicted him with loathsome
sores from the soles of his feet to the crown of his head" (Job 2:7)«

Saul's illness is said to be caused by an evil spirit
2(I dam. 16:14 ff)» Apparently, the affliction fell quite suddenly

^The conoept that satan is morally evil is a later development
of Judaism. Cf. WaltherEichrodt, op. cit.. Vol. II, p. 227.
The author expresses the view that "only in Judaism, under the
influence of a radical ohange in uen's feelings about the world,
did a new demonological realism invade the realm of faith. It is
characteristic of the period that the demons, which hitherto had
been associated only with physical evil, that is to say, mis¬
fortune,are now made responsible for ethical evil, or sin."

2
Henry P. Smith suggests that the verse"the evil spirit of the
Lord" Bhould be originally simply "the Spirit of the Lord."
see his book, A Critical and JBxegetical Commentary on the Book
of Samuel (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 195&)» P» 147 ff*
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upon him and it was attributed to the work of an evil spirit from

the Lord. From the symptoms of Saul's sickness it was suggested
that he was suffering from a mental disorder.* The reason fbr

Saul's sickness is perhaps found in I Sam. 15'24 where Saul said
to Samuel, "I have sinned, because I feared the people and obeyed
their voice." If this was the cause, it is in harmony with the

general view of the Old Testament that sin causes illness in one

form or another.

Sickness - the Punishment of God

In the address of Moses to the people of Israel, he mentioned
six blessings and six curses respectivelyffor those who obey the

2
voice of the Lord and those who disobey it. Following the list
of curses, there is an extention of the address which makes it quite
plain that disease and death are the consequences of disobedience.
'Phis portion reads:

The Lord will send upon you curses, ... the Lord will make the
pestilence cleave to you ... The Lord will smite you with con¬
sumption and with fever, inflammation, and fiery heat, and
with drought, and with blasting, and with mildew; they shall
persue you until you perish (Dt. 23:20 ff).

Here the pestilence, disease, and hunger are the instruments to
exeoute God's curses.

The horrible picture of the curses w<as a foreseen fate of the

Israelites who were later captured by the Assyrians in 720 B.C. and

by the Babylonians in 587 B.C., which brought the curses to fulfilment.
In the incident of the ark of God, the Philistines were smitten

*Cf. L.H. Brockington, "I & II Samuel". Peake's Commentary on
the Bible, op. cit.. p. 326; Henry P. Smith, op. oit.. p. 143,

2Dt. 23:1-6, 16:19.

^Cf. Henry P. Smith, op. oit.« p. 40.
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by the hand of God because they had taken possession of the ark

(I Sam. 5*1 J 6:6). The disease which afflicted them is called ■'
"tumours" (a'Vay ) which wa3 not haemorrhoids although in later

Hebrew, it came to be applied only to haemorrhoids.* It is

regarded as the agent of the Divine who punished men for their offences

(I bam. 6:9)*
Another example can be found in I Kings. 12:25 ff•» in connection

with the dispute between the man of God from Judah and King Jeroboam
when he stretched out his hand against the man of God. This act of

hostility caused his hand to be paralysed (I Sam. 13:4). The penalty
was extended to the altar so that it was rent and the ashes scattered

(l Sam. 13»5)* The hand of the king was restored after a prayer

of restoration by .the the prophet on request of the king (I bam.13:6).
This man of God who appeared before Jeroboam at Bethel was

a messenger of truth who demonstrated the power of God over idols

and disease. The mission of this unnamed man was to punish those

who sinned through idolatary though he himself was proved not a
2

perfect man. The punishment of Jeroboam is related not only to
this single act but also to his sinful deeds listed in I bam. 12:25-33,
in which, the main sin was the worshipping of golden images. It
was also held against him that he had appointed priests from those

who were not Levites and that he had gone up to the altar to make

sacrifice himself. Beoaase of all these transgressions, he was

punished by God through his messenger.

Sickness - an indication of Individual sin

Exodus 23:25» reads: "You shall serve the Lord your God, and I
will ble3S your bread and your water, and I will take siokness

*Cf. George B. Caird, "I bamuel", The Interpreter's Bible.
ed. George A. Buttrick (New York: Abingdon Press, 1953), II, p. 904.

2I bam. 13:2, 20 ff.
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away from the midst of you.**" Here we see that good health is a

sign of God's approval and illness a sign of his disapproval, and
that both the affliotion and the healing of diseases are under the

power of the mighty God. This thought which influenced the whole
of Israel's life, is recorded in the Deuteronomio Law code (Dt. 2d)

2
as well as in the Holy code (Ex. 23S Lev. 26).

Therefore, it is not suprising to see that the people so often
attributed all forms of suffering to the visitations of God or His

agents. David, the king of Israel, hearing of the death of Nabal
who had insulted him, said, "Blessed be the Lord who has avenged
the insult I received at the hand of Nabhl, and has kept back his
servant from evil; the Lord has returned the rvil-doing of Nabal

upon his own hand" (I Sam. 25*26 ff). The death of Nabal was ap¬

parently due to his alcoholic excesses at a evening feast and he

died after ten days (I Sam. 25*26 ff). This was a case of retribution
for self-indulgenoe.

Furthermore, the leprosy of King Uzziah is said to be the con¬

sequence of his anger towards the priest Azariah and his interrup¬

tion of the priestly duties (II Chr. 26:15 ff). The incident illue-
trates the fact that an individual's sin brings forth sickness.

From this basic point we see that in the Old Testament, the sinner
suffers from his own sin.

Sickness - not pointing directly to sin

Sickness does not always point to the sufferer's own fault

XCf. Dt. 7*151 Ex. 15*26; Dt. 28:27, 35.

Cf. S.R. Driver, op. oit.. p. 302.
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but sometimes to the wrongdoing of other person or persons. It is

made plain by the event of the death of David's child born by Uriah's
wife (II Sam. 12:18). Here it is asserted that the child's suffering
from sickness was due to the sin of David. The whole narrative is

so dramatic that it is worth taking a closer examination

(il Ham. 11:12 ff).
briefly, it tells that David, in order to have Uriah's wife,

murdered him by putting him in the front ranks during a battle.
After the plot, the wife of Uriah, Bathsheba, was taken by David

(II Sam. 12:7 ff)« Nathan the prophet came to rebuke him and

foretold his punishments:

Thus says the Lord, 'Behold I will raise up evil against
you out of your own house| and I will take your wives before
your eyes and give them to your neighbour and he shall lie with
your wives in the sight of this sun ...Because by this deed
you have utterly scorned the Lord, the child that is born to
you shall die (II Sam. 12:11 ff).

The whole process of punishment became evident in the frustrations

and disappointments of David's later life: his infant child died

from sickness; two of his sons, Absalom and Adonijah, revolted 1

against him, and his wives were violated by Absalom. These were

the evils against him coming out of his own house (II Bam. 12:13).
As a king, David sins against God thro gh exercising his power

to deprive a man of his wife and his life. Furder and the disruption
is disgraceful towards his own position as a chosen king of Israel.
It shows his absolute disobedience against God and a lack of love

toward other children of God.

From this court history, it appears that sin has two definite

result: one is the separation of the sinner from God, another is the
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inevitable oonsequence of the evil effects of sin. The former can

be reconciled through the sinner's confession and God's forgiveness.

The latter remains in the world as sign that all men suffer from

the effects of sin. The former is illustrated by Nathan's words:

"The Lord also has put away your sinj you shall not die," the latter
is seen in his further utterances "Nevertheless, beoause by this
deed thou have utterly scorned the Lord, the child that is born to

you shall die." (II Lam. 12:14).
The sickness causing the death of the child does not directly

point to the child's own sin. The suffering of the child is due to

his involvement in the sinful family. In the same way, the death
of Uriah the Hittite does not point to his own sin but to the sin of

David. Though the effects of sin have to be endured by the sinner,
it is not always the results of his sin which he has to bear. In

fact, the death of the seventy thousand men of Israel was due to
David's sin (I Chr. 21:24 ff)«

Ken suffer jointly as the tragic results of sin, for "name of
us lives to himself and none of us dies to himself" (Rom. 14*1)*
Hence, Paul could go further and says, "If one member suffers, all
suffer together" (i Cor. 12:26).

The 0T as a whole, generally emphasizes a direct relationship
between siokness and sin inferring that sickness is the result of
sin and that sin brings forth sufferings. But it never neglects

the faot of some exceptional cases, such as the case of Job, the
case of David's child just mentioned, and the case of the sickness
of the son of the widow Zarephath found in I Kings 17'17 ff»

Concerning the last case, it is told that the widow's son died
after siokness. The widow interpreted his death as an indication

of her own hidden sin. This is an expected psychological reaction of
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a mother when she faces such a calamity. Certainly, a direct

relationship between the child'e sickness and the mother's sin,
whatever It' was, is not found in the story.

Sickness — as suffering shared by many

In a letter of Elijah, there is a list recording the sins of
king Jehoram and the punishments to be expected (II Chr. 21:12 ff).
It tells that the King had sinned in various ways: he had murdered

his brothers; walked in the evil ways, led the people Israel astray,
and by his example guided the whole nation to unfaithfulness.
For all these sinful deeds, Elijah prophesied that the Lord would

punish him by sending misfortune and disease upon his people, his
children and his wives, and cause him to lose all his possessions.
He himself would suffer from a severe attack of bowel diseases.

These threats were finally carried out in such a way that his

people were deprived of their possessions by foreigners who invaded

the country and Jehoram himself died after a serious illness (vss.16).
We are reminded by Elijah's letter that an evil ruler of a

nation is a source of tragedy to his nation. A nation's welfare
or calamity, good or bad, happiness or suffering, depends largely
on the ruler's acts. In the history of Israel it was often so that

when a king was corrupt, the nation suffered, when a king was pious
and obeyed the words of God, the whole nation became prosperous

and lived in peace. This thought dominated many an Israelite's
mind. Therefore, we often see in the OT that the people of Israel
were troubled by various inflictions sent by God because of their

king's wrongdoings.

Sometimes, disease is used as a warning or chastisement for
the wrongdoer^ King Jeroboam was warned by the sickness of his son,
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Abijah (I Kings 14*1 ff). Probably, the prophet Ahijah, who brought
him the message, thought that Jeroboam would take heed to turn from

sin, but no sign of return was shown by the king# The death of

Abijah was said to be a punishment for the sin of the king (vsu.12, 17).

Sickness - as Cause of heath

We have already traced some connections between sickness and

sin, now we turn to deal mainly with a close relationship between
sickness and death#

Disease is usually the main factor whioh causes a person's
death. Gases are numerous in the Old Testament.

(a) Those who died simply from their illnesses:

Prophet Elisha died shortly after his illness (II Kings 13*14).
We do not know what kind of disease it was for there is no suggestion

in the text. In the same way, without any clearer reference of

cause, the king of Syria, Ben-hadad died not long after his sickness

(I Kings 0:10 ff). However,,the cause of the death of Asa is much
clearer cited in II Chr. 16:12 ff. He got a disease in his feet

and when the disease was growing worse he sought not the lord, but
died from his foot-disease.

(b) Child-birth often fatal.
The painful and dangerous task of child-bearing under the

curse of God (Gen. 3*16) is for the first time mentioned in the

Book of Genesis. To give birth sometimes caused the death of the

mother. Here the death of Rachel is a case of illustration (Genesis
35*16—lo). In the case, no disease is mentioned. What is made
known is that she died shortly after giving birth to Benjamin.
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fhough her life was deprived by child-birth, she finally s'aw* in
her death, the fulfilment of her long desire which she had expressed
in her cry, "Give me children, or else I die" (Gen. 30:1). Unfor¬

tunately, child-birth was fatal to her.
Another case of a mother's death at child-birth is given in

I bam. 4»19 telling about the death of the wife of Phinehas.

The only factor that killed her was probably the sudden shock she

got when she heard the tragio news of the capture of the ark of
God and the death of her husband and father-in-law (I Sam. 4:17)»
Pysically, she was already suffering from the pain of child-bearing,
and the bad tidinws aggravated her condition. Probably, her death
was caused by both mental and physical anguish though there is no

direct mention in the text of any particular disease.
If death is the natural end of human life in the world under

the Divine providence, the 0 T writers needed not give a full account
to explain the end of every individual human life. They held that
life and death was in and under the will of Yahweh. Sometimes,
death is regarded as a penalty for sin, in other times, death is
considered as simply the will of God. For instance, Ezekiel's wife
died without any visible or known cause, but only that the Lord
wanted her to die (Ezek. 24*16). On the other hand, the death of all
the first born of the Egyptians is clearly a penalty of God (Ex. 13).

A pathological explanation of the causes of sickness and

death oan hardly be expected in OT, because the OT is not a doctor's

casebook. Its main purpose is to reveal the dealings of God with
man in a progressive revelation and to picture the God who has power

over disease, sickness and death.

^"Gerhard Von Rad, Genesis (London: SCM Press, l$)6l), trans.
John H. Harks, p. 335.
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(o) Died but rose again
A story telling of a dead child raised by the prophet Elisha

is found in II Kings 4*3-37« In the healing process, prayer and
technique of some kind were used, for it is recorded as follows:

He went in and prayed to the Lord. Then he went up and lay
upon the child, putting his mouth upon his mouth,his eyes upon
his eyes, and his hands upon his hands} and as he stretched
himself upon him, the flesh of the child became warm. Then
he got up again, and wallied ... (II Kings 4:34).

We do not know how far the techniques helped the child. What we

know is simply that the cnild was raised by the man of God, and
that the power of God was operating and made known through a

miraculous act.

The only reason given for the child's illness is probably in
II Kings 4*1G~19» which says that the child went out with his father
to the harvest field and suddenly cried aloud, "Oh, my head, my lieadi ?

Apparently, he died suddenly from sun-stroke.^"
A further example can be drawn from I Kings 17:17—24, where

the prophet Elijah raised the widow's son. According to the

scripture, he raised him through his prayer: "0 Lord my God, let
this child's soul come into him again." Having repeated the prayer

three times the child returned to life, and was given back to his
mother (vss. 22-23j.

It is difficult to understand how this can happen until one

rea*izes that nothing is impossible for God who is not Restricted

by natural laws. In the Old Testament, the God of Israel is the
God who smites and who heals| who kills and raises the dead.

James A. Montgomery, A Gritical and Kxegetioal Commentary on
the Book of Kings (EdJxnburghf T & T Clark, 1951), ed. Henry
Snyder Gehman, p. 367•



45
Sickness - Psychical or Physical

The heart of Jeremiah was sick when he notioed the sin of his

people and saw the destruction of his land. His grief for the people
and his sympathy for those in calamity are expressed in his sorrowful

song, Jeremiah 8»18—19
Ky grief is h»yond healing, my heart is siok within me.
• • • • •

0 that my head were waters, and my eyes a fountain of tears,
that I might weep day and night for the slain of the daughter
of my people. 2

For the prophet, his people's sin and unrepentant attitude were

severe diseases that no healing was possible. Picturing this

situation, Leslie says, "It is siok - morally and spiritually ill -
with a fatal disease. It breaks the prophet's heart.

The prophet saw that in Gilead there was no physician who

could cure the fatal disease which rooted in the deepest being of
4

every sinful nan. Also, there was no balm in Gilead, no physician,
no remedy which could cure his sorrowful heart that suffered from

the disease of depression.

There is no suggestion in the passage that calamity is a
penalty for sin. Cf. James Philip Hyatt, "Jeremiah" (Exegesis),
The Interpreter's Bible, ea. George Arthur Buttriok, et al..
(Jew York, Abingdon Press, 1956), Vol. V, p. 886—87.

2
"The slain of the daughter" is probable those wno died in
famine. Cf. Ibid.^

^Elmer A. Leslie, Jeremiah (New York: Abingdon Press, 1954)» P«30.

^Gilead, a fertile region growing grapes, olives, trees, and
flowers. From these facilities the 'balm of Gilead' was made
(Jer. 8:22). It is a hilly country in the Jordan valley where
the river Jabbok flows from east to west.
Cf. The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, ed. George Arthur
Buttriok et al.. (New Yorkt Abingdon Press. 1962), Vol. II,
see 'Gilead*.
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When the prophet says "my heart is sick within me", it is in

the deepest sense, a psyohioal rather than physical illness. In
the sinful environment he called his people to repent. But they

heard not his voice and went on their own ways of sin. Here, we

oan understand why he was heart-sick and sorrowful.
We also see that his heartsickness was not simply a sudden

shock such as that whioh caused Daniel to fail ill for a few days

(Dan. 8127)• Nor was it bad tidings that shocked him, but it was

a real psychical sickness resulting from the picture of sinfulness
and disaster which he had faced for many years.

Both a "disease" of sudden shock and a longterm infliction

caused by a sinful environment, could result in sickness or even

death. The aged Eli was shocked unto death by the bad tidings of

the capture of the ark of God (I Bam. 4:2G). Jacob got a shock
and his heart fainted when he heard that his beloved son Joseph
was still alive in Egypt (Gen. 45*26). Amnon's 'love-sick* can also
be regarded as a psychioal oase (xl Bam. 13:2). In all these cases

the importance of the influence of an evironment on sickness is

clearly indioated.

Sickness and Healing

In the Old Testament, examples of sickneBs and disease are

varied. There are oases of those who had become sick and who died

later, but others reoovered. This is in correspondence with our

time.

In the Old Testament, it is sometimes thought that illness is
a sign of God's wrath and that recovery from illness is an expression

of His forgiveness.
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A reference to this belief, we find in the story in Num. 21:l-4»
As a result of their rebellious attitude, Israelites were bitten

by snakes. The only way to esoape death was to turn back to God,
whioh was symbolized by looking at a bronze serpent made by Moses.*'
Here it is illustrated that rebellion produces sickness and suffering

but that repentance brings health and peace.

In the event of king Hezekiah's sickness one sees the signifi¬

cance of prayer in the operation of the healing act (II Kings 20.! 11;
Is. 38il-8; II Chr. 32124-26). When Hezekiah become sick and was

told he would die from his sickness, he immediately turned his
face to the wall and prayed to God. God answered his prayer and

promised him anextension of life of fifteen years. This was followed

by a sign of assurance of his recovery. (XX Kings 20I8-ll).
The narrative in II Kings 20»11 ff. gives more details and

mentions a 'cake of figs' used as a poster to cure the boil of
Hezekiah (vs. 7). These detail are not found in Isaiah's version.

It is commented that "a poultice of figs was well known in the

ancient world as a means of softening and opening hard boils and

ulcers.

^Bernard Martin, The dealing Ministry tn the Church (London!
Lutterworth Press, 1564)» P« 53*

2
Norman H. Smith, "II Kings (Exegesis;", Tne Interpreter's
Bible, op. cit.. Vol. Ill, p. 306.
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In the end of Hezekiah's illness, a double treatment was

applied, namely, a prayer aB a spiritual treatment and the cake of
figs as a medical aid. When healing is conoerned, prayer and medicine
are both needed for effectual treatment of the patient. Prayer

played an important part in the case of Hezekiah's recovery and it
was God the 'doctor' who healed him#

It is rather unusual that no suggestion of any kind of wrong¬

doing connected with Hezekiah's sickness is mentioned either in
II Kings or Isaiah. Only in a fragmentary account in II Chronicles
it says,

In those days Hezekiah became sxok ... But Hezekiah did not
make return according to the benefit done to him, for his heart
was proud. Therefore wrath oame upon him and Jtidah and
Jerusalem, (ll Chr. 32:24-25).

Both Kings and Isaiah mention that the king was faithful all the
time and agree that .lis recovery was the result of God's mercy and

forgiveness.

It is convincing that there is a close relationship between

sickness and sin in the Old Testament. We have seen in our brief

survey of OT incidents that men and women who had suffered from
sickness whether they were obedient or stubborn, righteous or wicked,
Israe 1 ites or gentiles, had either committed sin or had experienced
a sense of guilt.

It is notable that jPunishment does not always point back to

the sufferer's sin* Sickness and suffering are generally considered
to be products of human sin. Since men rebelled against God, the

harmony of the world was disturbed and sickness and suffering

appea. ed as a result of men's free choice.

God is the Judge of all men, the healer of all sickness, the
one who rules the world with mercy and love. Nothing can happen

beyond or outside his mighty will. Under His providenoe and care,

the world exists and men live.
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PROVIDENCE AMD SUFFERING IN THE OLD TESTAMENT

God.' s Good Creation

From the creation narrative in Genesis 1 ft, it becomes clear
tnat everything in the creation of God has a meaning. The light,
the firmament, the land, the plants, the creatures, the birds that

fly, the beastB on the land, the fishes in the sea, the man and the
woman and their offspring to fill the earth, were good in the eyes

of God. As it is written: "And God saw everything that he made
1 / ' \

and behold, it was very good." 'Good* in Hebrew is 31 a (tob).
This word has a pregnant meaning. It oan be rendered to mean 'fair'

or 'beautiful' (Gen. 6:2). God's word is good (Jos. 23:15). Rebekah

(Gen. 24J16) and the Wueen of Persian are good-looking (Esth. 1:11;

2:2). It is good for man to have a partner (Gen. 2:16). Honey and
wine are good and sweet (Gong. 7*9i Prov. 24*13; 25*16). It is a

good thing to live a long life, a living dog is better than a dead

lion (Jod. 6:32; Eocl. 4*3» 6:3; 9*4)» These 'good' are related
to human life. AIbo, in the wi3dom literature God is seen as a good

God, e.g. "0, give thanks to the Lord for he is uood, for his stead¬
fast love endure forever and ever" (Ps. 136). It is better to gain

'wisdom' than to possess silver and gold (Prov. 3*14; 4*2). "It is
better for a man to hear the rebuke of the wise than to hear the song

of fools" (Keel. 7*5)» To seek God is to seek good (Amos 5*6; 14 ff).
In fact, the whole Bible is constantly referring to the 'good'.
From a biblical point of view everything has a meaning. As nature

has a meaning so the whole history and so the whole world. The

apostle Paul says, "And in everything as we know lie co-operated

^"Gen. 1:31; cf.. Sutclifi'e, op. cit.. p* 39* Walther Eicnrodt,
op. oit.. p. 349» Infra., pp. 169 1$! ff*

49
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for good with those who love God and are called according to his

„1purpose.H
It is under God's providence that the world exists. When the

Christian looks back on his life he realises that everything has

happened according to God's purpose. How often we hear people say

'Why do these terrible thing happen to me?' 'Why should I suffer
from this disease? I do not think I deserve it.' 'Why suoh and such
a thing happened, I do not understand.' Apart from God, life is

meaningless, things are meaningless.
In a materialistic world, many men are apt to see things purely

from a rational point of view. Men are often blind to the spiritual

world. For those, on.y the things which give immediate and visible
results are of any meaning. Such people are short siguted and
sometimes even spiritually blind, they see things but grasp not the

meaning. Gome scientists would say things are a concatenation of

events. For such men a Bunset is only a natural phenomenon in whioh

radiation and physical reflections play a role. But in the same

objective way even a piece of wood could be studiedi The poet, however,
sees the sunset in all its beauty and the Christian sees it as a part

of the good work of God. The poet describes it in words and the

Christian rejoices in it. Those wao read the poem share the beauty
of it and appreciate the wonderfulness of God's creation. Science is

not the only truth in the world, the poem also reveals truth, toreover,
Jesus says, "I am the way, the truth and the life." In the deepest
sense we oan say that outside God every truth and every value could

only be relative, and not absolute. For "with God everything takes
2

on meaning, everything has value, either positive or negative."

^Romans 8:20.

2
Paul fournier, op. oit., p. 34.
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The scientist and the theologian need not contradict each other.

For they both look at the same object - the world and man. Scientific

investigation gives a causal perception of man and of things, which

is only one dimension of the whole truth. Biblical study givas us

the meaning of the world and of life which is another dimension of

truth. For a complete understanding of men and things both dimensions

are needed. To use marriage as an examples a Christian would see

the marriage in a biblical light which is related to the whole creation

principle, namely that God created male and female and "it is not

good that man should be alone", so that God "make him a helper fit
for bim."^" This means that husband and wife were created for each

- 2 ~
other. Tney recognise themselves in each other; the wife is the

complement of her husband and vice versa (Of. Gen. 2s2i).

Cf. Gen. 1:27, & 2il8. It is clear that God made man a
social being. Solitude is not according to the creatioi order.
A helper was given to man as the embodiment and a complement.
On this point, Von Had comments, "Solitude 'is not good', man
is created for sociability. God's kindinees sees that it would
do man good if a helping oreeture were given to him 'as his
opposite', 'a helper fit for him' (K®negd). Solitude is therefore
defined here very realistically as helplessness (cf. Eocl. 4s9"-ll)*
The verse speaks in the first place only of an assistance, of
one who is to be for man the embodiment of inner and outer
encouragment." Gerhard Von Had, Genesis, trans. John H. Marks
(uondon: bCM PreBs, 2nd., 1963), p. GO.

O r*s

Cf. Genesis 2*21-24. It became clear that no creature form
the animal creations could provide a fit companion for roan,
therefore, from nis own body (rib) his life-partner was created
and given to him. Actually, man arid woman were originally
one flesh and they completely belonged to each other, thus,
they should come together again in one flesh. The aetiologioal
purpose of the narrator is viewed in verse 24, "Therefore a
man leaves his father and his mother, and cleaves to his wife,
and they become one flesh." This text cannot be taken as
condusive evidence for the monogaraic marriage, but it wants
to supply on answ r for the questions why does man separate
from his parents and cling to his wife?
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However, the whole narrative of creation, on which the Christian \
doctrine of man is partly based, expresses that marriage is an

order of God's creation. Also concerning the question of divorce

in Matthew 19*2 ff•, Jesus refers to the order of creation in pointing
out that the creator ma*, e male and female, and in the institution of

marriage they leave their parents and become one flesh, so that
what God has joined together, should not be a^jarated by man. The

possibility of receiving a 'certificate of divorce' is nevertheless
confined to unfaithfulness as expressed in the sin of unchastity

1 ' t
as mentioned in the Mosaic Laws. Divorce is not the will of God

(KT. 19*8), but rather it is allowed "for your hardness of heart
Moses allowed you to divorce your wife, but from the beginning it

2
was not so." An unbeliever could not see the full function of

marriage in this light, decking God and trusting in Him, the Christian
finds life more abundant. In God, married life means more to a

believer.

The Psalmist could rejoice in the works of God, saying, "The
heavens are telling the glory of God; and the firmament proclaims

his handiwork" (Ps. 19*1)• The sa, ,e truths are voiced in the hymnx
All things bright and beautiful,
All oreatures great and small,
All things wise and wonderful:
The Lord God made them all. 2

If under God's providence all things are good and all events have

The Law code of the Old Testament concerning the position of
woman, marriage ana divorce is found in Deuteronomy 22:28 ff•,
24*7 ff*» Exodus 22:1 ff., Genesis 34*1 ff* They are not
purely Hebrew thoughts but rather "infiltrations of Arabian
influences which are still discernible in modern Islam."
Helmut Thielicke, The bthios of *>ex, trans. John W. Doberstein,
(London: James Clark & Co., Ltd., 1964), p* IO5.

hu 19:8.
\
Cecil F. Alexander, "All things bright and beautiful", The
Methodist Hymn"1 (Amerioa: The Methodist Publishing House, 1939)t
No. 447*
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meaning, then why should men suffer? Suffer from disease, from famine,
from war, from calamities, from political conflicts? Is there any

meaning? Do they come from God? If not, where do they oome from?
Could men not avoid them? These questions have been raised from

generation to generation, yet they remain unanswered. Probably they
could never be solved as long as man remains in this sinful state.

These question are concerned with mankind in general as well as with

the individual. The main problem is in man himself, not in the

sufferings that beset men. Often there are tajiks about the danger

of a hydrogen bomb but it is often forgotten that man is the actual

danger. A hydrogen bomb could do no harm unless being made and used

by man. The question is "is it we who punish ourselves?"'''

Some Suffering Figures

Joseph

In the Bible we read about God and men. In those times, as

it is today, sufiering was part of ordinary life. How did they
deal with the problem? Did they see suffering in the soope of

God'B providence? In the Book of Genesis, the history of Joseph,
the son of Jacob, throws light on this problem.

When one thinks of Joseph's life as a whole, the picture of
his suffering becomes olearer. At home, he suffered from his
brothers' envy and hatred, he travelled to Dothan, was tfcrown into
a pit, sold to Midtanlte merchants, enslaved in Potiphar's house,

^It is we who punish ourselves', The Outlook (Official Journal
of the Presbyterian Church of New Zealand), September, 3rd, 1966,
P. 13.



tempted, by his master's wife, put into prison, faced the crimes
and dreams of a court official and in all these he appeared to be

always on the suffering side# Did these things occur according to
God's plan? Did the events - the jealousy, sensuality and the
famine - mean jsomething to him? Without looking at the latter part
of his life one is not able to know the meaning. But finally he

became ruler of Egypt. Revealing himself to his brothers, he said,
And now do not be distressed, or angry with yourselves,
because you sold me here} for God sent me before you to preserve
life... And God sent me before you to preserve for you a remnant
on earth, and to keep alive for you many survivors. Bo it was
not you who sent me here, but God} and he has made me a father
to Pharaoh, and lord of all his house and ruler over all the
land of Egypt (Gen. 45*5-8).

The main reason for his success was that "the Lord was with Joseph,
and he beoarae a successful raan" (Gen. 39:2). Of course, this does
not always become so clear in the everyday life of suffering men

and women, but as far as Joseph was concerned, his trust was always
in God, and this trust enabled him to endure suffering and his firm

faith in God opened his eyes to see the purpose of God in his own life.

Job

So far as the problems of sin and suffering are concerned, the
Book of Job cannot be left untouched.

It is generally agreed that the Book of Job is one of the supreme

pieces of work ever written in the Bible as well as in the world's

literature. It is a masterpieoe above all poems of the world.

It is generally accepted, that t&e story of Job has a historical

person behind it. Job, according to many scholars, was not a contem—
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porary of the author, but an ancient hero whom the author used as

the vehicle of his message.

It is unlikely that lathe purpose of the Book of Job is to try
to solve the problem of human suffering but is intended to protest

2
against the conception that suffering is the proof and wages of sin.
It asks attention for the problem of innocent suffering.

The speeches of the friends of Job can be considered as the

traditional orthodox view, namely, that disease is the evidence of
God's wrath and the proof of sin."* borne scholars asserted that the

Old Testament directly connects sin and suffering and that the author
of Job was the first to oppose this view.4 This view, however, is

disputable. Long before the time of Job there were those who believed
in the innocence of the sufferer. In the Book of Genesis, Abel was

murdered by his brother Cain (Gen. 4*4)* No reader would say that
Abel fue^d deserved such a death. Nuboth was murdered by the <4ueen

Jezebel and he was deprived of his vineyard. Immediately Elijah
came to rebuke Jezebel and Ahab. The suffering prophet, Jeremiah,

Rowley, From Loses to wumran (London: Lutterworth Press,
1964),P. 159*

2ibid., p. 170.

^Cf. Robert Davidson, The Old Testament (London: Hodder & Stoughton,
1964), PP. 166-179*

4Cf. Ibid.. p. 171. Also, I.B. Matthews, The Religious Pilgrimage
of Israel, pp. 171 ff* Quoted by Rowley, The Faith of Israel
(London: SCK Press, 1956), p. 114*



deserved not his suffering. It is clear that "there were people as

innocent as Job who suffered as severely as Job before the time of

Job.1
In the background of the Book of Job, stands the history of the

2
Israelites of the pre-exilic period. The Israelites were governed

by monotheism which was just in its primary state and needed to

grow into maturity.^ They were taught by their prophets that their

God, who was active in every event, ruled human affairs so accurately
and rigidly that it was always well with the righteous and ill with
the wicked. The existence of sin and wickedness was a basic expla¬

nation of all suffering. The righteous man was always blessed and
4

the wicked one was always cursed. These verses of reference are the
5

fundamental teachings of the theory of retribution. We can simply

put it in another way by saying "Fan reaps what man has sown." It
has something in common with the Buddhist idea of 'Karma'.

The fall and the corruption of the nation of Israel gave rise

to a strong conflict between the general traditional teaohing and
the fate of their nation. They were defeated and captured by the
heathen who were considered wicked. The righteous, the braVe, the

loyal and the heroic among the people of God, even the prophets

1Rowley, From loses to Humran, op. cit.. pp. 171.
2It is generally agreed that the Book is written some time after
the exile, i.e. after 587 B.C. Cf. W.A. Irwin, "Job", Peake's
Commentary on the Bible, ed. M. Black & H.H. Rowley (London!
Thomas Nelson & Sons Ltd., I964)# P* 391« Also, W. Baumgartner,
"The Wisdom Literature", The Old Testament & Fodern Study,
(ed. H.H. Rowley (Oxford! At the Clarendon Press, 1953), p. 217•
•1

JJames Strahan, The Book of Job (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, I9I3),
p. 4 ff.

4Cf. Ex. 15*26} l)t. 7*15; 11:26-28} Ps. 1:2-3, 37*29 ff; Prov. 11.

5Ibid.
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themselves, suffered (cf. 720 B.C.the capture of the Northern Kingdom.

587 B.C. The defeat of the Southern Kingdom.) It seemed that God had
forsaken them. The wicked flourished and suffered no punishment.

The faith of monotheism was severely tested.
From the eighth oentury B.C. onwards the history of the Israelites

was a history of tragedies. I any of them douhted whether Yahweh was

really their living God, the Redeemer of Israel, who had delivered
them from the hand of Pharaoh. Seeing the tragic state, their prophets

began to ask, "0 Lord, how long shall I cry for help and thou wilt
not hear? dr cry to thee •violence/' and thou wilt not save? Why
dost thou make me see wrongs and look upon trouble?" (dab. 1:2).
"Why does the way of the wicked prosper? Why do all who are treacherous

thrive?" (Jer. 12:1; of. Ps. 69*38 f)* They suffered from wars, from

wickedness, from injustice, and many seers one after another, arose

to seek an explanation for the mystery of suffering, especially for
the mystery of those who were innocent but in pain, but none could
succeed. In the same way, the author of the Book of Job, attempted
to throw some light on the problem.*"

The Book of Job falls into five parts:

(1) The Prologue, Chapters 1-2.

(2) The Dialogue, Chapters 3-31.
(3) The speeches of Elihu, Chapters 32-37*

(4) The Speeches of God. Chapters 38-42:6.
(5) The Epilogue. Chapter 42:7-17*
A brief summary of the Book of Job might help to show more clearly

the problem of innocent suffering in the life of Job.
The prologue gives a clear picture of who Job was. He was a pious

man, righteous and just in the eight of God. He dwelt in the land of

*"James Gtrahan, op. oit., pp. 71*
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Uz near tiie country of Edom. He was rich, very prosperous and was

regarded as the wealthiest of all people in the land.
God was pleased with Job as He knew Job's piety and the upright

and honest attitude toward Him. God told Satan that "there is none

like him in all the earth ..." (Job 1:8). Satan, however, tnrow doubt
on Job's loyalty and asked, "Both Job fear God for nought?" (Job 1:9)*
Satan considered Job's piety as something he gave in return for God's

blessing. Satan challenged God by suggesting that Job should be tested

by depriving him of his wealth and children. This, Satan believed,
would turn Job from God. Immediately the permission to try Job was

granted. The first test was confined to Job's property, and soon

after the permission was given to Satan, Job received word that his

possessions had been stolen. The testa were carried furtner, news

was brought to Job that his servants were murdered and his children

put to death. Hearing this, Job tore hiB garment and prayed to God

saying, "Haked oame I out of my mother's womb, and naked shall I
return hither; the Lord gave and the Lord hatn taken; blessed be the

name of the Lord." (Job 1:21). By these words of Job, Satan was

defeated for the first time.

Having failed, Satan came to God again and asked for a second
chance to test Job. God answered him,

Have you considered my servant Job that there is none like him
on the e>rth, blameless and upright man, who fears God and
turns away from evil? He still holds fast his integrity, al¬
though you moved me against him, to destroy him without cause
(Job 2:3).

However, Satan argued that a good test should not be confined to the

deprivation of Job's property, but Job himself should be smitten.

Again God gave him periaission to challenge Job, but not to take his

life, Satan went and "afflicted Job with loathsome sores from the

sole of ais foot to the crown of his head" (Job 2sl). Seeing his
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illness, his wife rebuked him} "Do you still hold fast your integrity?
Curse God, and die." (dob 2*4). But Job remained faithful to God,
He answered, "Shall we receive good at the hand of God, and shall
we not receive evil?" (dob 2:10). For a second time Satan failed.
dob remained steadfast. God's victory prevailed.

Then a new factor moved in: dob's friends came to argue with him

concerning his sufferings. His friends, ftliphaz, Bildaa, Zophar
and Elihu tried to convince him that his sickness, disaster and losses
were the result of the wrath of God and the punishment for his sin.

dob could hardly believe them. Suffering from sickness and losses,
he cursed the day of his birth, and wished he had never been born.

Yet, his friends were sure of his guilt or at least, the guilt of
nis children, othexwrise God's wrath would not nave come upon him.

Moreover, God punisheu him less than he deserved (cf. dob 11:6; 8:4;
5*2). dob found it difficult to accept this as an explanation of

his suffering, lie sought no explanation but wished that Uod would
offer him a severe death so that he could escape from his pain

(dob 10:8 ff). Perhaps he even thought of committing suicide. Yet
he did not, because he knew that hiB Redeemer was alive:

For I know my redeemer liveth, and at last he will stand upon
the earth, and after ray skin has been thus destroyed without
my flesh, I snail see God, whom I shall see on my side and
my eyes shall behold and not another (dob 19125-27).
At last God spoke to him through the creation (dob 38:42). He

oame to dob not as an enemy but as a friend whom dob had regarded
before as a cruel and unjust ruler. God having spoken through the

whirlwind and having revealed himself through his creation, dob
realized that he knew too little to understand God. He also realized

that the problem of suffering w s still unsolved, but he trusted in
God and believed that the ways of God were right and just. Job
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was comforted by bis Redeemer and he was content to face the problem
and stand firmly in this relationship with God. He recognized that

God was far greater than man and that God's ways were not to be

explained by human logic*

Collective buffering

Believing in an all-righteous and absolutely good God, makes it
more diffioult for the Jewish mind to cope with the problem of the

innocent who suffers* It was deeply inserted in the heart of the

Jew that man's moral goodneBs was the way of gaining God's favour and

reward, and that moral evil caused His disfavour and ultimate punishment

vProv. 22:4? 11:13? Rs. 37*2? 9)» For the Jew, the retribution of

goodness and evil has a reference to man's previous moral conduct

(Job5»4{ 20:10). The teachings of the Mosaic law cnphasize this

point by instructing them to honour their parents so that their day

may be long in the land (Ex. 20:12? Bt. 6:3)*
As far as moral value wa3 concerned, the nation of Israel was

considered as a 'whole' as well as consisting of individuals.* The

prophets, Rosea and Amos illustrated this view clearly by emphasizing
that suffering snould be considered as deserved punishment whether it

concerned an individual or a community (Amos 4:6-12? Hos. 4'9)» '^he

punishment for Korah's rebellion would have come down on the whole

community if Moses and Aaron ha... not done intercession for them.

Apparently, because of the prayers of Moses and Aaron, the evil fell
p

only on Korah, his company and their families (hum. 6:20-25). In
the same manner, Achan's dishonesty and Bavid's pride illustrated
the point (Jos. 7*20 ff; II Sam. 24*15 Here the guilt of the

individual affected the whole community and caused the latter to

suffer with the transgressor. The prophet Isaiah rebuked the individual

*Kowley, The Faith of Israel, op. oit.. p. 118.
2
Israel Gerber, The Psychology of the Buffering mind (Hew York:

Jonathan Bavid Co., 1951), p. 123.
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wrongdoers in the community, anci said, "Woe to those who are heroes
at drinking wine, and valiant men in mixing strong drink, who acquit
the guilty for a bribe, and deprive the innocent of his right.' ..."

(is. 5:22-23). The evil de ds of those individuals affected the whole

oommunity because it is written:

Therefore, as the tongue of fire devours the stubble, and as
dry grass sinks down in the flame, ... Therefore, the anger of
the lord was kindled against his people, and he stretched
out his hand against tham and smote them, and the mountains
quaked; ... For all this, his anger is not turned away and his
hand is stretched out still (is. 5:24 ff).
It is true that the community suffers for tne sake of individual

sin and misconduct, but it is also true that an individual often
suffers because of the misdeeds of a community. This is clearly
illustrated in the''life of Moses. He spent half of his life in the

land of Kidian and another half in the wiLderness. The first half

was mainly spent in keeping the flock of Jethro, his father-in-law.
There he lost his ohance of enjoying the- luxuries of life in the palace
of Egypt. As a herdman in the land of Midian he received a good

training in preparation for his future work which God had in mind

for him. God called him out of the burning bush.(Ex. 3*4 ff)• God
knew him face to face (£t. 34*10). God established him as a great

servant to deliver his people from the hand of Pharaoh. Pharaoh was

defeated by God who sent the ten plagues and submerged him in the

water of the Red Sea. Finally, Koses led his people out of Egypt.

However, he suff-red with and for his people. Many times his

people revolted against him, rebelled against God, forsook him and

disobeyed God's convenant. Among his people, Koses was the one who

suffered most.
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In the wilderness, under mount Sinai and finally on the top of

mount ilebo from where he could see the promised land, he died before
he could enter(i)t. 32:^0 ff).

Seeing the whole picture of his life and death, one is inclined
to agree that the price of his sufferings was paid for the sins

committed "in the midst of the children of Israel." Yet, Koses could

sing the gibory and praise and the greatness of God.

iiisciplinar;, purpose of buffering

Apart from the idea of retribution, there is 'innocent' suf ering
as weli. as suffering for the welfare of others, examples of which
have already been rendered in referring to Job and Koses respectively*
Some suffering however, serve a purpose of discipline. In Elihu's

speeches (Job 32-37),the argument is put forward that suffering is

disciplinary and necessary for man. In his book The Problem of human

Suffering, Blake points out that suffering is not always retribution.
He says: "If fault is always found in the creature just because of

creaturehood and if that suffering ever goes along with it, then of
2

course suffering is not penal or retribution." Elihu explained that

suffering served a purpose to improve man's moral conduot. Suffering
is for the good of man. It aims to makes man better. It sometimes

expresses the love of God rather than His anger (Job. 35:15, 19 ff).
"Correct me" says Jeremiah, "0 Lord, but in just measure; not in thy

anger, lest thou bring me to nothing" (^er. 10:24). A similar thought
is found in Leviticus, ".and if in spite of this, you will not hearken
to me, then I will chastise you again seven fold for your sins"

(Lev. 26:18). In this quotation the stress must be put on the word

'chastise' meaning to correct or to assist in finding the correct

way. Also it is found in the letter to Hebrews, "For the Lord dis¬

ciplines those whom he loves" (Heb. 12:6).

*Dt. 32:3 ff. Of. Paul Tournier, op. cit.. p. 163,
2 nlioted by Israel J. Gerber, op, cit., p. 129.
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Suffering as unrichnent

Suffering sometimes causes men to blame God and to argue with
God and with man as Job did; but it can also draw one nearer to God
and enable one to have closer fellowship with God. It is man's nature

to seek God for help when he suffers fromssickness and shortcomings.

There is a tendency to forget God when one lives in peace, in good
health and in prosperity, but in trouble one is quick to call upon
Him for release from troubles and distress. For it is realised that

God is near when troubles assail, for his promise is "When he calls
to me, 1 will answer him" (Ps. 91*15)« Because of the terrible pain
of disease and suf ering, Job imagined that God had forsaken him.
On the contrary, God was suffering with Job. One can agree with

Gerber, when he says, "that God Buffers with the sufferer is likewise
seen in the prologue of the book of fob".* In the same manner, God
was with Joseph in his suffering by the hands of his brothers, in

prison and in Potiphar's house. God was with Moses in the wilderness.

God was also with Jeremiahin his suffering (Jer. 12:7-ll)* But in

the last and final instance, t ie pain of suffering became cruelly
visible in the buffering Messiah suffered not for his own sake, but

for a lost ► orld. There Isaiah 53*4 ff* became manifested and there,
it was shown, that God in the Suffering Servant completely identified
himself with man and his suffering.

Suffering enriohes prayer life because the sufferer is frequently

driven out to seek God. questioning, arguing, and seeking answers

are often part and parcel of the sufferer's prayer. It happened in

Moses's prayer, "Return, 0 Lord.* How long? Have pity on thy servant.*.

(Ps. 90*13). "0 Lord, why dost thy wrath burn hot against thy peoples,
whom thou hast brought forth out of the land of Egypt with great

power and with a mighty hand? Why ... (Ex. 32*11 ff).

*Uerber, op. cit., p. 13q| of. MoKenzie, Guilt; its meaning and
significance (London; George Allen & Unwin, I962), pp. I67 ff.
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Personal prayer is the most helpful thing for a sufferer, for he

could, talk with God. through his prayer, he could bring out his anguish,
his distress, his sorrow and his whole heart to God. If he feels guilty
he could confess his sin. Jeremiah's confessions were concerned with

both hiB own iniquity and that of his nation. Though he reaffirm the

individual's freedom, the freedom of talking to God privately, where
one can open one's mind and heart before God yet he never forgot to

pray for the whole nation of whioh he himself was a member. "We

acknowledge our wickedness 0 Lord, an. the iniquities of our fathers,
for we have sinned against thee. Do not spurn us ..." (Jer. 14*20).
He confessed in his prayer the guilt of his people Israel (Jer. 2*3).
Job's prayer was mainly concerned with nis own suffering. Immediately
after he had heard the tragic news, he came to confess and to worship
God (Job lt2C:)f but later on, even he, like the other sufferers, brought

1
his doubt to God and raised his problems.

No doubt pain, sickneBs and disease are used as mediums to test
man's religious quality. Probably the reality of one's religious
faith can become Renown only in difficult times. Man's loyalty, his

saintahip his goodness can be proved real by a test of suffering.

This was seen in Job's life and times. Also, the Hebrew patriarch,
Abraham's faith was submitted to a test (Gen. 22 f). Luring his life

2
time he experienced at least ten tests. Not every kind of suffering

serves the same purpose. When 'test' applies to a righteous man,

not only nis goodness is tested, but his whole body, physical and

spiritual.
Of Course, the wicked cannot be tested. Illness and suffering

as 'testA* and ways and means of spiritual enrichment, very seldom

convey any meaning to the unbeliever, for there must be the belief
that God is behind the suffering and has a purpose with suffering

men.

Cf. Job 10:2 ff., 13*20 ff., 14*13 ff., 40*4} 42*6; confessions
are also found in Psalms 51; 42 etc.

2
Gerbsr, op. cit.. p. 131.



We have already examined In the Old Testament some references
to sin and sickness and some general conclusions hay9 *een obtained

resulting from this survey. We are permited to say that some Old
Testament thougts on this subject are recurring in the Hew Testament,
but it is also dear that some of the Old Testament thoughts are

enriched and fulfilled by the progressing revelation of the New
Testament. How we turn to the New Testament to see how the problem

sickness and sin is dealt with tinder this new dispensation.



IV

SIN ANN SICKNEJSS IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

(a) sickaess and Sin in the Gospels

The account of the healing of a paralysed, man by Jesus Christ is

commonly interpreted as illustrating the connection between sickness
and sin. Before healing the paralysed man, Jesus saw the faith of
the man's friends and He said to him, "Man, your sins are forgiven."
Hearing this, the audience, which included lawyers and pharisees,
murmured against Him. Then he said to the paralysed man, "I say to

you, stand up, take your bed and go home." And at once he rose before

them, took up his bed, and went home praising God. Here we see a

link between sickndss and sin. The reader of this miracle would

easily be inclined to say that forgiveness of sin is the precondition
of healing. But it is not always seen in every kind of sickness.
It is dangerous to go so far as to say that the cause of the paralytic's
affliction was sin. Jesus did not mention that at all. Apparently,
the main purpose of this miracle was "to convince you that the Son
of man has the right on earth to forgive sins" and that "the Son of

2 -
man has the power to heal the sick."

This kind of paralysis linked to sin can find a parallel reference
in the work of psychology. In the investigations of modern psychology
there is a particular case telling that a soldier was paralysed
because he desired to escape from the duty of fighting.^ He was afraid

^t. 9sX—a? Mk. 2:1-12} Lk. 5*1^-26 (NEB).

K t. 9 • 6—cJ.

^Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 71*
Cf. J.A. Hadfield, Psychology and Mental Health (London: George
Allen and Unwin Ltd., I960), p. 211, 213•

66
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of incurring a penalty and felt guilty because of this desire. Thus,
it resulted in his x>aralysis. Suffering from this disease, his desire
was fulfilled and his tension of guilt-feeling was reduced for he could

say, "I am already paralysed, you can not ask me to fight against the
enerrsyi" It is an interesting case, but we san not equate it to the
case of the paralysed man healed by Jesus. All we can say is that
there are some similar features found in both stories and nothing more

than this.

Of course, sin might cause disease, but it does not necessarily
follow. Adultery, for example might either cause syphilis or not
cause any disease at all if the adulterer took hygienic precautions.*

Disease is not necessarily the penalty of sin; one has to dif¬
ferentiate between the penalty of sin and its consequence. As far as

sin is concerned, the sinner could escape its penalty but not its

consequence. The consequence of sin is always separation from God

and the deterioration of the personality. This is the constant result
of all sinning. To quote Professor R. Siekede, "How often do we find

2
sins without disease, and disease without sin."

It seems that the belief of a causaj. relationship between sickness

and sin was current infcthe time of Jesus. The audience of the healing
miracle of the paralytic seemed to hold the current btj-ief; even the

disciples of Jesus held the same thought (Mt. Whenever they
saw a person suffering from disease, they were apt to think that this

personrnmust have sinned in some way or he would not be ill. But Jesus*
attitude was different from theirs. When Jesus and his disciples saw

i
a man born blind, his disciples, put the question, "Rabbi, who sinned,
this man or his parents? Why was he born blind?" This question implied

that tile man may have sinned while he was yet in his mother's womb.

Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 342.
2
Quoted in Paul Tournier, op. cit. p. 19.
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Penetrating their minds, Jesus answered, "It is not that this man

or his parents sinned; he was born blind that God's power might be

displayed in curing him." Here, Jesus ignores the question of in¬
herited sin. That the man born blind was simply a fact that could

provide an occasion for 'the work of God' to be made manifest.

The problem of whether a child can be said to be born sinful
was argued among Rabbis. Apparently, they tended to give a positive
answer. But there we-*e some Rabbis like Rabbi Elisha Abija who once

dealt with a case quoted as follows:

Elisha B. Abija (c. A.D. 120) deals with the instance of a
pregnant mother who ent rs into an idol's temple, and smells
the sacrifice. The odour penetrates her body like the poison
of a snake. He rules that the unborn child did not sin. The
mother is responsible for her child's later apostasy from the
true faith. 2

Probably, this is a particular case found in Rabbinical teachings.

However, it denotes that there were some Rabbis who tried to avoid

linking up a causal relationship of sin between parents and child.

Jesus' position on this problem is made clear by noting another
case found in the Gospel of St. Luke, chapter 13:1-9* Here, Jesus
was talking with his disciples about a massacre of Galileans by
Pilate, the Roman Governor. He said,

Bo you imagine that, because these Galileans suffered this
fate, they must have been greater sinners than anyone else
in Galilee? I tell you they were not; but unless yon repent
you will all of you come to the same end. Of the eighteen
people who were killed when the tower fell on them at Siioam -

do you imagine they were more guilty than all the other people
living in Jerusalem? I tell you they were not; but unless you
repent you will all of you come to the same end. 3

Definitely, Jesus denied that these victims were greater sinners thanother

■'"John 9:Iff (NEB).
2
Quoted by R.H. btraehan in The fourth Gospel (London: SCr: Press
I960;, p. 217 (footnote).

3Lk 13:1-5*



69
men. He did not put a direct causal link between these victimes and

their sins. He brought out the fatal accident of the fall of- the

tower of Giloam to illustrate the question concerning the Galilean

victims, to show that the problem of suffering cannot be simply taken
as an isolated problem, for men suffer together. All men are equally
sinful in the sight of God. Suffering is not an indication that one

sufferer is more sinful than the other. "Unless you repent", urged

Jesus, "yru will all of you come to the same end." He asked every

man to focus the attention on his own guilt and not to judge people's
sin from their calamities. This is the vital point of his speech.

His calls to repentance not only applied to sick people, but also
to every single individual.

*

In the Hew Testament, only a small portion of tne Synoptic

Gospels deals with sin. Though Jesus seldom taught the nature and

the consequences of sin, he was aware of its existence and its tragic
end. He himself was sure that he could overcome it and w9s convinced

that at the end of the battle against sin the victory would be his.
His attitude towards sinners and the outcast was entirely

different from that of the Pharisees and tne Scribes. It is made

plain in the Gospels, especially in Luke 15-19, a passage which is
entitled by some scholars as 'The Gospel of the Outcast.' This

Gospel begins with the three parables of chapter lp. At the background
of it stands the love of God which is manifested in the picture in

which Jesus is eating and drinking with the outcast, the tax-gatherer
and the sinners. The Pharisees and the Scribes criticised him,

2
saying, "This man receives sinners and eats with them." Then He

answered them with the parables of the no . t Sheep and the Lost Coin,
followed by the parable of the Prodigal Son.

^T.W. 1 anson, The Sayings of Jesus (London: SCM Press, I964),
p. 282.

2Lk 15:2.
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The first two parables (Lk 15*3-10) form a pair which express

the love of God, the Father towards sinful men. The parable simply

says, if a man has lost one of his hundred sheep, he would leave the

ninety-nine and go after the lost one till he finds it and gets it
back again. Then his friends would rejoice with him ower the lost
one being found. The highest point of this parable is in vs. 7. Its

says, "Even so, I tell you there will be more joy in heaven over one

sinner who repents than over ninety-nine righteous persons who need
not repent." The parable of the Lost Coin conveys the same meaning,
that is, that Jesus came to seek and find the lost and to restore

them to God the Father. The frame of references of these Parables

is that the taxgatherer, the Pharisees, and the sinners belong to
God as his children. God loves them and wants them back. Despite all

kinds of tro ble and difficutly, He seeks them till He finds them.
If people wo.ild take such trouble (Lk 15s4,8) to recover their lost

property, how much;wore trouble would God take to secure the return
of His lost ohildren.

The love of God for the unloved and the unlovable is simply a

heavy blow toward the attitude of the Pharisees and the Scribes who
lacked sympathy and oompassion and also regarded themselves as more

righteous than other people. Probably they were taught not to have

any associations with the outcast. This kind of teaching was not
rare in the Rabbinical rules. For instance, an old Rabbinical rule

from Mekhilta on Exod. 18:1, says, "Let not a man associate with the

wicked, not even to bring him nigh to the Law."* The strictest at¬
titude towards sinners was more or less influenced by this sort of

teaching.
The last parable in Luke 15 is the well known story of the

Prodigal Son. It has something in common with the preceding two.

The explanation of it oan be briefly summarized as follows.

Quoted by T.W. Kanson, op. cit., p. 283.
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The father represents God; the elder brother the Jews - the

Pharisees and boribes - the younger brother the publicans and sinners,

namely, the Gentiles."1" The care and the patience of the father for
his two sons indicates the love of God for sinners. The father's

joy expressed on the return of his Prodigal son indicates the .joy
of God tviien He receives a repentant sinner.

Prom this parable, we get an idea of how Jesus understood sin
and sinners and how the Father forgives them. The younger brother
left his father's house, went his own way, lost touch with his father,
and stayed away from his father and had all the pleasure and enjoyment.
This is the clearest picture of a sinner. The second picture of the

younger brother ahowjf" a repentant sinner coming back to his father.

When the younger brother had spent all he had and had suffered from

famine; then with a contrite heart, he returned and said, "Father,
I have sinned against God and against you; I am no longer fit to be

a

called your son; treat me as one of your paid servants."^ The story
leads to the highest point when he father seeing him at a distance,
ran and embraced nirn and kissed him ana received him and loved him

as a son.

In the last part of the story, the elder brother could not for¬

give him but treated him as if he were still a sinner. This elder
brother stood in the same position as those Jews and Pharisees did

in keeping the commandments of t heir Father but showing no compassion
to the outcast sinners. He called his brother 'this son of yours'
which implying that he refused to have any relationship and brother¬
hood with such a sinner.

The contrast between the attitudes of the father and the Slder

brother, reflected a harsh and censorious attitude held by the self-

Lk 15'1. The word 'publicans' is used by T.W. Fanson & other
NT scholars; cf. Gottfried kuell, et aj., op. cit., p. 65.

^Lk 15519* CT* T.W. Manson, op. cit.. p* 288.
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righteous toward sinners. A fundamental principle of the relation¬

ship between God and the sinner is found in this parable of Jesus.
Altho gh men are sinners, God loves them and because of this Divine

love, which is manifested through Jobus the Friend of publicans and

sinners, the lepentance of sinners is made possible.^"
Another clear picture which the Gospel gives is Jesus, the Friend

of sinners and of those who were ill. He used to have fellowship

with them during a meal or through an act of healing. He came to

have a meal with Katthew the tax-gatherer (Mt and thus

he waB oalled 'a friend of taxgatherers and sinners" (i t 11:9)*
As far as human fellowship is concerned, eating together is a genuine

way of,expressing a close fellowship with one another. He came to

Peter's house and healed the fever of his mother-in-law. When she

was healed »he got up and waited on Him (Mt ci:14ff). An outcast

leper came to ask for cleansing and said, "Sir, if only you will,

you can cleanse me." Jesus stretched out his hand and touched him,
and said, "Indeed I will} be clean again." And his leprosy was cured

2
immediately. He was made whole again and restored to God and to
the society in which he could regain full fellowship with people and
was no longer regarded as an outcast.^

The best way to express human friendship, love and care to a

sick person is through the act of healing. A Sick person wants to

become a friend of the doctor, wants to be healed, and wants to be
treated as a human being, not simply as a case. The best gift to
such a person is the restoration of health. We notice that Jesus

is a physician of the sick and His healing work is meaningful and

a source of joy to men. He reconciled both the 3ick and sinners
to God through the power of healing and the authority of forgiving

"Hit 11:19; Lk7:34.

^Aocording to fcosaic Law, a leper is to be exoluded from the
community. Cf. J. Hastings (ed.j, & Dictionary of the Bible
(Minburgh: T & T Clark, 1900), Vol. Ill, p. 97; cf. Lev. 13.
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sin. He ended the separation from God by drawing men into fellowship

with himself and leading them into the way of repentance.

Through fellwoship with iiim, sinners become aware of their own

guilt and this awareness of sin is the precondition of repentance.

Zacchaeus* awareness of his own guilt (Lk 19:1 ff), and Peter s real¬
ization of sin (Lk 5*8) are both illustrations of this point.

Maaling work and forgiveness of sin went hand in hand in the

mission of Jesus till finally on the cross and in his Resurrection,
he gained a victory over sin, sickness and death. Not only He himself
did the work but he also commanded his disoiples and his Church to

do the same, namely, to preach the coming of the Kingdom of God and
to heal the sick.

(b) Christ's Healing l»orks

Through the insight in the Gospel, the reader becomes aware of
the purpose of God revealed in the life and work of Jesus. His intense

care for the hopeless, the helpless, the outcast, the unclean and all
the sufferers was beoause of his infinite love. The significance
of his healing work and the forgiveness of sin is that it was based

on love, love for signers and for those in pain, love that asks nothing
in return, iiis whole mission was to establish the Kingdom of God by

teaching, preaching, healing and forgiving sinners. He was oonceaned
with men in their totality, with men in their physical and spiritual
needs. Those who were bodily ill needed dim as much as the sinners.

They both required fellowship with Him. Sinners and those who were

ill both were lacking the presence of Jesus.
As far as the Gospel is conoerned, healing and the forgiving of

sin are two inseparable things in the same purpose of reconciling men

^Lk 9:1-2; 10:8; Mt. 9«35»
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to God# They link up with each other in the mission of Christ and
1

his disciples.
If there is a link between healing of sickness and forgiving

of sin, there is also a link between human illness and buman guilt,
2

and then it follows that there is a link between sin and sickness.

It is, however, dangerous to jump from this connection to the
conclusion of saying that the cause of disease is sin. Jesus did
not indioate such a direct relationship when he practised his

healing act and used his authority to forgive sinners. In fact,

tjfesus accepted sickness as a part of everyday life and made it clear
that the stress should not be put on the causes of sickness and sin,
but on the healing to the glory of the ssames of God.

The Wholeness of Kan

As far as human health and healing are concerned the wholeness

of self cannot be neglected. Kan is an inseparable unity: body, a

soul and mind eatniot be separated one from another.^ The essential
idea of the wholeness of man is based on the hew Testament's teaching

summarized in the words: the Word became flesh.

The danger of treating man as simply a mechanical or physical

being as found in the teaching of Gnosticism and of Asceticism, and
in the eastern religions and the western Greek traditions that 'spirit
is good and flesh is evil', should be avoided. Kan is a trinity in
a unity of body, mind and spirit. He is not merely a physical body
nor a purely mechanical being, nor is he just a spiritual creature
that dwells in the body, for his is created by God in God's image.

*0*. Mk 2:17; Kt. 21:31 ffi 18:21 ff; Mk 1:15.
p
Paul Tournier, op. cit.. p. 189.
§Paul Tournier, 'l'he tealing of Persons (London: Lowe & Brydone
Ltd., 1966), p. trans. Edwin Hudson, pp. 54—66; WeaTaerhead,
op. cit.a pp. 315-320; Phyllis L. Garliok, The Wholeness of I an.
(London; Highway Press, 1943)» PP. 62-63| 181 ff.
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The wholeness of man consists of the life in full fellowship with

God in whom man finds the completeness of his life - the most abundant

life* "X am come that men might have life and that they might have

it more abundantly*"^"
Henoe, the treatment for the sickness of man cannot be regarded

merely aB medicinal nor only as physical relief from pain* Nor can

a sick person be healed by means of so called 'faith* without consulting
a practitioner or physician to whom God has given skills of special¬
isation in his particular calling. The most valuable and effective

way of treating the sick is the one in which the knowledge of all

experts i.e. that of the doctor, the psychiatrist, and the minister
are cooperating* We must treat the patient as a person, a man who

needs complete treatment, a man who needs to be made whole, and not

merely as an impersonal case*

The health of a person can be rapidly improved if science and

religion join as creative partners in the task that neither could

accomplish alone* As far as human health is concerned, religion can

not be left out* Garlick says,

Today we are at l^ast begiiuiing to rediscover the therapeutic
value of religion; to appreciate the fact that active faith in
God is curative in its effeot; that restoration to moral and
spiritual health opens the way to a new inrtmh of vitality* 2

Also, P.E. Johnson says,

Religion develops the emotional attitudes that open the flood
gates to release dammed-up energies and that provide access for
tides of health to rise steadily within us. 3

Both religion and psychology play essential parts in healing and health.
The influence of mind and spirit upon tae ph., sioal body is great; they

ioonn 10:10*

p
Phyllis L. Garlick, Health and dealing (London: Edinburgh House
Press, 194d), p* 65. #

^P.E* Johnson, Pastoral Ministration (digswell Place: James Nisbet
& Co., Ltd.,19*4;, p. I79.
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are closely associated and interact with one another. The one is not
more important than the other*#1 Both mental and spiritual powers

exercise a vital influence on disease and health# Ho treatment for

the sick whioh excludes religion and mental factors is a good treatment#

Henoe, "any treatment of the subject of mind and medicine whioh ignores
2

religion, thereby loses sight of the fundamental unity of personality.
In the GospelB we see how healing played a vital part in the

work of Jesus (Kit# 4*23)» We can hardly find a sick man who came to
J esus and went away disappointed. All the sick who came for help
were unquestionably healed by Him (of# Lk 4140). Undoubtedly, the
healing mission of Jesus is an essential part of His redemptive mission.

He came to save sinners, He loosed those in bondage, made the blind
see and the sick well again. Through His redemptive act, they were

saved, and given life more abundantly. His preaching, teaching and
healing were based on his love for men. He refused to perform any

act of healing whioh might create an emotional atmosphere for the

bystanders to believe in Him. He condemned the Pharisees when He
was asked by them to perform a miracle.^ He healed the sick only
because he loved them? He taught them because He loved them. Because

he loved them he saved them. His act of healing is an expression

of his redemption to bring sinners, including the sick, to reconciliation
with God. Without doubt, Mark, chapter XI, makes this very olear.
In this narrative, the paralytic not only recovered from his palsy,
but his sins were also forgiven and he was reconciled to God (ilk 2:5 ff)»

^Weatherheud, op. oit., pp. 315
O

Garlick, Health and Healing (London: Edinburgh House Press, 1943)t
p. 66.

T9t. 2:5 ff*
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The Healing Miracles

Before healing miracles are considered, we should realize that
men are limited beings# We live on a limited planetj our energies

are limited, our eyesight can only reach a certain distance, our ears

can hear only certain vibrations and for certain distances. There
are many things, known or unknown, which we still do not understand.
We do not know how they work or why they happen cr how they come into

being. There are many miracles which cannot be interpreted by today's
so called 'science', but this does not mean that they are not true

— - • -- —

or that tney do not exist. On the other hand, we find some of the
miracles can be explained by today's so called natural law with which

we are familiar. We should always humble ourselves to realize .that

we were created by the almighty God. Our knowledge is limited, our

vocabulary is limited, our language and senses are all limited.
Boience also is limited. What we know today about our cosmos is so

little in comparison with what God knows. There are thousands of

things, seen or unseen which we are not able to explain, Why? Because
our knowledge is not yet complete enough to find the answers. Even
in our own physical bodies, we believe, there are factors, spiritual
or material, which have not yet been discovered, and are not known

by even the greatest physician or soientist. No one oan dare to claim
that he knows completely God's mighty action in the world, that he

completely understands and can explain God's miraoles. We should

o^nfess that our understanding is limited, though we must try our

best to explain in the language and tho ight of today what w© do know
and understand about the miracles of Jesus,'

We should avoid the mistake of thinking ;that things which oannot

be analyzed by science are untrue. We are living in a scientific age,

we can talk about science and think of science and its advantage f i>r
us. We see all the necessities invented by scientists. But let us
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think about the men of two thousand years ago, right back to the time
of Jesus and his disciples, say about 100 B.C. - A.l). 100. They
lived in a world where the word ♦science' was never heard. They were

in a world where no such thing as science was mentioned. The writers
of the Gospels could hardly use scientific vocabularies in recording

the work and the life of Jesus. How can we expect all healing miracles
to be explained in the knowledge of the soience of today? We cannot,
because some of the miracles may not belong to the plane or category
of today's science or natural law.

Yet, this does not mean that miracles are contrary to the natural
laws if they cannot be explained in a natural way. It is incredible
that Jesus would do any work which was contrary to ur even against

2
the nature law of the world created by God and within God's will.

We are today tied down to our own plane, the plane of a secular
or material world. We are blind to the spiritual world. Of course,
we may find that some of the miracles are on the plane where even

we can explain them in detail. We know very little about ihe power

of Jesus which operated through the healing miracles. We cannot tell
how far He does possess the mighty power of healing, because God's
power cannot be completely investigated by human knowledge. The

only way we can know it is by faith and through faith. However, miracles
are the power and compassion of God, already involved in His redemptive

ministry.
Miracles manifest the love of Jesus especially in the community

of his followers and the disciples. It was tne power of live that

brought Simon the Sealot (or the Cananaean;, together with the tax

^"Weatherhead, op. cit., p. 39*

2Ibid.. pp. 41 ff.
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collector Matthew into the fellowship of Christ. It was this love,

expressed, in the miracles, which oaused many to come and follow him.
We can see in the Gospels that all manner of sickness was healed.
Ken regained their health and shared in the fellowship again.*1

However, Christ's healing work is the work of salvation which
2

is effected by God's purpose of redemption. It is conoemed with
the wholeness of man in renewing and fulfilling his entire personality.

"By His death he took upon himself the guilt and the suffering of
the whole human race, identified himself with men in their sin and
their pain, and so was able to offer them forgiveness and peace.^

Healing, as salvation, is more than the relief of symptoms or

cure of diBeasej it is an act of God. In order to clarify this

distinction, it will be neoessary to examine various aspects of this
healing act.

Healing - an act of God

Jesus, the son of God, the healer of all sickness, was sent by
A

God to fulfill God s will for all men. He fully realized that he

oame to do the work of his Father. He worked not according to his

own will but the will of His Father.

Passages given in the Fourth Gospel clearly indicate Jesus' full
recognition of the purpose of God.

To enrich the point we have to go to the Gospels and see how

Jesus realized his own responsibility to perform his Father's ta«K.

*Kk 1:40-45? 3*1-6.

Dorothea Hooh, Healing and salvation: studies in ministry and
worship (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1958), pp. 15 ff.

^Spiritual Healing. The Report of the Church of Scotland Commis¬
sion (Edinburgh: The Saint nndrew Press, 121 George Street, 1958),
p. 8.

^Dorothea Hooh, op. oit.. p. 9, 16, 18 ff.
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On liis way to Galilee, beside the Jacob*s well, Jesus had a

dialogue with a Samaritan woman who came to fetch water. Having

spoken to her about the living water, he raised the point of the
will of God and said to his disciples when they offered Him something
to eat, "My food is to do the will of Him who sent me, and to accom¬

plish his work* ... " (John 4*42). Clearly, he worked in order to

complete God's work and he carried on his work unceasingly to the
end on the oross which was also the end of his earthly life.

After he had healed the man who was sick for thirty—eight years,
Jesus was persecuted by the Jews because He did this on the Sabbath.
To answer these hard-hearted Jews who were leaders of their religion,
Jesus told them, "fly Father is working still, and X am working"
(John 5»7)* Ho doubt, this healing work was the work of God the Father.

r. . -=as

It was the testimony of the power and authority of God who sant his

only begotten son to save and to heal whenever needed. Following
the incident on the same passage, Jesus bore witness to himself*

I can do nothing on my own authority ... You sent to John,
and he has borne witness to the truth ... But the testimony -

which I have is greater than that of John} for the works which
the Father has granted me to accomplish, these very works which
I am doing, bear me witness that the Father has sent me.
(John 5*33ff.)

The whole scripture is focused on the work of Jesus. The Father
who sent Jesus, bore witness to him that he descended from heaven,
preached the word of His Father, carried out the work which was granted
him (cf. John 5s36). To accept this testimony is to accept the truth¬

fulness of God and the authority of healing which was given to His

son. Kany of vie Jews rejected this testimony, denied God's will
and God's truth. Again John 6:38, conveys the same truth of Jesus'

position and his work on earth. He claimed, "I have oome down from

heaven, not to do my will, but the will of Him who sent me."
Further passages dealing w^th the relationship of Christ to

the Father are found in John 9*4? 5*19? 8«28-29 and 10j30, the latter

cites, "I and the Father are one". Here Jesus disclosed his
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Messiahship and identified himself in unity with God# Hearing this,
the Jews took up stones to stone him* But Jesus defended himself,

saying,
If I am not doing the works of my Father, then do not believe
me, but if I do thera even though you do not believe me,
believe the works, that you may know and understand that the
Father is in me and 1 am in the Father (John 10:37—38)*

Also in the conversation with his disciple, Philip, who asked him to
show them the Father, He said, "He who has seen me, has seen the
Father*1* Jesus identified himself with God the Father by using a

general expression of the most intimate relationship of human beings,
the relationship of Father and son* Jesus' work is the Father's

work? his will is absolutely in harmony with the Father's will.
Other passages concerning the work of God are also found elsewhere

in the Gospel* In the work of treating the blind man at Siloam

(John 9:1 ff)t one realizes that the work of healing fully corresponds
to the will of God. It is made plain by Jesus' own words that his

healing mission is willed by God and tnat it is also the task of

those who follow him. This work is a manifestation of God's activities

in history, but it is also a command for his followers to carry it
on until the final victory over Satan, sin and sicknes?3.

Healing - an act of Salvation

The healing act of Christ is not only an act of His compassion
towards man but also an integrated part of the whole redemptive work

of God. It is the salvation of all mankind as well as of the indi¬

vidual.

It is noteworthy that in a theological context the term 'Sozein*

(c-w|iLV) is rendered 'to save* ; whereas in a medical context, it is
used to mean 'to make whole'•

^Cf. R*A* Lambourne, Community. Church and Healing (Barton: Longman
and Todd, 1963), p. 91-
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To heal is to make whole. If one gets a cut on one's finger

one needs a plaster to cover the injury in order to make it 'whole

again.' The cut is a sign of un-wholeness or a mark of injury.i. If
one gets hurt one needs to be healed; till the hurt or injury is fully
recovered one would not feel happy and well as before. If one is

suffering from depression, one is mentally or psychologically nn-

whole or unhealthy. One may even need to be treated by an expert
in psychiatry. Spiritually anyone who is separated from God, is
unwhole. Healing is an act of salvation for men, practised by Jesus
and oontinued by His Church.

Christ is the Saviour, the Messiah whose work is conoerned with

the salvation of man. The Samaritan woman recognised the Messiah
when she had gained tae 'living water' after a conversation with

Jesus. She said, "I know that the Messiah is ooming (he who is
called Christ); when he come he will show us all things" (John 4*7|26).
This 'living water' of Christ, the Word of God, transformed her life
— the truly spiritual life, the divine life - which is the beginning
of eternal life.

It was the great transformation of her whole human life from a

state of disintegration to integration, and this was the effect of

His word. Definitely it does not mean that this was a magical and
sudden change, but it rather expresses that the 'living water' which

is the source of energy or dynamic power, motivated her inner life

towards integration. The work of man's salvation is to be eccomplished

by preaching and healing which are acts to make a 'old man' new, as

Paul would like to put it, and to transform 'water into wine' as Jesus
did to oonvey the metaphysical concept of 'new birth'. It is note¬

worthy that at the end of the story of the Samaritan woman, Jesus was
2

called by her the 'saviour of the World'.

*JJf. C.H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel
(Cambridge: University Press, I960), p. 316.

2
John 4:42.
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We recall the story of the healing of the blind man in John 9,

verse 5 where Jesus said: MAs long as I am in the world I am the light
of the world." Tais corresponds to John 8:12, "1 am the light of
the world, he who follows me will not walk in darkness, but will have
the light of life." Verse 5 is cited prior to the healing act.

Most probably, the author not only used 'light* to denote a metaphysical

meaning that the blind could surely regain his sight as one who is

saved from darkness and brought into light, but also deeply denoted
that by the 'light* God brings salvation to men. From this point
of view Christ's healing acts are the acts of salvation - salvation
in practice, salvation for man. The term 'salvation* is not found
in the Fourth GoBpel, but the term 'eternal life' takes its place.
The idea of salvation, however, is strongly expressed in the Fourth

Gospel.^"

healing — an act of the Messiah

Matthew interpreted the healing mission of Jesus as a fulfilment

of the prophecy of Isaiah concerning the work of the divine appointed
2

Servant. Inaan account of Jesus' healings in Peter's house, Matthew

said,
That evening they brought to him many who were possessed by
demons; and he cast out the spirits with a word, and healed all
who were sick. This was to fulfill what was spoken by the
prophet Isaiah 'He took our infirmities and bore our diseases'
(Mt. 8:16-17).

According to the footnote of RSV translations of Isaiah 53:4, the
term 'griefs' can also be 'sicknesses' and the word 'sorrows' can

be 'pains' instead. Thus, the verse can be rendered: "Surely he
has borne our sicknesses and carried our pains."

Stiachan, The Fourth Gospel (London: SCK Press, i960), p.72.

2Is. 53:4, 42:1-3.
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The suffering Servant, the man of sorrows (is 53'I—4) who was

chosen by God, not only bore men's sins for the salvation of men,

but also men's sicknesses and pains.'*'
Healings and exorcisms, however, are directly related to the

prophecy of the suffering servant, the Messiah, to whom God entrusted
his divine plan of salvation. Tuis plan was accomplished in the work

of Jesus, the healer of all man.

An incident relating to Jesus' attitude to the Sabbath, described

by Matthew, is the healing of a man who had a withered hand. It
stre-ses the significant message that Jesus is the chosen servant

(Mt 12:18), the Lord of the Babbath (Kt 12:8) who has even more right
than David (bam. 21:1-6) and the priests (Lev. 24:5-9) to overrule
the law of Sabbath, and to do good on the Sabbath.

To fulfill God's plan for man, Jesus worked unceasingly, even

on the Sabbath} he healed the withered hand of the man (Mt 12:12).
In this way Jesus again proved himself as the Messiah who came to take
the pains and sicknesses on him.

The cure of all sicknesses and the casting out of all demons,
are absolutely the responsibilities of the Servant Messiah whose

mission was prophesied by the prophet Isaiah (Kt. 8:15-17» 12:15 ff).
Isaiah's words were interpreted by Matthew, the Gospel writer, aa a

fulfilment of Jesus' healing mission:

And many followed him, and he healed them all and ordered them
not to make him known, This was to fulfil what was spoken by
the prophet Isaiah: 'Behold, my servant whom 1 have chosen, my
beloved with whom my soul is well pleased. 1 will put my spirit
upon hira, and he shall proclaim justice to the Gentiles ... '
(Mt 12:15-18).

1Is. 42:1 ff; 42:8, 10; 11:2.
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The Servant oame to heal the sick and to save sinners so as to

bring to pass God's plan for the salvation of man.

Although Jesus himself did not have sin, He exposed himself to
common human diseases, he identified himself with a suffering and

sinning world and gave himself to free men from sins and sicknesses.
On the cross, he died for men's sins as well as for human sicknesses
and diseases.1

2
Healing - an act of Faith in Christ

In the healing ministry Jesus often stressed the importance of
faith. In some oases 'faith* was needed to guarantee the success of

healing; in others, the need of faith was not mentioned.
There was the case of the woman who had a flow of blood for

twelve years, and who came to touch the fringe of Jesus' garment and

hoped that by that touch her disease would be cured because she had
heard of the healing power of Jesus. According to Matthew, Je3us
turned to her when he knew his garment was touched. And He said to

her, "Take heart, daughter your faith has made you well." Both Mark
and Luke noted that for twelve years her disease could not be healed

by any one. Mark even made it clear that she had spent all that she
had on her sickness and it was no better after having been treated

by all physicians. Finally, she oame to Jesus for she had 'faith'
in Him. That was her personal faith which, to a great extent, was

different from what we mean by 'Christian faith' today. Apparently

Cf. L.H. Brookington, "I & XI Isaiah", Feake's Commentary on
the Bible, ede. M. Blaok and li.H. Kowley (London: Thomas Nelson
& dons, :§64)> P« 527*

2
Bernard Martin, The Healing Ministry in the Church (London!
Lutterworth Press, 1964)» PP. 42, 75-94*

3Kt 9:20-22; Mk 5»25-34; Lk 8:43-48.
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it developed, from the failure of all physical means of treatment.

Probably it can only be shared by a minority of people who suffer
from uncurable disease and hope for a 'miracle* to be performed.

We are here not to judge the value of her faith. But we are here

to know that there were and still are people who have this so called

'faith' which is probably an equivalent of 'last try' after the
failure of all medical treatment.

Concerning the oase of the two blind men in Matthew 9:27—31,
Jesus asked them whether they believed his ability to do it when lie
was begged to heal them. They answered him, "Yes, Lord." Then Jesus

said, "according to your faith be it done to you." And their eyes

were opened. Again, this is their personal faith. Jesus simply said
that it was 'your faith' witno t adding any explanation of what he
himself meant.

Today, if one likes to suggest a psychological explanation for
such a 'faith', one might say that they were cured by means of sug¬

gestion.^
Though such faith is far away from what we mean by christian

faith in its full meaning, one thing nas to be noted, that is, this
sort of faith must be based on a strong will to be healed and a trust

in the nealer. These two requisites were found in the faith of the

woman with a flow of blood (lit. 9J20-22). Because of her belief in

Him, the healing power of (Jod worked through her faith.

Faitn of the patient's friends and relatives

God's healing power works also through the faith of those who

are concerned with the patient. In all healing miracles in the Gospel

we clearly see that the 'faith' of some people often created a suitable

*Cf. Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 58, 428.
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atmosphere in which Jesus could more effectively work and through
which the power of God was made known.

To illustrate this point, we may recall the story of the paralytic
of Capernaum oarried to Jesus by four men.*" In this case, it seems

that the influecne of the faith of those four people - the patient's

friends or relatives — carried more weight than the faith of the

patient himself* When Jesus saw their faith, he forgave the paralytic
his sins and somewhat later Jesus also cured him bodily. Their faith
showed a complete confidence in Him that he could deal with the need

they brought to him. The story mentions only that the patient's

legs were paralysed. It sems that the 'forgiveness of sin' was the

main ourative factor. It may be that Jesus with a penetrating insight

knew that the trouble of the patient was really sin or guilt. ! ean-
while Jesus learnt also from the atmosphere the minds of the audience

wno were thinking that the paralytic must have sinned or else he would

not be ill. This was in harmony with the current belief that sin
2

was the main cause of all sickness. We do not know what the at¬

mosphere was which enabled Jesus to know people's minds. Perhaps,
a word from professor C.H. Dodd may help our understanding, "It appears

that the authority of Jesus penetrated to the subsconsoious depth of

personality where bo many of the more mysterious disorders of mind
and body have their source." ^

Psychological research assures that a sense of guilt can cause

*See supra, p. 66. Cf. Kt. 9x1-3} Mk 2x1-12} Lk 5:18-26.

2Cf. John 9x1 ff. Lk 13x1 ff*
a

-"'Kan and His Nature", p. 82} quoted by Weatherhead, op. cit.. p.73*
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paralysis and other kinds of illness. Often a tortured and remorseful
heart feels guilty ana ashamed before God and before man. This burden
can be relieved by a sense of forgiveness of sin which God in Christ
could offer. If the paralytic was really troubled by guilt-feeling,
the word "your sins are forgiven" was the cure for his sickness. The
faith of the people provided a sufficient psychological atmosphere
for the authority to work, and for the patient to trust in and response

to it.

Further examples of this sort are found in Jonn 4:46-54, the
case of the nobleman's sonj in Mark 1:24-30 the narrative of the

epileptic boy. In all these oases faith carried great weight in the
success of healing.

be see that in his own country of Nazareth, Jesus wa3 rather

disappointed because of the unbelief of the inhabitants for it is
written: "he did not do many mighty works there,because of their
unbelief."2

It seems that 'the unbelief* or 'the hard-heaxtedness' was the

main obstacle to ids healings and exorcisms.

The question can be asked whether unbelief is not 'sin' in one

form or another. To a great extent, it is; but it can also be explained
as 'an unwillingness to repent.' It refuses the love and the power

of God. "To believe*, however, is to trust in God, to rely on God.
All these terms express a willingness to accept the graco and the

love of God. This is faith. So the unbelief of the inhabitants of

Nazareth expressed their unwillingness to repent because the love

and power of God were rejected. 'Faith' is a sign of repentance and

acceptance of God's love and Graoe (bk 7S50)*

supra. p. 66; infra, chapter VII; L'eatherhead,op. oit.. p.320f.
-Paul Tournier, Guilt and Grace (London: Modder and Stoughton,
1965), PP. 136 ff.

^t 13:58.
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Jesus could not do many mighty works because of the people's

unbelief. It does not mean that the divine power is not strong

enough to work through the unbelievers, nor does it mean that his

power is restricted by men. The acts of God are not dependent on

man, but God in his love and mercy give man a place and a part in his
works of healing and salvation. God in Christ works by love and

through love, not by force or violence. We are not expecting God
to do anything which -s contrary to his own nature.

For Jesus, faith is complete trust in God, trust in Him with
confidence and conviction. This is what Jesus meant when he spake

of faith, faith of the patients, faith of the patients's helpers and
faith in God the Father. In the same way, his own faith was a

unique relationship with God the Father who was the authority and

power of all healings and exorcisms.

On the one hand Jesus appreciated people's faith in God. For

example, in Luke 759# referring to the faith of the centurion, He

said, "I tell you, not even in Israel have I found such faith."
Similar approval was expressed on many healing occasions as mentioned

before, e.g. the faith of the woman who had suffered from haemorrhage

(Mt fJ29); the faith of the Canaanite woman (Kt 15:2 ), and others'
faith. On the other aand He was rather surprised or disappointed

when He faced the obstusenesa and unwillingness to count on God's

goodness and power to be saved. Even his disciples were found lacking
faith on several occasions. (Mt. 5*34»36).

In the Gospel, the opposite of faith is 'unbelief which is the
cause of many a discomfort and anxiety. Jesus did not do many powerful
works in his own country because of the iiihabitants' unbelief (Mt 13:5b).
In his preaching, he used as an illustration the lilies to teach his

disciples something about care-free 'faith* in the daily life

(Lk 12:22 ff). Probably, his disciples must have been very much con¬

cerned about food, clothes and other temporal things. He reminded
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them of God's love and said, "But if God so clothes the grass which
is alive in the field today and tomorrow is thrown into the oven,

how much more will he clothe you, 0 men of little faith?" (Lk 12:2a).
Even his disciples sometimes disappointed him because of their lack
of faith or only 'a little f4ith*. Another example is found in

Matthew 17:14-21 concerning the epileptic boy. Jesus gave as reason

lack of faith when his disciples asked him why they could not cast
the demons out for he said:

Because of your little faith. For truly I say to you, if you
have faith as a grain of mustard seed you will say to this
mountain 'move hence to yonder place', and it will move; and
nothing will be impossible to you (Kt 17:20).
It is noteworthy that in the story, Jesus was rather impatient

and disappointed when he learnt about his disciples' helplessness
in his absence (Mt 17:16, 17)•

Mark mentioned both the faithless generation and the faithlessness

of the epileptic's father (Mk 24)»
It is difficult to understand mans faithlessness wnen God's

power is available to heal and His mercy is willing to forgive sin.
We see in Christ's healing work, the lame walk, the blind see,

the dumb hear and the lepers a e cleansed; these were actions of

faith and by faith, through which Christ has been victorious over fear,

evil, sickness and sin.
•Your faith has made you well' was a characteristic saying of

Jesus. Jesuo often uttered these words to the person who was healed

(of Mk 5!34; 10:^2; Bk 17:19)» The faith by whioh Jesus healed was

not an equivalent of today's so called 'faith healing* practised by

some Christian groups who reject any medical means in healing and

claim a 'pure faith' in God. Jesus did not heal only by the power

of suggestion as some of these groups do. This becomes clear when

we take into consideration the various aspects of the healing ministry
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of Jesus. Sometimes the act of healing was connected with the faith

of the patient's relatives or friends (Kk 7{2 ff)j sometimes the act

of healing was performed over a distance (l k 7!24| Kt 815 ff), etc.

Therefore, it is impossible to find a suitable psychological expla—
- •

-~f~ -v#

nation to cover all these healing acts of Jesus. The faith of the

patients, however, pointed to a concrete trust in God's power which
worked through the person Jesus, 'faith' expresses human's willingness
in accepting God's grace and makes it possible for God's power to

operate against the power of Satan. 'Faith* is always active and
not passive, dynamic but not satanic. It is the he aid of all ope¬

rations of divine power. It is actively seeking God's help. It does

not reject any kind of help, whether medical or spiritual. It has

nothing to do with magic or superstition and has nothing to do with

any demand of believing what can not be reasoned or proved. It conveys

the patient's need of help and his willingness to be helped. It is

closely linked with Christ's teaching of prayer. It sometime® implies
action and response, or reaction between man and God. It cannot

operate from one side only. Thus, 'faith* implies man's trust and

God's redemptive action which works through the incarnated person —

J esus- who does the work of salvation.

'Faith' does not discard reason or deny and scientific knowledge.
It does not mean taking something for granted. It is just the opposite.
It is absurd if a student does not work hard but assures himself that

he will pass his examination by faith. That is not faith at all, it
is selfdeception. Faith demands confidence, the use of God's gifts,
the use of man's senses, ability, understanding, intelligence,
knowledge* It asks the co-operation of mind and body, and requires

self-discipline. From this it is to be concluded that faith is not

a passive waiting for blessings from above, but it is a definite

relationship between God and man, inspiring and activating man to
make use of the means supplied by God.
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A patient who reckons that to believe in God. is to abandon all

methods of medical treatment and merely put his trust in God, is
neglecting God's gifts. This is not faith. He thuB separates himself
from God because he separates himself from the gifts of God. If he
cannot first trust the gifts of God, how can he say he has faith in
God? Such a person wants healing by faith, but if he caunot first
trust the doctors, nurses, the psychotherapists, the pills and the

drugs, ana clinical treatment, his faith is no longer in God but in
magic. Those who refuse to make use of medical treatment but rely
on an immediate healing by God, claim that this is the 'real faith'
and that the use of medicine constitutes a real lack of fiath in God.

Such views are based upon a sincere desire for God's glory, but they

fail to recognise that all healing is God's healing act, and that
the healing power of medicine is itself a gift of God.

Healing — an ac ^ of exorcism — to establish the Kingdom of God

The sole purpose of Christ's mission was to establish the kingdom
of God. His healings and exorcisms served the same purpose. He desired

that men should be won for God's kingdom and should come into a right

relationship with God.
On some occasions, he attributed the oceurance of illness to

the operation of evil power in human life.

Dealing with the woman bound by Satan for eighteen years (iik 13Jiff),
Jesus cured her on the Sabbath despite all opposition of the Pharisees.

Jesus' mission was to destroy the works of Satan, demons or devils
and to release men from their bondage, save them from the power of
evil and restore them to God. He was concerned with men's total need.

The Sermon on the mount deals with the whole human life and human

problems. The victorious healing power of Christ is the sign and sure

evidence of the dethronement of Satan's kingdom in order that the



93

kingdom of God and God's reign can be established (Lk 11:14 ff).
His autuority and power is rooted in his unique relationship

to God which no r.an ever has experienced. With his authority he

fought against the power of demons and overcame them. The dawn of

the kingdom of God has thus begun (lit 12:28).
The Gospels record seven oases of demon-possession. They are,

~

1 2
the man with an unclean spirit, the Gerasene demoniac, the Epileptic

3 4
boy, the dumb man possessed with a devil, the blind and dumb man

5 6
possessed with devil,' Kary t agdalena, the daughter of the woman

7
Canaan. Also there are other cases mentioned without giving any

detail, such as Matthew 8:16, "that evening they brought to him

many who were possessed with de ons, and he cast out the spirits
»»3

with a word, and healed all who were sick.
The first three cases mentioned, give accounts of symptoms mani¬

fested by the possesssed. Apparently, these symptoms were psycholo¬
gical as well as physical, but Christ's contemporaries construed the

XKt 1:21} Lk 4:31-37.5

S t 5:2 *34} Nk 511-20} Lk 8:25-36.

17:14-21} ik 9:14-29} Lk 9*37-43.

^flt 9*32-34.
^t 12:22-30} Lk 11:14-26.

6r:t 16:9i Lk 8:2.

Vt 15:21-28} fck 7:24-30.

8Cf. Kt 4*24} Kk 1:32-34} Lk 4*41} Actsl0:3u.
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unusual appearance and behaviour of these people as demon-possession.
We now turn to the Synoptic Gospels to get biblical light on the

problem of demons and hew this problem should be understood.*
The Gerasene Demoniac (i-Ck 5*1-20} Kt 8*2&«34| Lk <3*26-39*)
Reading through these narratives of the synoptic Gospels, we

get the same incidents but described in different ways. Matthew's
aocount is rather brief and not very clear, he mentions two demoniacs

instead of one as found in Luke and Mark.

Soncentrating on the main issues, these three narratives aaee in

harmony. Probably Mark's narrative is the original and it represents
an eye-witness report.

We go back to the story and begin with the terrible voyage.

In the evening, Jesus and his disciples set out to sail across
the lake. Jesus was tired and fell asleep on a cushion in the boat.
A storm came up, the waves broke over the boat and the boat started
to get filled with water. They were terrified and woke Jesus, and

said, "Master, we are sinkiugi Do you not care?" But Jesus rebuked
2

the wind and said to the sea, "Peace, be still." And the wind ceased
and there followed a great calm. They reached safely the shore at

the eastern side of the lake, probably early the following morning.
The cemetery was near the shore where Jesus and his disciples

landed. We can imagine that the extreme strain on the nerve3 of the

disciples was not yet ceased after the frightening voyage, and when

they reached the oemetery the strain war increased ag»in for they

More details on the problem of demon-possession will be discussed
on pp. 99.

2
Some scholars suggest that these words were spoken to the disciples
but it seems unlikely. Of. Peake's Commentary on The Bible,
op.oit., p. 640.
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believed, that the cemetery was a haunt of demons.*
Suddenly, the noise of awful laughing acco panied by the clanking

of chains was heard and a lunatic man emerged fro i the tombs, staring
at them in anger and the® he ran towards them (Kk 5*6)* it was pro¬

bable that the disciples cried out, "A demonJ A ghostJ" when they
saw him. Jesus, however, was calm and steady in facing his approach
and baid to him, "Out, unclean spirit, come out of this mani" Hearing
the word, he fell down and worshipped him. This sudden ohange of

2
feeling and action is not unusual in cases of acute mania. The suf¬

ferer had probably sensed the special qualities in Jesus, as such
person often seem to have particular sensitivity of this nature. In
the Gospels stories concerning demon-possessions, it is often stated
that the demons could recognise Jesus.

The narrative focuses a sharp picture of the demoniac. He was

exceedingly fierce and highly homicidal because of his mania. He
was very strong} even the chains and fetters could not restrain him

(&k 5*4). He was also completely unable to control himself; he had

lost his memory for he could not remember his own name. He used to
out hi self with stones and cried aloud day and night (Lk 8s27).
These are all symptoms of mania.

He was expelled by and isolated from the community because of
his mania. He had to find a place for himself to settle down. A

cemetery was the best place where he could feel safe, for no man

would like to come to such a place to disturb and tor ure him. He

was treated as an outcast by the commumity. Ho doubt the isolation,
which was the only way the community used to treat mania, made his
illness worse. It isllikely that death for him was near had he not

met Jesus.

1Infra, pp. ff.

2
WI'. Menzies Alexander,Demonic Possession in the New Testament
(e iinburghs t & t Clark,~1953), p. 74.
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As far as his mission waB concerned, Jesus, seeking every oppor¬

tunity to seize the power of evil, took a different attitude towards
this poor patient. Perhaps the patient had really been tortured by

the people of the community in order to oalm him down and so with
this experience in mind, he begged Jesus not to tortuze him (Kk 5*3)•

Treating the poor and wild patient suffering from serious mental

derangement, Jesus said to him "Out, unclean spirit come oxit of this
manJ" If this was a psychological method of so called 'suggestion'
it seemed tnat it did not help him at all. Then Jesus tried another

way, beginning with a friendly attitude and asked his name. The man

answered, "Ky name is Legion; for we are many." (j k The term
'we' indicates his divided personality with conflicting forces within

him. This also was a symptom of his mania. By asking his name, Jesus
established a psychological relationship to enable the patient to
confide in him. The answer given by the detnon-possessdd person is
also significant. In biblical reference a name usually expresses

something of tie bearer of that name. In this case, by calling
himself Legion, he admitted something of his terrible state and opened

the door to be treated and healed. It seems that the name Legion
was the clue leading to the genesis of his mania. Perhaps, the patient
was familiar with Soman troops. A legion was a large unit in the

Soman aiwy. There were six legions stationed at Syria at the time
of Jesus. With his mania he really believed that a whole group of

demons like legions of troops had entered into him and possessed him.

Of course tnis might only be a product of his delusion and a result
of his serious disorder.

According to the Bible narrative, the demons knew the power of
Jesus and they pleaded him not to send them to the country (Kk 5*10).
A better way to treat them was to send them to the herd of pigs nearby

(Mk 5!12). This was done and the pigs possessed by the demons threw

themselve into the deep water.
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It is difficult to understand why two thousand pigs rushed over

the hill and got drowned in the lake. It is not unlikely that in

his conversation with Jesus, the demoniac reached a catharsis, resul¬

ting in unexpected yells and screams, and that these frightened the

pigs to such an extent that they rushed over the cliff and threw

themselves into the lake.

The herdsmen fled and could find no better explanation for their

great loss than to attribute it to the operation of demons and in

this way it was also recorded by X*rk.
One point is noteworthy, that is Jesus sought every chance to

save man's life and to free man from the power of satan. Kan is worth

much more than animals. A high price has to be paid in order to save

a life and that Jesus did, as he said himself J "You are wofth more* is.

than the birds" (Kt6sl3)« For the contemporaries the patient was

an aiemy, a dangerous nan? but for Jesus he was a patient, a man worthy
in the sight of God, a man who needed to be helped. In this way,

Jesus differed from hie contemporaries. When they saw that this
maniae was healed, sitting there with Jesus and being of sound mind,
and when they heard v.nat had happened to their pigs, they begged Jesus
to leave their village, so that He might not cause any more trouble
which could result in further loss of tneir property. Jb'or them pros¬

perity seemed more important than a man's sanity (cf Kk ])Jl7» Lk 8:37).
f' any cases of healing and exorcisms are found involving psycho-

logical factors. Psychological explanations can be given to come to

a deeper understanding of the operation of God's power working through
Jesus Christ. Psychological analysis cannot deny tne healing ministry
of Jesus, but psychological insights can give a better appreciation
of the healing work of Jesus. Modern minds might like to ascribe

the healing work of Jesus to his magnetic personality and to psycho¬

logical factors. Be it so, it rtlll remaius true that Jesus was sent

by Godto a suffering world to perform the miracles of healing and to
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show forth God's mercy by proclaiming forgiveness of sin - all signs
of the coming of the kingdom of God.

Jesus used every effort to perform healings and exorcisms so

that God's kingdom could be established. This makes his exorcisms

different from others, livery act of healing or exorcism is a new

beginning of the reign of God as well as a beginning of the end of

Satan's reign. Bxorcieras and healings are acts of God's direct power

over Satan's power. The victory of the former brings the dawning of

the kingdom of God. The healings and the exorcisms are proclamations
of the good news and manifestations of the good will towards men.

In a controversy about easting out devils, Jesus, knowing the
minds of his opponents, said to them,

Every kingdom divided against itself, goes into ruin, and no
town, no household, that is divided against itself can stand.
And if it is Satan who casts out Satan, Satan is divided
against himself} how then can his kingdom stand? And if it is
by Beelzebub that I cast out devils, by whom do your peoples
drive them out? If this is your argument, they themselves will
refute you. But if it is by the spirit of God that I drive out
the devils then be sure the Kingdom of God has already come
upon you. (NEB. ft 12:25-28).
Jesus puts his exorcisms into the closest context with the coming

of the kingdom of God. The beginning of his ministry was the sign of

the beginning of the victory of the kingdom of God, and the beginning
of the dethronement of Satan. This process is still continuing today
until the final victory of the heavenly kingodm and the final defeat
of the kingdom of Satan be reached in the final consummation.

The sole purpose of Jesus' work is the erection of God's kingdom.
To accomplish this, the power of Satan has to be destroyed. This

power is often identified with tne evil force of demons or

devils whioa to a great extent, were conceived of as corruptive,
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impairing and inflicting forces oausiag all sorts of sufferings

for man, including sickness and sin. Since, these evil powers

have much to do with diseases and calamities, a close examination
of their destructive nature would give a clearer oonprehension of

the relationship between sin and illness and all related problems*

(o) The iroble. of Demon-possession

The belief that the demon was an agsnt of disease and accident
was prevalent in the time of Cnrist. In the rabbinical teaching,
there were certain numbers of demons, male and female, residing in
various places and tilings. The supreme one was Satan—Sammael.
There were two classes of demons, one was purely spiritual and another
was half-spiritual. Several representatives of the latter class were

2
named, as Shedim, Seirin, Rucnin, Ruchoth and Lilin. These were

put under the name of Kazziqin (Tanch. Mish. 19).
These demons commonly stayed in the desert, a cemetery, ruined

houses, and otner places of uncleanness. They hid under the shadow
* I

of certain trees, under the shadow cf moon, the shadows of various

"^R.C. Thompson, Semitic I-agio (London! Luzac & Co., 1908),
PP. 57-53, 90 ff.

2
W.M. Menzies Alexander, Demonic Possession in the Hew Testament
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1902), pp 25 ff. Cf. "According to
Rabbinical tradition liilith was the first wife of Adam to whom
she bore other evil spirits - Shedim, Lilin, and Kaanin." — bee
Edward Langton, Essentials of Demonology,(Londoni Epworth Press,
1948), p. 48. 'S^rim' ( were generally portrayed as
goat-shaped hairy creatures. The word is mentioned in Leviticus
17!7 aa 'he goats' and the same term is found in II Chronicles
Ili5« In Isaiah 13>21, the *S®irim' were dancing among the ruins
of Babylon, and in Isaiah 34>14 they were in the ruins of Edom
with other wild beasts. The RbV uses 'Satyrs' for 'Seirim* in
these two passages. Also of. WaltherEichrodt, op. cit., pp.223 ff.

%*enzies Alexander, op. pit., pp. 25 ff.
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other objeots.^" They rested on the surface of water, oil and other

liquids. They associated themselves with certain animals, like the
2

mad dog, fly, wasp, scorpion, serpent, ass and bull. They easily
caused demon-possession if men got close to them.

There are many evidences that Jesus to a large extent accepted

the current views about demons and demon possession, yet was never

subject to superstitious fear, He used to retire to the desert place

for prayers, though the waste place wat said to be a special haunt of
demons, iie was in the wilderness for forty d»ys tempted by Satan.
He asked tne Samaritan woman for a draught of water although in Jewish

superstition the surface of any water given by a foreigner would be

the haunt of demons. His teaching concerning the providence of God

over the whole creation rejected the superstitious view of the asso¬

ciation between demons and animals. He raised the dead, he spoke
about demons and cast out demons from those who were possessed. He

gave this power to his disciples and commanded them to do the same.

0n the one hand, the current superstitious had no power over him,
on the other hand, he seemed to believe that the power of demons could
cause some kinds of diseases and some particular events, like the
storm on the sea of Galilee in Mark 4*39*^ Mark 7:32 ff implied that

deafness was caused by demons, and Luke 11:14 ff expressed it that
the patient was a victim of demon possession. Apart from these

references, Jesus scarcely made any allusion to devils or linked up
4

demon possession with the cause of disease and other events. Ho

^Thompson, op. cit., pp. 90 ff.
2
iidward Langton, op. cit.. pp. 37 ff.

^Cf. W.K Alexander, op. oit.. p. 29.

4ibid.. p. 95*
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reference of demon possession is found in the following events: Matthew

8:1 ff, the healing of a leper; Matthew 8:14 ff, the fever of Peter's

mother-in-law; lark 2:1 ff, the healing of a paralytic man; Mark 3, the
centurion's servant; Mark 5:11 ff, the daughter of Jairus and the
woman suffering from haemorrhages.

In the time of Jesus, like all other unscientific peoples in all

generation, the Jews in Palestine tended to attribute all kinds of
mental disease and physical illness to demon possession. Modern man

might criticise it as absurd, false and superstitious and would say

that demon-possession was simply neurosis, psychosomatic or epilepsy.
But for the people of two thousand years ago, demonic theory was

something not so much superstitious as the best way they could find
to explain the cause of human sickness. Jesus, as a historical person,

living among them, had to be involved in the sharing of the traditional
idea of demon-possession though he was aware of the extreme views of

many of his Jewish contemporaries. Dr. Edward Langton goes so far
as to say,

Discarding, as we feel we must, theories of accommodation as
insufficient and invalid, we can only conclude that Jesus
accepted, without serious modification, the popular belief in
Satan and demons which was current in Hi* time. Such an accep¬
tance by Jesus does not prove that these popular beliefs correspond
with reality. 2

This view can be endorsed, for as long as the acceptance of the existing
views of demon-possession do not minimize the authority of the teaching
of Jesus and His power of healing, one cannot see why Jesus could not

accept the reality of the current belief. Jesus not merely accommo¬

dated himself to the belief common in his time but He believed in the

existence and operations of demons or evil spirits. But I am inclined

to differ from Dr. Langtoa in his view that the acceptance of these

beliefs by Jesus tells us nothing about the correspondence of these

views with the reality. If the belief in demons does not correspond

Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 98* Also see Dictionary of the Bible
ed. James Hastings, revised by F.C. Grant & H.H. Rowley
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1963>, p. 782-33*

2
Langton.op» cit.. p. 224*
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to reality in some way, it is difficult to explain why He worked

against the power of demons and conferred the authority on his

disciples to cast out demons. His words and deed:- conveyed the

'truth' of the existence of demons.

As a historical person, Jesus, the Son of Kan, had some self-

imposed limitations. He wept when he was sad (John 11:35), he was

angry when he saw the obstinate stupidity of men (Kk 3*5), He took
a rest when he was tired after work (Lk 8:23)# he ate and drank with
the outcast (Lk 15:1 ff), he was a man, he grew like a man (Lk lt80,
2:52), he asked questions and gaixied knowledge in the same manner

as men do (Lk 2:46), and he declared his ignorance of the date of
the Parousia (Mt 24*26, Kk 13*32)t All of these are human limitations
in the life of Jesus. They accord with bt. Paul's words in Philippians

2:7—8, "Bearing the human likeness, revealed in human shape, he humbled

himself, and in obedience accepted even death - death on the cross"

(NEB).
As long as these human limitations or self-imposed limitations

didinot reduce the fact of the Incarnation, there seems to be no

reason to doubt that Jesus completely shared and believed the outlook

of hie time and place. Even the Pharisees gave some credit for his

act of exorcism (Mt 12:24, 27ff| Lk ll:19ff). They said that it waa

by Beelzebub, prince of devil, that Jesus drove out demons. But Jesus

explained that he did it by the Spirit of God. Many incidents in the

life of Jesus indioated that he not merely accommodated himself to

the current belief, but fully shared in the reality of it. His words
and deeds corresponded to the reality of detn ;n-possession.

It is, however, interesting to note that the activities of demons
seemed to be localized. It was more common in the northern area of

Palestine than in the south. The Synoptists mainly deal with Jesus'
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mission in the north where the oases of possession were common. But

the author of the fourth Gosple, who mainly deals with the Judaean

ministry of Jesus, mentions no demon—possession. In the presaat

age, the actions of demons are rare in most advanced countries but
common in some under-developed countries and in their mission fields.

F.odern psychological research makes much of the influence of
a strong personality on a weaker one. Many psychologists assume that
the success of Jesus* exorcism was the result of the influence of

his magnetic personality. The departure of the demons was due to

dis spiritual and personal influence on those who were possessed by
them. They study of auto—suggestion on patients' minds gave rise to
a hypothesis which declares that the patients believed that the power

of demons could really go into their bodies and possess them. Thus
this auto-suggestion acted as real demon., which disturbed the inte¬

gration of personalities, and thus symptoms of lunatic disorders

appeared.. If the patients also believed that the superior power of
Jesus could drive out demons, the patients' demons resulting from

auto-suggestion, could easily be banished by the strong personal
influence of Christ exercised through i'a word* or * a touch' of

authority. Some of the modern psychologists hold this hypothesis
and claim that the "exorcism presents tue exact counterpart to the

2
genesis of possession." They conclude that demon-possession is unreal.

They over-simplify the whole problem of demon-possession and their

conclusion is very doubtful for there are oases of demon-possession

^"Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 101.
2
Langton, op. pit.. p> 162. Cf. T.K. Oesterreich, Possession.
Demoniacal and Other (Condons Ke_an Paul, 1930), p.100.
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which can hardly be explained by a psychological hypothesis.^-
Possessing some scientific knowledge, modem men are apt to

explain all kinds of demon-possession in the light of medical and

psychological methods, and proceed to the conclusion that there is
no such thing as demon-possession but only epilepsy or hysteria;
or that there is no such a thing as a demon, only disease, physical
or mental. To a great extent, this way of reasoning could apply to

certain cases in the New Testament involving symptoms similar to
2

today's epilepsy, hysteria, madne s or neitrous disorder. In the
case of the epileptic boy mentioned in Mark gl: 14-291 verse 29 is
translated by the RSV as 'epileptic' but one is inclined to agree

that something more than epilepsy was involved here propably some

form of ps chosis.^
As for the Capernaum demoniac in Kark ls21—28 (cf Luke 4*33-3?)

James Hastings (ed.), Dictionary of tne Bible. 2nd ed. revised
by P.O. Grant & H.H. Howley (Edinburgh: T L T ftlark, 1965)1 p.212.
Also see Unger, Ferrill Frederick, Biblioal Demonology (Americas
Wheaton: Van Kampen Press INC., 1952), p. 99* Unger, the
professor of Old Testament of Dallas Theological Seminary,
concludes his study with olarity: "The truth is that the Bible,
on this phase of the subject as is the case in many oO-ther
fields of inquiry, without contradicting everyday experience,
advances to a realm whither human scienoe cannot follow.••
This action, however inexplicable it may be to the natural
man, as all operation of spirit upon spirit is found to be,
cannot a priori be declared impossible or improbable, anu
no one has a right to 'eviscerate' tne virile expressions
of the Scripture in order to reduce its declarations to a level
with our own ignorance'•"

^Langton, op. cit.. p. 152, 154-155*

^Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 75f Cf. Both the RSV And NEB use
'epileptic' for in Mt. 4*24, Mk 1:32. 'Epilepsy'
or 'epileptic' is rendered from the Greek term crfc\ h v joCfe
literary meaning 'to be a lunatic' or 'to be r.ioon-Bwuck* as it
appears in I t 4*24* Its meaning is different from jfi.Lt>Qvafeo-*
which means 'to be possessed of a demon* or to be demonize# as
it appears in ft 17:15.



105
the details given in the narrative by both evangelists are not enough

to form a complete diagnosis. However, from the meagre materials,

available, it appears that the man was possessed by an unclean spirit
which threw him into a convulsion and with a loud cry it left him then.
The symptoms were a loud cry, a falling down and a convulsion.^"
Apparently, the story gives a picture of a man in an abnormal
psychological state. The case might be some kind of insanity which
has a demonic power behind it.

In Luke 13*10-17, we are told of the woman possessed by a

spirit. The spirit had crippled her for eighteen years. Luke

says, "there was a woman who had had a spirit of infirmity for

eighteen years." She was unable to stand straight but was bent down
for eighteen years. She was regarded as a daughter of Abraham.^
She was in the Synagogue on the Sabbath day. The story shows that
she was a normal woman, except for her physical trouble. There is
no word indicating that she had mental disorder. Apparently, she
was suffering from a spinal disease which caused her to be bent

double. Concerning this point, Dr. frenzies Alexander might be wrong

in saying that "we regard this therefore as an extreme instance of
4

spinal disease in the form of 'Pott's curvature'". If it was really
a surgical case, as mentioned, the difficulty is that her immediate
cure was unlikely to be possible. Probably, it might be a

5
hysterical paraplaegia. Here, again no complete detail is given

XLk 4*35.

^Lk 13*11 (RSV).

3Lk 13*16.

A.
Demonic Possession in the New Testament, op. cit.. p. 94.

5
Of. Leatherhead, op. Pit., p. 59.
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in the story for making any definite decision which could be assigned
to her illness. The treatment included both Jesus' words and hand.

In other cases, the way he used to oast out demons is simply 'by
a word'.* Here, the layin^-on of a hand was practised. The imposition
of a hand is also seen in other non-demonic oases, such as leprosy

(Lk 5:13; tit 8*3; Kk 1:41), blindness (tit 9*29)» fever (l k 1:31), and
some general cases in Kark 6:5, all of these are oases not attributed
to demon-possessions. Probably the writers of the Gospels used to

express certain kinds of disease by rendering the prevalent thought
and asoribing that disease to demons.^ Host likely, "a spirit of
infirmity' in uuke XIII is a figure of speech applying to the woman's

being physically crippled. "She was bent double", says professor
J.A. Findlay, "but not demon-possessed. Jesus never laid his hands
on a demoniac."^ She is 'a daughter of Abraham*« These words indicated
that she was a pious member, a promised heir who belonged to God.
All of these statements show that demon-possession is impossible to

be assumed for this case.

Of oourse, cases like the dumb and blind demoniac in tiatthew
9:32-33 and Luke 11:14, the deaf stammerer in Park 7'32-37, and the
Gerasene demoniac in Hark 5il-2Q can possibly bo explained in the

light of modern psychology and we may assume that they were hysterical

blindness, dumbness or epileptic insanity. But this interpretation
need further scientific evidence to prove its verity.

The way Jesus treated his patients with demonic or other sickness
was simply by 'a word' or authority or by 'a touch of hand* and

*Cf. Katthew 8:16; Alexander, op. oit.. p. 137*

2Cf. Lk 4»49i tik 1*13.

Quoted by Heatherhead, op. cit.. p. 59*
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thereafter the patients were immediately cured by this means of

healing#* It was neither magical nor medioal for he was not a

magician nor a surgical doctor# Yet, it was so effective that it

affected the patients' minds, nervous systems and bodily diseases.

Probably, it was a supernatural method which belonged to suciiaa

higher plane that the present knowledge of man is ttill incapable of
2

giving a sufficient explanation#

Tae incidents of the activities of demons are not confined to

the record of the Gospels# They are also found in other Jewish
literature especially the apocryphal and apocalyptic literature, e#g.

in I Enoch 1-3 and 83-90» ia the Book of Jubilee ana the Testament
of the Twelve Patriarchs, with which the writers of the Gospels were

familiar. Also come similar but fragmentary accounts are exhibited

in the Old Testament, e.g. in Psalm 106i37» and Deuteronomy 32:17*
where hu. an beings were sacrificed to demons. The Hebrew word used

for 'demons' in these two passages is 'Shedim'. It is generally used
for all kinds of demons whether they are good or evil, visible or

iuvisible. In Paul*s Epistles, elements of teaching on the subject
of demons are in harmony with the teaching of the Gospels. Some

relationship between demons and idolatry is taught in 1 Cor. 8:4 ff,
where more emphasis is laid on the nature of idols than on the acti¬

vities of demons."^ The author (Paul) tells the Ephesians that they

were "once following the course of tne world, following the prinoe
of the power of the air, the spirit that is now at work in the sons

of disobedienoe" (Eph. 2:2 KSV).
There are also many ethnio parallels of demon activities found in

^Edward Langton, op. oit.. p. 156.

^M.P. Unger, op. cit.. pp.99

^Langton, op. pit., pp. 183 ff.
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the East, in China, India, nfrica, Babylon, Assyria,* and especially
2

in the mission field. The fact of demon-possession is widely known

in the world and it beoame a universal phenomenon. The problem cannot

be solved so easily as many modern men suppose by thinking that there
are no demons existing in the world. For no one can prove their

non-existence and no one knows what 'epilepsy* really meant in the

time of Jesus when one tends to apply it to all demoniac.3
Some cases recorded in the Gospels or in other literature can

be identified through modern psychological knowledge, but not all
4

can be explained in the light of modern psychology and medicine. It
is true that in the past era many cases of disease have been attributed
to demon-possession though these were really psychological or physical
diseases. Through the advancement of today's psychological research
and medical investigation, past errors of attributing all diseases
to demon—possession can be avoided, and more light can be thrown on

the problem.

Alexander, op. cit.. p. 41-50» PP« 144 ff. Also, according to
Dr. Langton, the source of the Hew Testament teaching on the
problem of demon-possession is traceable to the beliefs of
Babylonians, Assyrians, Persians and Greeks with whom the
Israelites at various times were closely connected. The Jewish
belief in demons was mainly influenced by the belief of the
Babylonians that the cause of all disease and sickness was due
to the operations of demons. - Essentials ol" Demonology. o;o« cit..
p. 22, 149.
2
Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 101.

3ibid.. p. 98.
4
Br. Weatherhead puts all healing miracles in three classes and
suggests some possible psychological and medical explanations
for each oaae, but, concludes with the following words,
"My own ooncluBion,from a study of our lord's miracles in the
light of modern psychology, vis that while the mental meohanisrns
which He used can sometimes be identified through our modern
psychological knowledge, the miracles certainly oannot be regarded
merely as psychotherapeutic treatments ... In the miracle stories
we are in a different world, Psychological theories oan illumine,
but oaimot explain, Christ's healing work." op. cit.. p. 77.
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The problem with which we are dealing, is most perplexing and

no satisfactory explanation or clear cut answer can be offered

following our brief survey.

It is dangerous to over-simplify the problem and to conctriad e

that there is no evil power, no demons, no Satan who could trouble
men's bodies, but disease only. What the Bible says cannotjbe doubted
or denied. Psychological or medical terms could be used to describe
the cases of possession, but the satanio origin of these cases cannot
be denied.

According to the Gospel of Luke, Satan was the cause of the
illness of the woman who was bent double for ei/hteen years. (Luke
13*10-16). Jesus agreed that there was a prince of demons whom the

Pharisees believed to have certain power (Mt 12:24). Jesus declared
that it was the 'nvil one' who shut men's hearts and ears to the

Gospel (Mt. 13:1?). It is false and dangerous to presume that Jesus
was pretending to accept the popular thought although He knew that

there were no demons within His sick people, and that he limited his

divine knowledge in order to share the prevalent delusion.^ The

sincerity of the historical person, the Hon of man, Jesus, oannot
be doubted. To question this, would be to throw doubt on the whole
c ristology which is based on the normal man, the Incarnation of God.
This would result in the corruption of the Gospel and the undermining

of faith.

From the words of Jesus as well as from the whole New Testament's

teaching, we are inclined to believe in the activities of the power

of Satan or evil spiritB. This belief is by no means corresponding

to any superstition. This belief is also entirely different from

^A. Rendle Short, The Bible and Modern Medicine (The Paternoster
Press, 1966), p. 51, 113.
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the primitive view of demonology as well as from the superstitious

thought of rabbinical teaching. There is a similarity between the

primitive view and the view of the rabbis in so far as they both

pictured demons as fearful, ugly and mischievous imps or ghOBtss

waiting in the ruins or dirty places ready to attack men. These
demons could be cast out by a spell, incantation, amulet, ring, neck¬
lace and some odours or incense. But none of these things were found

in use in Jesus' exorcism, and no particular figure of an imp is

pictured in the Gospels. Wuat the Gospels tell about demons is that

they sometimes caused illnessj that the satan tempted Jesus in the

wilderness (Mt 4'3)j that Batan is the 'ruler of the world' and would
be cast out at the final judgment (John 12:3l); and that the devil
is the enemy of the Bon of nan (Lk 10:19)| that the seven unclean

spirits returned to trouble the man more seriously than before

(»t 12:43-45); that the Bon of man has power over Satan (Mk 3«20; cf.
Mt 12:241 Bk 11:5); and that his kingdom would be destroyed by Jesus.

2
No doubk, the satanic power is the source of all evil and trouble.
Sin and sickness have their roots in this power.

The difficulty is that no clear line oan be drawn between

emon-possession and the sickness of epilepsy, insanity, mania or

other similar diseases. The symptoms of demon-possession as pictured

in the Bible are also found in, for example, epilepsy. One oan

hardly believe that in a mental derangement there would be no evil

power in operation, nor can one say that in a demon-possessed person

there would be no other physicfi.1 or spiritual defect involved.

1Supra, p. 99.
2
A. Rendle Short, op. clt., p. li:2.



In the Gospels as well as in the whole Bible, man is treated
as a complete entity. Jesus not only dealt with man's physical

diseases, but also with the hidden spiritual causes. He cast out
evil spirits and freed men from their bondage. He cured all kinds

of diseases anci restored men to the wholeness of health. He came to

destroy the reign of the evil power and to establish the kingdom of
God.

Demon-possession is clearly a kind of sickness and is related

directly or indirectly to sin. This was the view taken by Jesus:
Christ saw in the case of every 'possessed' victim a result of
sin, not necessarily through the oo-oper»tion of the victims;
sin He saw embodied in 'Satan', wno is identified with 'demon*;
he was the personification of the principle of evil, which
was manifested in men in a variety of ways. When Christ
'exorcised' a demon, He by His divine power drove the svil out
and at the same time obliterated the visible results ibf sin. 1

The answer for the demon—possessed people might perhaps not be found

in psychology or medical science, but in the words of Hims
"I y son, thy sins are forgiven" (!• k 20*5) i "*>in no more that nothing
worse befall you" (John 5:14), ana "Your sins are forgiven" (Lk 7:4 ).

Forgiveness as the clue to the exorcism of demon-possession

W.O.E. Oesterley, 'Demon Possession', Dictionary of Christ and
the Gospels, ed. James Hastings (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, I9O6),
Vol, I, p. 443*

2
The unnamed woman, who anointed Jesus' feet is traditionally
identified with Kary, the Fiagdalene, from whom seven demons
were driven out (Kk 8:2). Cf. Peake'a Commentar, on the Bible
eds. K. Black & H.H. Rowley (London: Thomas Nelson & Hons, 1964)
p. 814*
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is the sole authority of Jesus who practised it for the liberation

of those who suffered from the inflictions caused b,y demonio power

which very often revealed themselves in sin and sickness. Having

completed his earthly task, he gave his authority to his church and

those who followed him to carry out the work of God. Therefore

the church, finding herself engaged in the Miasio Dei should take
this ooi.mission seriously and unite herself in battle against enemies,

namely sin and sickness.

(d) Sin and hiokness in the Apostolic Church

Sin and sickness are life-long problems existing in human

history. They are problems not to be solved bj a simple formula.
In the Apostolic age the Church was challenged by the same

problems, both of which originated from the same source, i.e. the
satanio power. Under the commission ofChrist the apostles went

out to deal with these human handicaps. To sinners the good news

was preached, and for the benefit of the sick healing acts were

performed.

The relationship between sickness and sin is very intimate.
Sometimes these two are identified with one another. This is implies

in the words of Christ: "Those who are well have no need of a physi¬

cian, but those who are sick; I came not to call the righteous, but
sinners" (Kk 2:17).

The apostle Rial devoted muoh of his time to the subject of sin
but not so much to •sickness'. However, from his writings, the
connection between these two is apparent:

hickness - its Satanic Origin and Its ..duoational Purpose

From the problem of Paul's 'thorn in the flesh', the origin and
the purpose of sickness are obtained. Paul said, "And to keep me from

being too elated by the abundance of revelation, a thorn was given
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me in the flesh, a messenger of batan, to harass me, to keep me from
being too elated." (II Cor. 12»7). It is generally agreed that 'the
thorn in the flesh' is indioating a certain kind of ailment from

which Paul suffered. Actually what Paul's physical disease was,

is not so olear from the text, borne conjectures are that f&aul was
1 2

suffering from a sharp pain, or malaria, or a serious eye trouble
(of. Gal. 4sl3-14)»^ For Paul, 'this thorn in the flesh' was an evil

thing which came from Satan - a messenger of batan sent to bruise

him.

IX Cor. 12:7, the Hew English Bible reads, "And so to keep
me from being unduly elated by the magnificience of such
revelation, I was given a sharp pain in my body which came as
Satan's messenger to bruise me} thiB was to save me from being
unduly elated."

2
Concerning Paul's disease, D.E.H. Whiteley says, "He may
therefore accept the general view that St. Paul was here
refering to some physical malady; the evidence of the Hew
Testament and the speculations of the scholars have been
carefully reviewed by Alio, who points out that all the data
are consistent with malaria." - The Theology of bt. Paul (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1964), P* 22.

Tracing the source of Paul's disease to the event on Damascus
road (Acts 23:2-5)» where he lost his sight,and in his letter
to the Galatians (Gal. 4:13-14), a hint of his eye trouble is
given. Therefore, Professor A.R. bhort concludes, "A simple
explanation of all these passages is that Paul had some disease
of the eyes which from time to time flared up, was repulsive
to l ook at, and interfered with his sight. Trachoma, a chronic and

ana intractable form of conjuctivitis exceedingly common in Palestine,
would correspond exactly." The Bible and I odern ; edioine. op. cit..
p. 69.
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Sickness is of course not a design of God. It does not come di¬

rectly from God but it is a disturbance of the harmony of God's creation.

Sickness is certainly not the direot will of God but it can be used

by God for the good of man. Paul said that it 'was given' to him,

implying a loving purpose of God behind the disease. It could not
have come without God's permission. It was under the power of God
and oame through the hands of God. It haB a particular purpose for
the sufferer. As for Paul it prevented him from being too elated,

keeping him from arrogance and pride. The pride of success, pride
of power, the pride of self-capacity, these are forms of self-
centredness which alienate man from other men and from God. Paul

realized the danger of stepping into the sin of pride and he saw tne

educating purpose of God who chastised nim by means of 'the thorn

in the flesh'

The messenger of Satan, the agent of disease, has his evil
influence in human life. It is clearly cited in the New Testament
that Satan is the enemy of God, who soi\rs the se ds of evil in the
world and prevents tne corning of the Kingdom of God (Kt 13 09)*
iie disturbs the wholeness of man by afflicting him with disease and

pain (Lk 13J16{ cf. Job 2«7)» he is the destroyer of the human body

(I Cor. 5»5j I Tim. 1;2), and the bringer of death to men (deb 5:14).
It was Satan who prevented Paul from going to Tnessalonica. Possibly,

2
i t was due to an illness that he was hindered from going.

*Gal. 4:12-16, he mentions his illness but does not assign it
to Satan.

2D.E.H. Whiteley, op. cit.. pp. 22-23»
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Jesus was handed over to his enemies by the evil plot of

Satan who entered into Judas Iscariot, and caused him to betray
Jesus, The plot was carried out by the hatred and sinfulness of men.

The 'bitter cup* was prepared (John ldiil) by men, but God permitted
His son to drink it for the good of the same sinful men. For Jesus
this cup was "the cup which the Father has given me" (John ldill).
On the cross, the blood was shed for sinners and the siok. The

plot of Satan was exohanged for the victory of God,

Jiokness - a punishment for sin?

Without realizing the universality of sin, a sick person tends
to ask, "what have I done to deserve this disease?" The power of
evil has left its marks on mankind as a whole making itself visible

in the sufferings and pains in human life. Ken suffer because "all

have sinned, and fall short of the glory of God" (Rom, 3*23), A
sick person is a member of the universal oommunity and he can not

escape nor deny his solidarity with the rest of mankind. For better
or for worse he has a share in the lot of a suffering comprehensive

society until death.
For Paul the whole of mankind is sinful and human life is under

a curse. This idea is apparent in the phrase* "the present age of
wickedness" (Gal. 1*4)« He traced the sinfulness of man to the fall
of Adam and related the power of Satan to the serpent of Genesis III,
for he realized the fact of the universal sinfulness of men. The

Gentiles as well as the Jews are under +he condemnation of sin

(Rom, 1-3 )• Sin is so widespread that everyone is affected. Sin
is collective as well as individual. It exists in the world as

well as in every single man and in his will (Romans 7*15-20). The
result of sin is inevitably physical death (Rom. 5*12 fff 6*23),
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A sick person has to discern between an individual sin and that

of mankind as a whole, but still there is a very intimate connection.

What Paul saidcconoerning the close relationship between the members

of the body of Christ, i.e. the Church (I Cor. 12:14 ff) does also

apply to mankind as such. Sickness is both universal and individual
sin. Of Course, what one sows, one reaps, for "He (God) will render
to every man according to his work" (Ron 2:6-9; of* Ps. 62:12).
Although justification is by faith judgment is, in some ee hse based
on works. Every one is judged by what he did and by what kind of

life he lived (Jas. 2:14-26; of. Kt 25). According to scripture there

is a certain kind of judgment already at work (John 3:1^, 19) but
the final judgment is till to come.

The question could be asked whether evil deeds receive their

judgment and punishment here and now. As far as Judas was concerned,
Aots 1:18 directly attributes his shameful death to his shameful
deeds: "How this man bought a field with the reward of his wickedness,
and falling headlong (or swelling up) he burst open in the middle
and all nis bowels gushed out."*1 In the case of Judas hanging him¬

self, according to Matthew's account, some mental disorder could be

assumed; in the case of a death as described by Luke, physical illness
could be assumed without excluding the further possibility of also

2
some mental disorder.

Calvin in his commentary says that Acts 1:18, is inserted by
by Luke — Calvin's Commentary on the Acta of the Apostles, 1-13.
trans. John W. Eraser and W.J. B. McDonald, eda. David W. Torrance
& Thomas F. Torrance (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1965), p. 41*

2
There were three traditions of Judas' death, one is mentioned
in Acts, the others are in Matthew 27»3-10, and in the story
told by Papias - The Beginning of Christianity, eds. F.J, Joakes
Jackson & Kirsopp Lake (London: Maomillan & Co., 1933)» V, p. 22-30.



117

The sudden fall of ^manias and Sapphlra is obviously a penalty

for their deceit (Acts 5:ll). The cause of death was obviously

psychical. A Budden shock derived from a strong guilt feeling
influenced by Peter's strong language of rebuke is suggested to have
been the cause.*

Cases of wicked people punished by attacks of disease were not
rare in the Apostolic age. The case of ELyraas is another illustration.
Luke tells how this man was rebuked by Paul for being a son of the

devil and an enemy of all righteousness. Paul cursed him and he
became blind (Acts 13*10-11). Here the disease of blindness played
a role in exercising God's punishment of sin.

Paul did not hesitate to use harsh and sharp words against
wicked men. He spoke directly and straightly against th power of

the devil - the opponent of the Gospel (Acts 13il0). For Paul, no

evil man was allowed to escape from God's judgment. He was convinced

of the direct relationship between the profaning of the Lord's Supper
and the weakness and illness among the members of the congregation

in Corinth (X Cor. 11*27)»
A traditional Old Testament idea of regarding an angel of the

Lord as an usual agent of God's retribution existed in the Apostolic

Church. This is made plain by Luke's record of Herod's death* "Imme¬

diately the angel of the Lord smote him because he did not give God

the gloryj and he was eaten by worms and died" (Acts 12*23)»

Theidore P. Ferris, "The Acts of the Apostles (Exposition)",
The Interpreter's Bible, ed. George Arthur Buttrick et al,.
(h'ew York* Abingdon Press, 1954)» P* 76. (Vol. IX).

2
Cf. II Kings 19*35i the army of King bennacherib were smitten
by the angels.
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The inhabitants of Malta revealed the same notion regarding the

relation between mishap and evil deeds when Paul was bitten by a viper.

For the natives, misfortune was an indication of the wrongdoing of
the sufferer: "When the natives saw the creature (viper) hanging

from his (Paul's) hand they said to one another, 'No doubt this man

is a murderer, though he has escaped from the sea, justice has not
allowed him to live.'" (Acts 2o:6,9)*^

From this biblical narrative, one would be permitted to
concude that there is not necessarily a direct relation between

mishap, calamity or sickness on the one hand and sin on the other
hand. However, as indicated above and with reference to Judas,
Annaniae and iiapphira, Herod, etc, the bible authors did remain
convinced of a connection between sin and some punishment in this

life.

Concern For the ^iok

As long as illness was regarded as the work of demons or hostile

spirits and as a manifestation of the deeds of the power of evil,

people were prevented by fear from going near to the sick. We are

reminded by Dr. L. Weatherhead t Hie Apostolic age doctors
2

were rare and the fee charged for treatment was high. Poor people

were not in a position to consult a doctor when they needed him.

Bitten by the viper, Paul did not fall down dead. The explana¬
tion for this is probably expressed in Luke 10:9, where Jesus
says, "I have given you authority to tread upon serpents and
scorpions, and over all the power of the enemy; and nothing
shall hurt you."

2
Wheatherhead, op. cit«. p. 73.
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This was one of tiie reas ns why the healing ministry of the apostles
were fulfilled a very serious need. With the power and the love

of Christ they approached the sick and healed them witho t any

hesitation and without expecting any reward.

Although it is difficult to furnish substantial and convincing
evidence concerning the first decades after Christ, it would pro¬

bably be true to say that the coming of Christ and His Gospel marked
a change in the relationship between the healthy person and the sick

person. The CJalatians accepted Paul without questioning his illness.

Describing his relationship with the Galatians, Paul said: "Though

my condition was a trial to yo , you did not scorn or despise me,

b,,+ received me as an angel of God."^" We are not concerned here

with the particular nature of Paul's disease, but what we know is
that the Galatians* attitude to him was most encouraging.

One's concern for a sick person not only means much tohhim
but also plays an important part in the whole healing process. When

Timothy was in bad health, Paul advised him to take a little wine
2

for the sake of ais health. Although Paul was a preacher, not a

paysician, he took care of the siok.
Tne apostxes, sent out by Jesus, were not unaware of the

intimate connection between sickness and sin and having received

their commission to preaoh and to heal, they came to view the healing

ministry as being of vital importance in obeying the command of
their Raster.

1Gal 4s14.

2I Tim y. 23
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(e) Healing in the Apostolio and Post-Apostolic Age

All Healing is of God

In the Apostolio age, the Christians as well as the paganB

believed tnat all healings were illustrations of God's power in

operation. Watching a crippled man healed by Paul, the people of

Lystra said, "The gods have come down to us in the likeness of men!**
Although they did not know the God as Father of Jesus Christ and
attributed the miracle to the work of their gods, Zeus and Hermes,
they knew that the healing act was not men'i work, for it was beyond
the capacity of man.

In the apostolio Church all healings were done in the name of
the risen Christ. The apostles and early Christians believed that

every recovery from illness, every release from the bondage of
demons was result of God's meroy and love. It was God who healed.

Jesus said that it was in the power of the Holy Spirit that
He caBt out demons. In the same way, his disciples claimed that
it was by the power of God that they performed the mira les. But

today, many surgeons, doctors, psychotherapists and scientists
claim that healing is the result of their modern techniques and

medicine. What a different view we modern men hold about the healing

worki»*In a materialistic world men can hardly see the spiritual
meaning of healing. Often, we forget God's power and praise the

ingenuity of men and their medical science. The tragic ending of

taking God's glory to be one's own possession is made clear by the
2

death of Herod. This can be presented as a warning for modern men

1Aots 14*11.

2Acts 12J23.
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in their self-glorification. It is God who heals, not men. This
truth has been formulated in this way:

The words of the celebrated physician Osier that it was God who
healed, he was only the agent, are not often queted today. Far
more serious is the attitude of the Church, which having pio¬
neered the loving care of the sick and stimulated scientific
study over tie centuries, has been content in countries like
Britian to regard the care of the sick as the secular respon¬
sibility of the state, and has concentrated on forms of spiritual
healing almost in contradistinction to scientific medicine. 1

Ken can help the sick people by means of medioal science and modern

techiniques. A doctor is able to diagnose the illness and can pre¬

scribe all the necessary pills, drugs and treatments with a view
to recovery, but the healing is from God. A dootor treats but God
heals. The whole healing process is God in action and man in work

of oo—operation.

Tha Authority and the Gifts of Healing

The authority of healing is given by our Lord Jesus Christ to
His disciples and to those wno share in the work of proclaiming the

Gospel and bearing witness to his name to all in the world. The
Church is the chosen people of God, the body of Christ and He is the
head of the Church; the believers are the limbs. The foundation

is founded by Christ as a continuation of his own work in the world,
which is to reconcile men to God. Healing of the sick is part of

the work of reconciliation in which every active Christian has a share.

I
"Drm T.F. iiawey, 'Thoughts on the Tubingen Consultation',
The Heport of tne Churches' Council of Healing. October. 1965.
(London: 16, Lincoln's Inn Fields), p. 17.

2I Cor. 3:11 ff,
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As far as the gifts of the holy Spirit are concerned, the
varieties of gifts serve but one purpose, that is, His work of the

coming of the kingdom of God. Jesus proclaimed the Gospel, received
sinners and ate and drank with them and healed the sick. This He

did in order to bring sinners to God. To the Church this task was

given and the means provided to enable ner to do it. Not only does
the xioly Spirit stir up the love in the heart and activate men to

go out to proclaim the Gospel, but He also provides other gifts,
of which the power to heal is of no small importance.* But this

healing work should not be seen as an aotivlty separated from the

reconciling work of Jesus, for,
All this is from God, who through Christ reconciled us to
himself and gave us the ministry of reconciliation; that is,
God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself, not counting
their trespasses against them, and entrusting to us the message
of reconciliation. 3

In the Apostolic Church, no one claimed that he possessed super¬

natural power or any peculiar gift to enable him to oarry out his

healing work. It was really the other way round. When a healing
miracle took place, it was acclaimed to be the work of the risen

Christ, the only Person who had risen from the dead. The story in
Acts III is a good example to clear up this point. At the Beautiful

Gate of the temple, a crippled beggar was healed by Peter and John.
After the healing all the people were amazed and gathered round them,

and,
when l'eter saw it he addressed them /Ken of Israel, why do you
wonder at this or why do you stare at us, as though ey our
power of piety we had made him walk? The God of Abraham and
of Isaac and of Jacob, the God of our fathers, glorified his
Servant Jesus ... whom God raised from the dead. To this we

are witnesses; 3

*1 Cor. 12:4 ff.

2II Cor. 5«16-19.

3Acts 3:11 ff.
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Healing miracles connected with the Apostles1 missionary work

frequently occurred in the Apostolic church. There are another eight
cases of individual healings and seven group healings mentioned in

Acts.* One of the latter cases can be quoted here:
rv

And by the hands of the Aposltes were many signs and wonders
wrought among the people ... There came also a multitude out
of the cities round about unto Jerusalem, bringing sick folks,
and them which were vexed with unclean spirits: And they were
healed every one. 2

t
In the pos-apostolic age, the churoh was still performing the

task of healing. We find significant, though fragmental, accounts

in the works of the Apostolic Fathers like the pastor of Hermas,
Justin Kartyr.Irenaeu? and Dionysius of Alexandria.^

4
In the middle of the second century, Hermas wrote,
I would that all men should be delivered from the inoonveniences

they lie under. For he that wants, and suffers inconveniences
in his daily life, is in great torment and necessity. Whosoever,
therefore, delivers such a soul from necessity, gets great joy
unto himself ... and many upon the aocount of such calamities,
being not able to bear them, have chosen even to destroy them¬
selves. He, thjrefore, that knows the calamity of such a man,
and does not free him from it, commits a great sin, and is guilty
of his blood.

The Pastor of Hernias recognized the Christian duty to alleviate pain
as far as possible, and he knew about the joy as fruit of the healing

ministry.

Acts 9:10-19, Paul regains his sight.
Acts 9*32-35, Aeneas is healed of paralysis.
Acts 9*36-42, Tabitha restored to life.
Acts 14:S-10, Paul heals a cripple at Lystra.
Acts 16:16-8, Paul exorcises a maid with a spirit of divination.
Aots 20:7-12, Eutychus brought back to life.
Aots 28:3-6, Paul is not poisoned by the bite of a viper.
Acts 28:8, The fever and dysentery of Publius' father is healed.
Aots 2:43| 5'12-16| 8:5-85 14:35 19*8—12 and 28»9 in which
the multiple healings are mentioned.

2Acts 5:16 (NEB).
^P.L. Garlick, Health and Healing (London: Edinburgh House Press,
1948), p. 12.
Quoted by Evelyn Frost, Christian Healin/; (A.Rll'owbray & Co.
Ltd., 1949), P. 103. ~ _~
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In his treatise against heretics, expecially the Gnostics,
Irenaeus (o. li)0) mentioned that the works of healing were performed

mainly by the Christians and not by others. These works were restoring

sight to the blind, giving hearing to the deaf, casting out all kinds
of demons, curing the weak, the lame, the paralytio and those afflicted
with other diseases.^- He also mentioned the raising of the dead on

which he wrote:

The entire church in that particular locality entreating the
boon with muoh fasting and prayer, the spirit of the dead man
has returned, and he has been bestowed in answer to the prayer
of the Saints. 2

Since illness was usually regarded as demon-possession or caused

by sin, the healing work could be done mainly on a spiritual flat**.
But it seems clear that the Church was seeking other methods of healing
than the spiritual method. The importance of this point can probably
be seen in James* iJpistle chapter 5*14 ff»

Is any among you sick? Let him call for the elders of the church,
and let them pray over hira, anointing him with oil in the name
of the Lord; and the prayer of faith will save the sick man,
and the Lord will raise him up; and if he has committed sin,
he will be forgi/en.

No doubt, anointing was introduced in the community as a method of

curing the sick. It can be taken as an indication of a different

method of healing than just healing by prayer, the so called 'faith'
without action.

Perhaps it was the instruction of Jesus and his practice of the

work of healing which made the early Churoh carry out thiB task un¬

ceasingly, and which convinced the Church throughout the centuries

1lbid., p. 65 & 104.

2Ibid.. p. 105.
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that the taak of taking care of the sick and establishing welfare
for the whole world was its own responsibility. History tells us

that the first infirmary for the sick and the first asylum for lepers
were both founded by Christians. The first hospital in the western
world was also established by a Christian woman.*"

Through the deep understanding of the Gospel of Love, we realize
that the Church and medicine are both vital conce ns for today's

world. Jesus taught His disciples to continue the healing task which

he had begun and he encouraged them saying:

Truly, truly, I say to you, he who believes in rne will also do
the work that I do, and greater Works than these will he do,
because I go to the Father. Whatever you ask in my name, I
will do it, that the Father may be glorified in the Sou
(John 14:12-13).

The task and the encouragement is still the same today.
We know that all men suffer together, none can be secure until

all are made secured. There are no geographical limits as far as

healing and health are concerned. Health education and social hygiene
are important to prevent the spread of disease. Medical work of the

Church is needed especially in developing countries, and it is far
more urgently needed in villages and in the places where the poor

live. Christian members of the nedioal profession must offer good

servioe and should not mind working in rural areas or for meagre pay,

because of their faith in Jesus Christiand compassion for people.
The aim of the Churoh's healing work is not merely to win people for

Christ, but to reflect the love of God and to bear witness for Him
in combatting disease and relieving pain.

The missionary medical work in the Fast is no longer a part
of the foreign mission endeavour, but a part of the healing ministry
of the universal Chuafch. Its work is to restore the human being in

Phyllis L. Garlick, op. cit.. p. 32.



a culture where there are those who deny the value of human life and
the wholeness of man* The Church's healing work is far more than

just an auxiliary to the evangelistic work* Neither is it merely
the response of the Church to the urgent need of sufferers* It is
the Christian ministry of health and healing, ti restore the divine

image in man, and restore his wholeness*
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THE GENERAL BIBLICAL VIEWPOINT

A nummary of ■revlo b Chapters

Prom the ancient days till the present age, men have been
assailed by illness and disease. Possessing no scientific knowledge;

primitive man was frightened by and suffered from these various

diseases, which they, influenced by their primitive religion, at¬
tributed to the actions of gods or evil spirits. This aspeot of

human suffering was treated by priests and sorcerers who were

believed to be able to perform religious and magical exorcisms.
As far as sin and sickness were concerned the Jewish people

held a clearer and stronger concept than their neighbour countries.
The Jews regarded the source of illness as lying in men's sin — sin

against God or against men. Therefore sicmess was thought of as

a mark illustrating the corrupt nature of man and a manifestation
of God's punishment for sin. Thus a oausative relation between sin
and sickness grew from this thought and it was found in the minds

of many Jewish people. Beside this, there was another source of ill¬
ness believed by the Jews, namely, the evil spirits or demons who
were thought of as enemies of men and of God. The sole purpose of

the demons was to cause trouble to men, to inflict on men by various
diseases and to sent suffering on earth. To illustrate this point,
it is necessary to investigate the Old Testament where some aspects

in connection with the problem of sin and sickness can be t stablished.

Bin, sickness, and the relationship between tnem in the Old
Testament are expressed in various Hebrew terms and illustrated by

many colourful stories. The writers' purposes were practical
rather than theoretical. They stressed the facts rather than the
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abstract dogma.

The meaning of sin in general is associated with the word xon

which basically denotes to miss the goal, to offend against man or

god. From an ethical point of view the conflicts between man and

man, and the conflicts between nations and nations were expressed

by the same term. It stresses the outward actions rather than the
inward motive of sin. Religiously to break a cultic law or a com¬

pulsory ritual ceremony is a sin which is designated by the terra J1g.

Theologically, sin is wilfully, actively and dynamically offending

somebody. To revolt or to transgress against man or God is really
a sin and it is clearly expressed by the word q^x which also means

guilt—offering, crime and punishment. From an investigation covering
a few Hebrew words for sin, some important aspects can be obtained.

The Hebrew terms as well as the first few chapters of Genesis

express the conviction that it was man himself who broke the harmony of
the inner self, the harmony between man anu man and the hamony
between man and his Creator. As a result of these breaches, the
creation as a whole was no longer in complete concord and no human

creature could live in perfect bliss. The health of man suffered

from man's wilful choice of disobedience.

The Old Testament describes the heart as the seat of iniquity.
In biblical language the heart means not only the emotional state
but the will and the soul of man. For Jeremiah, the stubbornness
of man's evil heart was the source from which all the troubles and

sinful deeds sprang. Therefore, he painfully rebuked the heart-

hardened people who refused the message of God.
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Sin as described in terms of the fruit of man's evil heart,
is universal as well as individual. Sinful thoughts and sinful acts

prevailed from generations to generations. Hence, the prophet Isaiah

complained that he was born into a sinful world, Job stressed that
no clean thing could be brought forth, and the Psalmist asserted
that there was no righteous man on earth (Ps. 143*12). From a

biblical point of view every man is sinful, every nation is sinful,
in fact the whole world is sinful. Therefore, disease and sickness
are intimately related to this sinful world.

The Old Testament sometimes describes a weak and wicked nat&nu

as a sick person weakened by disease to the point of death. The

sinfulness, discrimination, conflicts, famine, pain and calamities
are all 'disease* of a nation. They progressively attack a nation

till it is completely destroyed. In this respect, sin is a form
of sickness and it needs remedy. Therefore, the repentance of the
nation and the forgiveness of God are the means of healing for such
a 'sick' nation.

Concerning the relationship between sin and sickness, the Old
Testament holds a general view that disease isssent by God as a

punishment for sin and as on expression of His wrath (of. Ex. 4*11;
Dt. 32:39)» Otner views in connection with this point are not rare

in the Old Testament* For instance, the source of disease is ascribed
in Job 2*7 to the work of Satan. In I Sam. 25*26 ff, the cause of
Nabal's death was self-indulgence, and for Jeremiah, the cause of
illness was traced to a deceitful heart.

Long before psychology discovered the psychical factors
related to man's physioal health, the Old Testament had already
stressed the important influence of the spiritual or emotional

funotionings on man's physiologioal state. When a pathological cause
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of sickness is to be traced, the Old Testament seldom neglects to
take psychioal factors into account. Obviously, the Bible does not
intend to explain illness in a purely naturalistic manner, but it

lays a definite emphasis on the spiritual factors as causes ox sickness.
The relationship between spiritual factors and physical factors are

intimate for they interact with each other functionally as far as

tho etiology of illness is oonoerned. 1 odern views regarding disease
and healing tend to emphasise the importance of the relationship of
these two factors. For instance, Br. Paul Tournier states that

"every illness and every aooident reveal problems, sometimes of vital

importance, in whioh physical, psychological and spiritual facters
are closely interwoven.

in the Old Testament, the heart is also regarded as the seat
of intellect, mind and will. The importance of this realization is
that the pathological oause of sickness, either mental or physioal,
is often traced to this recess of man. Therefore, it is noi sur¬

prising that Jeremiah could assign all troubles and the illness
of his people to the sinfulness and stubborness of the heart.

bin disturbs nan's inner and outer worldt Sickness illustrates
that there is a disharmony or unbalance of man's physical mechanism
or spiritual functionings. Every sickness has an impact upon his
outer or i^mer world. In this respect, a disharmonious world is
a sick world affecting every individual. Sioknes , is a result of
sin in general, but this does not necessarily mean that the sick

person is more sinful than a healthy one. It is not a proof of any

misdeed of the sufferer or a manif station of his wicked personality.
As far as sin and sickness are concerned, a causative relationship
between them cannot always be established. In many cases of sickness

^A doctor's Casebook in the Light of the Bible (hondon: 5CM Press,
1963), tranB. Edwin Hudson, p. Id4«
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in the Old Testament, no indication of any sin of the sick people
is given.

nometirr.es, sickness points to sin, other time it does not.
In the Old Testament, cases were reported of wicked people who

got sick, but the same applied to the righteous people, if sickness
is to be seen as a penalty for wickedness, the question could be

put forward as to the cause and reason for the sickness of the

righteous. Some light can be thrown ontthis problem by trying to
establish the connection between God's providence and man's sufferings.

In many respects, the righteous and wioked share the same lot on

earth. Both are subject to the natural laws of life and death.

Both are under the providential care of God. The Old Testament

writer, peroeiving this, declared!
Since one fate comes to all, to the righteous and the wioked,
to the good and the evil, to the clean and the unclean, to
him who sacrifices and to him who does not sacrifice. As is
the good man, so is the sinner; and he who swears is as he
who shuns an oath... (Eccl. 9!45)»

This thought is further illustrated by the saying of Jesus: "Your
father ... makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends
rains on the just and on the unjust" (&t• 5S45)« Scripture teaches
that God's sovereign will concerns all m»n though all men nave sinned,
some more wickedly than others. The xiebrew thought of a righteous
man does not mean that such a man is entirely free from sin.*

1

The Hebrew word j(tsedeq) is usually translated by
'righteous* and its nttun 'righteousness.* Its common and legal
usage in connection with forensic meaning, expresses that some¬
one is proved innocent of a oharge, in other words, the accusation
is unjustified and therefore he is pronounced 'guiltless of
a charge or charges.* The expression of a man who is upright,
perfect, God fearing or eschews evil, means that he is a simple,
natural and innocent man, he is naive and artless. Job is one
of this kind. Job described as upright and perfect, means that
he is proved guiltless and innocent of charges. Cf. Ludwig Keller,
Hebrew Kan (London! LCI* Press, 1956), p. 166—67.
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Under God's providential care, men h~ve a future and life acquires
a meaning# God has his own purpose with and in the creation. History
leads somowhere - it also has a purpose# God's providence illustrates

the love and the greatness of Him. Contrary to this love and greatness
stands the wiokedness of sin, which is not discounted from God's
providence but allowed a place in the creation#

The almighty God is also pictured as a good God (Po. 136).
Every thing created by Him was good# The heaven and the earth, the
animate and inanimate things and human beings were good. From a

biblioal outlook, things have a meaning and are under God's care.

From a soientifical outlook, everything has a cause and result.
The Bible is concerned with the spiritual meaning of things and
science with the materialistiff meaning of them. The Bible tells
that God made everything} science tells how everything operates.

These are two frames of reference regarding the creation and its

meaning.

Sin and sickness are not meaningless. They happen under the

p ermission of God though they do not come from God. Even the evil

things could sometimes be used by the Divine for the good of his

people. In the light of God's word, man is enabled to see things

more positively. Joseph saw in his sufferings the good purpose of
God. David saw in the illness and the death of his son born from

Uriah's wife a divine punishment. Job knew that in his disease

and calamities there was a test designed by God to affirm his faith.

He denied that his sickness and sufferings were the proof and the

wages of sin. He found no evidence that he had been more sinful
than ais frienas, but they held that Job's illness and miseries were

indications of his wrongdoings and disobedience towards God, and
that the wrath of God found expression through his calamities. Job
was one of many who defends his innocence and maintained that he
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did not deserve to suffer# There were also other writers of the

Old Testament who agreed with Job's argument# It is olear that the

readers of the story of Cain and Abel would express their sympathies
with a suffering and dying Abel beoause he did not deserve it#

Possibly the same emotions would be engendered by the reading of
the experience of Korah. However, t.,e friends of Job represented
the general view of the Old Testament rega ding the relationship
between sin and sickne s, namely, that it is always well with the

righteous and ill with the wicked# Though Job denied that his sickness

was a result of his sin, he was not completely free from this general
thought#

Looking at some biblioal characters, one can hardly fail to
notice the purpose and meaning expressed ~y their illnesses, suf¬

ferings, miseries and death# Considering this, the problem of sin
and sickness becomes more transparent.

Disease is a sign of death in the days to oome. It reminds man

of the threat of death and vividly expresses the fact of man's

mortality# Taough no one really knows when the end of his earthly
life will be, one has to prepare to face it. Without knowing the
biblical meaning of disease very many people experienoe the difficulty
of dealing with an unexpected sickness. Disease and deati. are part
of man's lot. Here the words of Job are an eoho of this belief:

For affliction does not come from the dust,
nor does trouble sprout from the ground;
but roan is born to trouble
as the sparks fly upward (Job 5*6—7)»

Sickness is meaningful if the sufferer nas the correct attitude

towards it, and if be is able to understand through faith that his
sickness is part of the plan and providence of God.

Sickness reminds the sick person of his helplessness and his

dependence on others. When in a position of disability, the sick

person is on a position to appreciate more than ever his family and
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friends. Then he is suddenly lifted out of his own self-contained

way of life.
In God, life has a meaning and so has sickness. To seek the

meanings of things is to seek God. All things reveal the raessa es

of God. Only if one seeks him and listens to Him one would see the
mercy and the love of God which is shown to him and to all other
creatures. Job heard the voice of God who spoke through the whirlwind
and wno revealed Himself through the natural phenomena. Prophet

Isaiah became aware of his own sin and knew that he was purified by

God who revealed himself as the one sitting on the throne. Rosea

(&x. 3»4) heard God calling him from out of the burning bush. Paul
met the risen Christ on the Damascus road and felt the urge to

follow Him. Jesus Christ was firmly sure that his suffering and

death was the will of God His Father. These were men who were able

to see the deeper meaning of events and the will of God in their
illnesses and sufferings.

The thought that sickness and suffering were related to sin

was prevalent in the time of Jesus. The Jews believed that all

suffering was the consequence of sin* Sickness was an evil thing.
It originated in sin, in man's disobedience to God and in his rebel¬
lious will that chose his own way which was not in harmony with that
which God had willed for him. This principle was established from

and supported" by the Old Testament although taere are also other

passages to be found not sustaining this belief, suoh as in the
Book of Job, the chapters on the Suffering Servant, the Gospels and
the Epistles of Paul.

•Jesus* own view on the problem of sin and sickness can be
obtained from the Gospels. On one occasion, Jesus said to the pa¬

ralysed man, "My son, your sins are forgiven" (Kk 2:5), which followed
the curative words, "Rise, ta&e up your pallet and go home" (> k 2:12).
How far the forgiveness of sin effected the recovery, the Gospels
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do not make it olear. The context boviously expresses a relationship
between the man's sin and his infirmity. On another occasion, Jesus
said to another paralytic at Bethsaida, "bee you are well! sin no

more, that nothing worse befall you" (John 5*14)} here a hint is
given that sin was the cause of the man's disease. Further examples

are widespread in the Scripture, as also in the work of modern psy¬

chology.
ho doubt Jesus realized that there was a close connection be¬

tween sin and Bickness. But this interdependent relationship be¬

tween sin and sickness is not an absolute law by which a sick man

could be judged or pronounced guilty. The existence of this relation¬

ship does not put any man in a position to condemn those who are

sick. This attitude of self-righteousness which was expressed by
the friends of Job, was also seen in the remarks of the disciples
of Jesus (John 9*l-5)«

Jesus, aware of such an attitude, held a view different from
this. Dealing with the man who was born blind (John 9*1-5) tbe dis¬

ciples expressed their opinion that the blind man or his parents must

have sinned someway or else he would not be blind. Jesus knew that
"it was not that this man sinned, or his parents, but that the work
of God might be made manifested" (John 9*3). Jesus denied a causative

connection between sin and the man's blindness while He ignored the

question of inherited Bin. Disease oannot always be taken as a provl-
of sinjfcthough there is a general link between them.

If there is a .link betw en sin and sickness, there is also a

link between forgiveness and healing. In some cases forgiveness
of sin preceded healing. In others, no mention of sin or forgiveness
is made, and both categories are demonstrative of God's power in

operation. However, modern psychology agrees that the forgiveness
of sin is very often a curative factor if the disease was caused by
a sense of guilt.

*bu;.ra. p. 36. Infra, p. 210.
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This current belief in the time of Jesus did not cover disease

alone but all calamities were seen as saving one common cause, namely
sin. Jesus did not completely associate^ himself with this belief.
Referring to Pilate's massacre of the Galilaens and those who died
in the downfall of the Tower of biloan, Jesus declared that those
victims were not more wicked than other men, but that all human
alike were equally sinful, none wee a greater sinner than the other.

He urged every man to repent of his own sin, and not to judge people's
sins from their calamities,

Pen in general are sinners, and are exposed to sickness and

sufferings. The problem of sin and suffering might be understood

much better in the light of the priciple of the solidarity of
mankind as a whole.

To pass a judgment on a sick person is not permissible, even

if there is concrete evidence to prove that a particular disease

is a direct result of a sinful act. Alcoholism could be caused

by over drinking and syphilis by adultery or sensuality. Hut there
are those who indulge themselves in alcohol and in passion without

getting an? disease. These moral sins have a social origin and they
are collective as well as individual. Obviously, there is disease
caused by sin, there is disease without sin, and there is sin without
disease.

Sin, whether it causes sickness or not, does always produoe
two consequences? namely, a spiritual separation from God, and a

progressive oorruption of personality. Sinners could possibly
avoid a physical penalty of sin but not its spiritual and personal

consequences.

Jesus used mainly two ways to treat people in need, namely,
by forgiving sin and by healing of sickness, both based on the
love of God. This love became visible in the life and the work of

Jesus and is recorded in the Bible.
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In the Gospels specially in Luke, chapters XV, the parables

of the lost sheep, of the lost coin and of the Prodigal son are told.
In these parables, the merciful love of God who sent his only begotten
son to seek and save sinners, to healaand to restore the sick is
illustrated. Des pite the opposition of his enemies, the Pharisees
and the Jews, Jesus worked day and night. He preached and talked
and associated himself with sinnersJ He sat, ate and drank with the
outcasts. Prom His words and His works the purpose of God for

the sinners and the sick is made apparent.

The acts of forgiving and healing accomplished by Jesus, served
the purpose of reconciling man to God. In is healing ministry,
Jesus dealt with man in his totality, with man in both his physical
u.nd spiritual need.

The healing acts of Jesus were expressive of God's love and

His redeeming power and were demonstrative of Hie greatness and

co; passion. Through His healing work, diseases were destroyed, sick

people healed and sins forgiven.

Healing miracles as God's great works done by Jesus, are beyond
the reach of human understanding and the bounds of scientific know¬

ledge. I an is a limited bei/ig. He is limited by time and space in

which he finds himself, Hi3 knowled ;e, his faculties of understanding,
his capabilities of achievement are all limited. In fact, his whole
life is limited. Kan cannot be compared with God, neither can man

completely understand how God works and how his power operates in

healing. Realizing the incapabilities of man, it is not surprising
that many healing miracles oannot be appreciated by human knowledge
and that no sufficient explanation could be offered. Moreover,

during the time when tile Gos els were written, soience as it is
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advanced today was foreign to the authors thereof. It is far from

surprising that no scientific theoxy was given in the Gospels in

explaining the miracles of healing. Probably, the healing miracles
of Christ belong to a higher plane and they could be accepted if
viewed in a spiritual light to which the scientific world is often

blind.

Healing miracles were the works of God who sent Jesus to do
than. Jesus was fully aware that he was doing the work and the will
of his Father. This consciousness was repeatedly expressed by
Jesus' own words. To a Samaritan woman, he said, "! y f sod is to do
the will of God who sent me, and to accomplish his work" (Join 4i24)«
To the Jews, he declared, "My father is working still, and I an

working" (John 5i33)« In short, healing, as the work willed by

God, is an act of God for the salvation of men.

Through the healing act of Christ, men were liberated from the
attack of disease and the unwhole men were restored. This act of

salr ation not only restored men to their complete health but also

gave them a new life - the abundant life (John lOslO). Jesus is
the living water (John 4* Iff) for the thirsty, and the Saviour of
the sinners and the sick (John 4:24)* Every performance of healing
is a step leading to the eternal life which will be the final at¬
tainment of the work of Jalvation.

Healing, as an act of relieving man from disease, is also a

sign of the deliverance of man from sin which is the source of all

siokneBS. Jesus' healing task was the fulfilment of the work of

the divinely appointed Servant which was prophesied by Isaiah and

proclaimed by the Gospel writer (Mt 8il6-17l cf. 12j12—18). The suf¬

fering bervant was chosen to bear men's sicknesses and pains (is 53t4).
Jesus came to heal the sick and sinners so as to accomplish God's

plan and to make men participate in the Kingdom of God.
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i.very success of healing was aocompanied by 'faith', the faith
of the healer, faith of the patient and the faith of those who were

concerned with the patient. 'Faith' played a decisive role in

every recovery from illness. In his healing task, Jesus streesed
the importance of faith in Him, faith which is a complete trust
in his healing power. The woman with an issue of blood was healed

by a 'touch* of faith. She oame and touohed the fringe of Jesus'

garment, whereby her diBease was oured (Kk 5'25-34)* The two blind
men mentioned in Katthew 9'27—31 were also healed by their faith in

Christ. The modern psychologist tends to equate suoh 'faith' with

'suggestion*. This expression could only be taken as an illustra¬
tion and not as an explanation beoause psychological 'suggestion'
is not entirely similar to the faith which Jesus saw in his patients.

Sometimes, a healing act was performed in an atmosphere of

faith, faith of a group of people which consisted of the friends
and relatives of the patient. The paralysed man at Capernaum was

oured under such circumstances (Kk 2:1-12).
Faith is conducive to healing, but unbelief is an obstacle.

Jesus did not do ma-.y mighty works in his home country because of
the unbelief of the inhabitants (fit 13:5^)» The disciples could
not ca3t out demons because of their lack-of faith (Kt 17:16-17).
They were unduly concerned about food and clothes beoause of their
' lillle faith' (Lk 12:22).

Faith expresses a willingness in accepting God's grace; and

makes it possible for God's power to come into operation in healing

and exorcism. Faith is an act of seeking and accepting God's help.
It does not discard reason or deny medical knowledge* Faith expresses

confidence in the use of God's gifts which include all the ateans of

medical and spiritual treatment. Those who rejects all medical
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treatments and claim that healing should be done purely by prayer,

ignore the grace and some of the gifts of Clod. The so called 'faith

healing' whioh contemptuously rejects the use of physical means is
not faith at all, but oontains perhaps in itself certain elements of

superstition.

Healing, as an act of faith in God, is also an act to destroy
the power of evil and to establish the kingdom of God. Sickness
as a sign of man's sinful state in general, is also a visible expression
of the power of evil in operation. Destroying the power of evil
is a significant step in delivering man from disease. The disease

of the woman who was bent double for eithteen years, was regarded
as an infliction caused by Satan (Lk 13*12 ff). In this case,

healing is an illustration of the destruction of the satanic power

and a restoration of man to wholeness. In the Gospels, there are

maty oases of exorcism by Jesua demonstrating the power of God over

the power of Satan. The instanoe of the Gerasone demoniac (mk 5s1—12)
which is reoorded in full detail is often quoted to represent a

case which it is believed could be explained in terms of psychology.
The exorcism of Jesus was an inte0ral part of healing. In fact,
there is no clear line to demarcate exorcism from healing. They
could be distinguished as two, but not separated in the one purpose

they serve.

li-Very sucoess of healing or exorcism is a sign of the dawning
of the Kingdom of God and the beginning of the dethronement of the

kingdom of Satan.

It has be >n shown in the preceding chapter that in the New

Testament, the evil power is personified as Satan, devils or demons
who are responsible for all evil deeds.

In the time of Jesus, the Jewish people believed that demons

were divided into classes and t.^cre were certain name given to them.

These demons were associated with ruins, old houses, ccmet-ries and
certain animals like the dogs and the cats for instance. Demons

were waiting in these plaoes to attack people who came near them.
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This belief seems to have connections with superstitious notions,
but it was not completely a false belief for it realized that there
was an evil power preventing the work of God. Jesus accommodated
himself to the current belief which, to a great extent, corresponded

to the reality.
The Gospels record that Jesus brebuked demons, cast them out

and that His name was known by the demons. His work was to destroy

the power of demons and to liberate men from their bondages. There¬

fore, the belief of the existence of demons was not a delusion but
a real fact.

Sickness as originated in sin, is also regarded as afflictions

by demonaic power. There are numerous cases of demon-possessions,
some of them showing symptoms similar to menial disorders. Psycho¬

logy studies of the exorcisms of Jesus tend to the view that the
success of his work was based on his personal influence and his

magnetic personality. To their, demon-possession was a kind of auto¬

suggestion or mental disorder or even epilepsy. These psychological

suppositions apt to deny the reality or possibility of demon-possession,

thereby, oversimplify the problem. Not all cases of exorcism recorded
in the Gospels or found outside the the Gospels can be explained by
modern theory. Psychological knowledge can illumine but cannot render
the final answer. In fact, no boundary line oan be drawn to differen¬
tiate between mental disox'der and demon-possession. Probably, even

advance medical soienoe and psychology is far from being capable of

understanding the problem of demon—possession. To this problem,
there is hardly any better answer than offered by Jesus. To the demon-

possessed patient at Garasene, he said, "Out, unclean spirit, come

out of this man" (ilk 5*3)* To the woman whom Satan bound, He said,
"Woman you are freed from your infirmity" (Lk 13»12). To Mary, the

Magdalene, from whom seven demons were driven,He said, "^our sins are
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forgiven" (Lk 7:48). The answer is only to he found in Jesus through
faith in him.

Demon-possession is a sign of evil power in destroying man's
wholeness. Jesus used 'a word' of authority and 'a touch' of power

to heal and to cast out demons and to obliterate the visible result

of sin. Thereafter, men were brought back to integrity and restored
to God to enjoy full followship with Him.

Dot only did Jesus do the work of healing but he also gave his

authority and power to his disciples and to those who followed him,
To the twelve he said, "Preach as you go saying, 'the Kingdom of
heaven is at hand". Heal the sick, raise the dead, cleanse lepers,
cast out demons" (lit 10:7—8).

Under the bwtmission of Jesus the disciples "went out and preached

that men should repent. And they cast out many demons, and anointed
with oil many that were siok and healed tnem" (Mk 6:13). The Seventy^
tfho had been sent out, came back and said, "Lord, even the demons
are subjected to us in your name!" (Lk I0sl7). The disciples claimed
that it was by the name and the power that they preached and healed.
After the Ascension, the disoiples and the followers of Jesus went
out into the whole world, performing miracles and bringing men to
the Kingdom of God. In the same way the the early church carried
out the command of Christ. They like Jesus, declared that it was

God who worked and healed for the benefit of men and for His own glory.
1» odern men often olaim that all healing is done only by man's

medical scienoe, whereby they failed to see that all healing is of
God. In fact, it is the doctor who treats the sick, but ?od who
heals. The process of healing is God in action and men in response.

The Church throughout the centuries realizing this important

meaning of the work of God, carried out the task. As long as sickness
and sin retained their evil power of destruction, healing work could
never cease.
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Sin and siokneas is a life-long problem to be dealt by every

generation, and yet, no clear cut answer can be offered, iliey are

intimately connected to each other and deeply rooted in some or other
evil source.

Scripture traces this evil source back to the aotions and in¬

fluences of Satan. Luke explains sickness and pain in terms of in¬

flictions caused by Satan (Lk 13s16). Closely oonnected with this
is Kark's assertion that Satan tries to prevent the coming of the

Kingdom of God (Kk 13*30). This is what actually happened when Satan
incited Judas to hand Jesus over to the enemies, but God used this
plot of Satan to his own glory.

Paul was convinced of the fact that there was a deeper cause

and a higher purpose behind his "thorn in the flesh". The oause

he found in Satan and the purpose in God.
In the same way the Apostolic Church was faced with the same

problem - so is the Church of today - recognising the olose link

between sickness and sin, but unable to explain it fully.
The satanio power effects the individual as well as mankind

as a whole. This power is made visible in sickness and in the sinful
acts of men. The incisive words of Paul, "For all have sinned, and
fall short of the glory of God" (Rom 3*23), is but a confession of
the inability of men to do good, due to the advers influence of a

stronger power. Sin is universal as well as individual. Perceiving
the universality of sin, one could understand better the meaning of
disease as a sign of the sinful state in which men found themselves.

livery individual has to take responsibility for his own sin.

Sin deserves punishment for "he (God) will render every man acoording
to his work" (Rom 2*6-9). Obviously this does not mean that every

sin has its corresponding sickness or other punishment. In the Bible

various instances are recorded of sins naving received some punishment
in this life, liven today some direct relations between sin and sickness
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could be -traced, but in the majority of cases it is impossible. If
sin is taken as an universal wickedness in the sense that mankind

as a whole is estranged from Gfod, and from each other, and granted
that disease is universal even then it can be said that tnere is an

indirect relationship between sickness and sin. If sin is taken
as an individual's wrongdoing, suoh as moral sin or anti-social sin
for which every one is responsible, then disease might be a necessary

result of sin. In this respect a causal relationship between sin

and sickness cannot always be established although there is an inter¬

woven link in many cases.

So far our biblical studies have discovered a vast number of

valuable basic references and original sources in both the Old and

the hew Testament revealing theundeniable fact of the inter-related
and inter-influenced nature of character of sin and sioknes.,. In

order to enrich and widen the scope of our investigation, the further

step of examination should be taken in the field of theology. To
fulfil this task we choose to oonfine our studies to a brief survey

of the thoughts of three contemporary and prominent theologians,
namely, Barth, Brunner and Niebuhr.



VI

SOKE THEOLOGICAL CONCEPTS TODAY

It is not intended to deal with modern theological thoughts

in detail, but it may be useful to mention the particular emphases
of a few of the outstanding theologians of recent years.

Karl Barth

Before we say anything about his theological thought, the
words of Torrance in dealing with Barth's theology can be quoted
as a precaution* "Barth is not a theologian one can criticise

until one has really listened to him and grasped his vjork as a

whole and discerned its place in the history of theology.
Reminded by these words, no attempt of criticism is to be made in
this section of our work.

Barth's life work in theology is his Church Dogmatics, extended

over twelve volumes in which his complete theology is obtainable.
In the third volume^ part four, section 55» under the heading

'Freedom for Life', he fills many pages dwelling on the 'will to
be healthy' which he defined as the 'strength to exist as man',

1
T.F. Torrance, Karth Barth. an Introduction to his narl.y
Theology 1910-1931 (London: SflK Press. 1962)1 see Preface.
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and. from this, ho proceeds to the problem of evil and sickness#''' This
ooncept is related to and based on his doctrines of oreation, man,

and the providence of God, God created and preserved men and all
other creatures. Barth stresses that under God's providence 'to

live' is a divine command and that man exists in freedom before

God. However, when sickness is brought into the picture in the
life of man, there is no reason for any objection to consulting
a doctor; but Ba th warns against confusing the task of the doctor
with the priestly function. The following short quotations reflect

something of Barth's mind on the problem of sickness:
"Biokuess iB one of the elements in the situation of man as

he has fallen victim to nothingness (Niohtige) through his trans-
2

gression, as he is thus referred wholly to the mercy of God."
In the same way, sickness is described as "the consequent visitation
of God's judgment upon him (man)" and again as a "concrete form of

weakness, of destruction of the impairing of his strength and powers

of growing old and declining."^
The destructive power of sickness is apparent. Therefore, to

resist sickness is in accordance with the will to be healthy and in

concord with the will of (Jod's providence. It would be hopeless to

resist sickness if God does not live and work, and if this affair
were not his own matter, and if He did not hold himself responsible

Karl Barth, Church Dogmatics. Vol. Ill, Part 4' The Doctrine
of Creation, trans. A.T. Mackay at al., eus. G.W. Bromiley &
T.P. Torranoe (Edinburgh! T & T Clark, 1961), pp. 324 ff#
PP. 364 ff• (llifra abbreviated as CD).
Cf. Otto Leber, Karl Earth's Onurch Dogmatics (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1953), P. 230.

2CD, III, Part 4, PP. 372.
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for man. The evidenoe given by the New Testament stresses that God

is the God who acts and speaks through the work ofJJesua who healed

the sick and established the Kingdom of God. Therefore, it is legi¬
timate to combat sickness for it is in harmony with God's command.

Dealing with health and disease of man, Barth defines health
1

as "the power of the vital functions of soul and body.' Disease
is defined as "the impairing of this power and as crippxing and

2
hampering weakness." For Barth, health is a loan to man. It is
not an eternal possession of man. Health and sickness are in

contrast and oonflict in numan life* They are real and exist in

nan. Sickness is an abnormality and a destructor opposed to all
normal beings whioh are created and willed by God. It is a negation
of God. Though it is an enemy of man and of God, it can be used

by God as an instrument of His judgment upon his creation.
Kan's will to live and to be healthy is expressed through his

act of resisting disease, through his prayer and faith expressing
his need of God and his trust in Him. On the matter of retaining

health and resisting sickness, man cannot do without God, for
God alone has the power to forgive sin and to overcome disease which

is an ugly expressionoof the power of evil and sin*

Since sickness and sin has much to do with man, we shall now

proceed to deal briefly with Barth's anthropology.

The Heal man - Jesus

Barth's anthropology is divided into four sections, namely
man as God's creature, man as God's oovenant partner, man as soul

1lbld.. Ill, pt. 4, P* 371.

2CD, III Part 2, pp. 1 ff.
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and body, and man in his time#* "Each section begins with statements
about the man Jesus in keeping with the Christological basis of this

2
anthropology." Jesus as the revealing and revealed Word of God is
the real man, tne true natural man and the perfect nan. He possessed
the wholeness of man whica is the key to the understanding of man

as created by God. Jesus is the soux'ce of the concept of man. Barth
does not begin his dogjna from a general scientific or philosophical
view on the phenomena of the natural man. Bor does he start from
the constitution of man's being, man's nature and man's existence
and from there proceeds to the man Jesus Christ. In just the opposite

way, he proceeds to his doctrine of man from the very man Jesus Chiist..
Barth is interested in discovering a real man as created and willed

by God. The revelation of God in Jesus Christ, the perfect man, tells
that man is unable to know himself completely as to who and what he

really is. fclan estranged himself from his own reality because of
his own sin. There is no way to be a real man apart from turning
to Jesus who is without sin and from his life, work, death and resur¬

rection, the real and the true man is recovered and numanity restored.
Barth stresses several aspects of the human nature of Jesusj

4 5
namely, He lived as the man devoted to God, the man for all man/

Vb, III, Part 2, pp. 1 ff.
2
Otto Weber, op. cit., p. 151.

^Karl Barth, 'Against tne otream'. J .orter Post-Wa Writings
1946-p2. ed. R. George Smith (London: SCSt" Press, 1954),
pp. 186, 191. Cf. Karl Barth, The Knowledge of God and the
Gervice of God According to the Teaonjn,<;: of Reformation.
"{London: Hodder and Gtoughton, 1938,), p. 48} CB, III, Pt. 2,
p. 325 ff.

4CD, III, Pt. 2, pp. 55 ff.

^CB, III, Pt. 2, pp. 203 ff.
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1 2

the man of wholeness, and the man in his time* He is the norm

of men's knowledge of a perfect man, from dim this criterion is

developed. Jesus lived the perfect life of the true man, in perfect
fellowship with God ani with men. His life reflected the real and

normal man whom God willed and created.

Sinful man and the perfect man are in complete contradiction.

The unwhole man is the man who separates himself from God and from

his fellow men. Therefore, sinners are entirely different from
the real man Jesus. Jesus is the perfect man he is also the only-
man without sin an sickness. Nowhere in the Gospels is there

any recording of Jesus being sick or indulging in sin. On the con¬

trary, Jesus revealed that
man is God's creature, derived from God, existing vrtth God
and thus not without Him, and wholly belonging to God, that
man is willed and created by God as a being existing in fellow¬
ship both with God and with his fellow-men, in other words,
that the being of man is a being in relationship, in relation
namely to God and to other men. 3

The more one realizes the wholeness and perfectnecs of Jesus, the
Kore one is aware of one's imperfection and sinfulness. The only

way of understanding the reality of man is the way of understanding
the man, Jesus.4

Scientific study of man certainly shows now man is, but not
that he iB and what he really is. Scientific studies fall outside

III, Pt. 2, pp. 325 ff.

2lbid., pp. 437 ff.

Herbert Hartwell, The Theology of Barth (Ldndoni Gerald Dockworth
k Co. Ltd., 1964), PP. 124-125.

4Cb, III, Pt. 2, pp. 23ff>
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the scop© of this reality of man. Physiology, biology, psychology
or sociology, all these disciplines are mainly concerned with the

phenomena of man as he appears in the cosmos, and do not deal with
man as a sinner who is unlike the man Jesus who was the healthy man,

the whole man,

1 an wills to he as man and to he healthy*"

The meaning of the health of man is further defined, by isarth
as follows: "Health means capability, vigour and freedom. It is

strength for human life. It is integration of the organs for the
'2

exercise of ps„cho~physical functions."
For Barth, man has a will to live and to be healthy,^ Although

health is connected with the needs of man's natural impulses and

spiritual desires, it is different from the satisfaction of these
needs. A healthy man is one who possesses a feeling of happiness,

strength' and free will to develpp hi; self •
If a man wills to liwe, he should also will to be healthy,

A man possessing good health is often not conscious of it and does

not think of it, and he is no longer in suoh a position to will
for it. The healthier one feels, the less one takes notice of it
or knows about it.

The goal of life is more than 'to live for its health' alone.

Health without a purpose is not a complete health. As one writer puts

^JD, HI, Ft. 4, PP. 334 ff.

2Ibid., pp. 356.

3ibid.
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it,
Health is not complete without asking concerning its purpose.
For we do not live in order to be healthy, but we are healthy
and wish to be so in order to live and work. Only in enterprise
and aciiieveinent is health a blessing entrusted to us. Health
is not a final end in itself} it is defined and limited by the
meaning, if life, and the meaning of life is nothing but prepared¬
ness for devotion and sacrifice. 1

For Ba]fch the will to live and the will to be healthy is willed
by God. These wills should be developed in obedience to this command.
Health is not to sea eh merely a particular physical and psychical

object wnich appears valuable to man.

Fan wills not only to be healthy in body and soul but to be
as man - a wholeman. Gvery integrated element of which man consists
should be willed in the quest for health. These are body, mind,
and spirit, satisfaction of impulses, use of reason, faithfulness
to his individuality and his fellow-men, knowledge of his limitations,
capability of work and feeling, and the relationship with God his
creator and his fellow-men. These are what man wills to be as man

and not as an animal or a plant. Fan wills to gain, practise and
understand these.

However, health is not something which can be taken for granted.
Man los|s his wholeness of health through his sin. In order to
re ain it, he has to fight with the enemy of nealth, namely, sickness.

^Richard Giebeck, edisin in Bewe,,un&. lljniac.'ie ..rkenntnisse
und arztliche Aufgabon {1949)* P» 4-6} quoted b„ Garth, CD.
Ill, Ft. 4, p. 356.
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It is clear enough that sickness appears negative in relation to

health. Bickness is a laok of strength, an incapability of exerci¬

sing man * 8 normal life. It prevents man from practising his

physical and psychical funetionings by threatening him and causing
him pain.

For Barth, the healthy and the sick have the same nature of

man, the same body-soul relationship. The difference between them
is the greater or lesser strength in them."*" From this standpoint,
Barth deals with the health of man in the third dimension which is

not within the sphere of physical or psychioal organio functions.
Bartn stresses the importance of the will, both in health, as in
sickness. He asserts that sickness does not diminish the power of

the will to reach out to health. In illness or in good health as

the conditions of healtn and sickness are component parts of man's

life-historyJ Man
lives the healthy or sick life of his body together with that
of his soul, and again in both oases, and in their mutual rela¬

tionship, it is a matter of his life's history, his own history, and
therefore himself. 2

A man can regulate his physical and psychical resources of health
to oppose sickness. For Barth, the power, will and strength to
be as a man - the wholenan - is the basic but vital thought leading
to the real meaning of 'health*. A healthy man is not merely one

whose limbs are healthy and free from disease, but like the one

who answers the question in the affirmative whxch Jesus puts forward,
"Wilt thou be made whole?* (John 5*6}.

lCI>, III, Pt. 4, P. 35^ ff.

2Ibid.. p. 359.
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Furthermore, Barth repeatedly stresses that physical and
psychioal health is related to the will to live and the strength
to be as man. This strength is in every man; there is no problem
of desiring it and keeping it. On this will to be healthy, Barth

expresses himself in the following way:

The history of man must continue in the strength to be as man,
What he can do for the continuation and therefore against his
every restriction of his life of soul, and body, he ought to
will to do if lie is to be healthy, if he is to live in this
strength, and if his history is to proceed in the strength
of his being as man, 1

*:an as a man is not to be an object of xiis strength but a

master of it. If he wills to be healthy, he ought to be in an

active position against the constriotion of his psychical and physioal

life.

The neoesuary steps of preserving and protecting these functions
should well be taken to follow one's will of maintaining this strength.

Yet, a man might not be in complete health, even if he takes thousands
of measures to maintain and protect his psychical and physical functions,
if he lacks the strength to be as man and lacks the will for health.

Barth would not disagree with the opinion that human health
is not merely the absence of disease and 'sin', but a state where
man wills to be as man, which is willed by God. To effect this, he
has to be in co plete harmony with his psyoho-physical functioning
and exercising, which are in turn deeply dependant on physical, mental
and environmental conditions, Health is dynamic and not static.

^Xbjd., HI, Pt. 4, P. 359.
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Dealing with social conditions, "hygiene is the foundation of

every propnylactio against possible illness, as it is also the main
basis of therapy where illness has already commenced.

As far as hygiene is conoerned, God's gifts of sun, air and
water are vital parts in the realm of both psychical and physical
concerns. Sport also plays an important part in hygiene.

The doctor is a man who is distinguished from others by his

special knowledge of psychical and physioal health and sickness.

He is the man who "is oapable of assisting men in their necessary

efforts to maintain or rejainhhealth by his advice, or orders or
2

even, if necessary, direct intervention," If the desire to be

healthy is willed by God, there is no reason to object against con¬

sulting a doctor when needed. The doctor, his skill and treatment
are gifts of God for men in need. This view is presented by

Eoolesiasticua in chapter 3$, verses 2-12.
A doctor possesses special knowledge and skill in treating

sickness. He is a man of particular training in dealing with

sickness, he is a practitioner in his own field, he has better
information than ordinary man has. The patienc should submit to
his judgment, his advice and direction or even intervention.

Radical help through a doctor is important in resisting disease.

Health, i.e. the will to live strongly as nan, a doctor is not
able to give, but he could exhort man to will it, and he could help
in removing the obstacles to this will for complete health. Psychical

and physical disease is certainly a hindrance to this will. The task

^Ibid.. p. 360.
2
Ibid.
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of removing these hindrances is left to the doctor.

Health is related to social well-being. Hygiene, sport,

medicine, wageB, standards of living working hours, housing, etc.,
all these are complements of health. If one of these is in a

defective condition it could oause or promote disease, for they

are external complements of the will to live and be healthy. An ill
state of these social conditions or living condition,says Barth,

will in some way threaten them (men) in spite of the measures
which they take to isolate themselves and which may be tem¬
porarily and partially successful. When one person is ill, the
whole society is really ill in all its members. In tne battle
against sickness the final human word cannot be isolated but
only fellowship. 1

Kan has strength to be as man. Kan can will and expect it to

be suoh. Therefore the corresponding measures of the will should

be desired and adopted. Any treatment which has value to assist
and sustain this will should not be ignored in the battle against

sickness* Sickness, undermining the will to live is a shadow

preventing the will from health.

Inan and Mortality

For Barth the existence of man is to exist in time. To exist
2

now, means to exist under and with God. The time, in which man

exists, is a set span of time. No doubt, a limitation is thereby

predicated. an is not God, not eternal, he is a man allowed to
live in a set period of time.3 This all wanee is God's free grace.

1Ibid.. Ill, Pt. 4, P» 363.

2CD, 111, Pt. 2, pp. 437 ff.

3Ibid., pp. 511 ff.
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The end of time is death.* Time goes to that place from whoosh

death cones* If the span of time is set by God as a divine favour

then its termination should be seen in the same light. Paradoxically,

howe*er, it is also true that this end is a negative thing, and some¬

thing evil.
On the one hand, death does not belong to nan's nature created

by God, but it is a sign of God's judgment upon man. In no other

way could death be explained. Jesus suffered for man. Death and
its power is the chief element in sinful and ;ruilty man and the

wages of sin is death. Man's dyxng is in some respects a death

sentence. On the other hand it is also true that man's existence

is finite and that man is mortal. Man's life is a loan by God.

Therefore when the span of time expires, he has to give it back for
it belongs to God. Man's nope is in God and on the life beyond
death. Through faith he wo Id he there with God in the 'Dew Jerusalem'.
God is the Dord of death. He awaits men in death, for he is a gracious
God. Christians should not fear deatu but snould fear Him. Death

is man's boundary.

In some respects, death is the judgment on sinful men and

disease is the agent or instrument of the Judge - God.

In man's struggle against evil and its expression in the form

of sin, sickness and death, God is man's comrade in the battle.
2

God fights against 'das Nichtige* is for the sake of his good
creation in which man is one in a special position. God's victory

1Ibid.. pp. 587 ff.
2
•Das Niohiige' is translated as 'Nothingness' which generally
expresses the power of evil, sin, sickness, chaos and aeata.
Cf» iafga. P» 160} CD, III, Pt. 3, P. 389.
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over 'das Nichtige' is already accomplished in Jesus Christ.

Kan depends on the grace of God, which would see him through the
battle against the power of evil. This grace manifests itself
in man's faith in dim and prayers offered to Him. In fact, it is

God whose bpirit in man fights His own battle for man, and He has

already won through the incarnated man, Jesus, the Hon of man.

Conquering and ruling over the powers of evil, God makes them
serve a positive purpose in hiB creation and even for the good

of his own creatures, God's triumphed over 'das Nichtige' in Jesus

Christ who conquered sin, evil and death through his work and

miracles, his death and resurrection.
In order to safeguard the authonomy and the freedom of man which

are elements of man's nature, God temporarily permits and endures
the existence of 'das Nichtige' because God's grace is coaoerned

with man'ssobedience and responsibility to His holy will. Therefore
He tolerates the evil in the world and allows man to exist under

the very oonditiou under which 'das Niohtige' is permitted to extend

its evil power by way of sin, sickness and death, even to such
a point where, according to Barth, God runs the risk of his human
creatures turning away from Him. In this respect, Barth argues

from the sovereignty of God and man's duty to hu< ble himself before
God in obedience, and says,

If God is greater in the very fact that He is the God who
forgives sins and saves from death, we have no right to
oomplain but must praise Him that His will also includes
a permitting of sin and death. 2

l£1j. ii, pt. 2, pp. 170 ff, 291; Vol. Ill, pt. 3, pp. 302 ff,
354 ff| Vol. IV, pt, i, pp. 40j ff.

2cb, II, pt. 1, P. 595.
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Man's life as limited is a Biblical and universal truth.

Man's life is a gift from God, so is the life span allotted to

him. Within this longer or shorter stretch of life, man must
will to be as man and to exercise his strength and power to

preserve his wholeness. Heferring to his strength to be as man,

Barth has the following to says

Just because it is limited, it is a kind of natural and normal
confirmation of the fact that by God's free grace man may live
through Him and for Him, with the commission to be as man in
accordance with the measure of his strength and power, but
not under the intolerable destiny of having to give sense,
duration and completeness to his existence, by his own exertions
and achievements, and therefore in obvious conclusion of the
view that he must and may and can by his own strength and
powers eternally maintain, assert and confirm himself, attaining
for himself his own dignity and honour. 1

The Psalmist penetrated an's life in its deepest meaning, and says:

Lord, let me know my end, and what is the measure of my days;
let me know how fleeting my life is! behold thou hast made
my day a few handbreadths, and my life time is as nothing in
thy sight, Suraly every man stands as a mere breath.' Surely
man goes about as a shadow! Surely for nought are they in
turmoil; man heaps up, and knows not who will gather. And now,
Lord, for what X Wciit? my hope is in thee. 2

Life is not man's permanent possession, it is not in the hands of

man, neither is it man who ore ted his own life, it is created and
allotted by God. It is a loan by God, but only for a certain time.
In the same way, the above Psalmist looks with a deepest insight
at the life beyond death. The nope of man is in God, in the same

v/ay in which life is in the hand of God, Life beyond death is the

hope of all Christians.

xcj>, iii, pt. 4, pp. 372-373.

2Ps. 39«1-7.



159

Barth would agree that sickness is a foreru ,ner and messenger

of death, a sign of the power of evil and the expression of the wrath
of God# But this is only one side of the truth, for siokness is also
the sign of Divine benevolence in a sense that sickness, conoealB
a good will of God, for He has in store "the eternal life whioh Clod
has allotted and promised to man who is graciously preserved and guided

by dim within the confines of his time."* In this respect, sickness
is the herald of the eternal life# This paradoxical truth is esta¬

blished on the ground that sickness is in the hand of God. Death

appears as a sign pointing to the victory over evil power and demons

which are the agents of 'das Hichtige'# This truth does not ignore
the need to oornbat sickness, neither does it reject spiritual help
to build up the strength of man to resist siokness. In the same

way ic does not mean a compromise with the powers of evil which takes
its course in the form of disease. Above all it does not raise

the question of surrender before siokness# It solely expressose

that in the hand of God siokness carries a Divine purpose and

reveals his good will#

Holding fast to this paradoxical truth, one would realize that
when one enoountars sickness, or oven death, one does not yield
before the devil but surrenders in the presenoe of the merciful

God wno permits these things to happen for one's own good. The

purpose of God in sickness is difficult to grasp because it always
hides behind the sickness itself# Though illness is sometime un¬

bearable its Divine meaning cannot be ignored#

1££. III, pt. 4, P# 373#
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God's Creation and the Power of vil

Since disease and sin sprouted from the same evil source -

das Niohtige - they are enemies of man and of God because of
their destructive power. It is necessary to deal with Berth's

thought on evil and good in order to understand better the subject
of sin and sickness*

The teaching of Barth on the subject of good and evil is related
to his doctrine of creation and is based on the major premise

that Jesus Christ is the key to the understanding of man, creation,
and the Creator. God created everything good. All creatures brought

into being by Him, possessed nothing of evil. To this good creation
God repeatedly says 'Yes'. This Yes should be made apparent and
should be understood. The opponent to His 'Yes' is His definite

'No'."*" This'ho* must be pronounced on everything which is evil
and this was in fact declared by and in Christ's death on the cross.

This 'Ho' as opposed to God's 'Yes' to his good creation is spoken

for the sake of His 'Yes', i.,.&*..the sake of the preservation and
continuation of his good creation. These 'Yes' and 'Ho' must be
considered together because none of them can completely be under¬
stood without the other. Undoubtoly, God would say 'No' to sin
and sickness because they are both in contrast to God's 'Yes'.

2
Sin and disease are both manifestations of 'das Nichtige'. They

1C3>, II, pt. 2, p. 13# Vol. Ill, pt. i, pp. 257 f'f} Vol. Ill, pt.4,
pp. 367 ff.

2
'Das Nichtige' translated as 'the Nothingness* is found in the
English translation, Church Dogmatics, trans. G.W. Bromiley &
R.J. Khrlich, eds. G.W. Bromiley & T.P. Torrance, (Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 1961), Vol. Ill, pt. 3. The term is also translated
as 'the Nihil' by A.C. Cochrance in his English translation of
Otto Weber's Karl Barth's Church Dogmatics, in note 1, page 137.



161

both are evil and. of destructive nature. The sick man and the sinful

man are the same in the sense that they are attacked by the same

power of evil. According to the interpretation of Scripture, Jesus
Christ proves himself the Victor over 'das Nichtige.' On the
cross through His death and resurreotion He overcame sin, sickness

1
and death, and thereby rendered the forces of evil powerless.

Cod's good creation is under his own blessing. This is
2

affirmed in Jesus Christ. Through his oreation God reveals to

man his own glory. Man on his part must will to be as man through

serving and working as a witness to the glory of God because man's
life is a pracious gift from God.

Things harmful to God's creation and to his purpose with it,
are contrary to God's will. Thus they must be excluded from God's
creation on aocovmt of their evil character. This God does by his
'No'. Things confronted with God's 'No' have no part in His good

creation, but they exist within the bounds of the wrath and the

judjment of God. From this standpoint, sin and sickness are not
willed by God nor are they created by iiim.

Barth does not deny the existence of the power of evil, what
he denies is the independent existence of this power in confrontation

with God as if it were a sort of 'anti-god' who erirted with God from

the begi ning. What he further denies is the teaching of dualistic
dootrine on the work of creation and on the permanent existence of

•das Nichtige'. His position of anti-dualism is made apparent in

his criticism of Marcion's teaching on the creation.3 In his doctrine

1CB, III, 3, pp. 311f., 354 ff., 362 ff; Vol VI, pt. i, pp. 408.

2CB, II, 2, pp. 122 ff} Vol. Ill, pt. i, pp. 331 ff} 377ff.

3CD, III, 1, pp. 334 ff; 337 ff.
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of creation as a divine blessing, Barth, does not reject the existence
of evil power which is olosely linked up with the nature of 'das

Nichtige'. He rejects, however the optimistic world-wiew of Leibniz,*
2

and the pessimistic world-view of Bohopanhauer. It can be added

that, for Barth, the existence of the power of evil is under the

permission of God, and it is ruled and controlled by IIim« Therefore
its existence could be used by God for the good of His creation.

Keeping thiB in mind, one could not easily agree with the critical
view of Gustaf Wingren, when he asserts as follows:

There is in Barth's theology no aotive power of sin, no tyran¬
nical demonic power that subjects man to slavery and. which
God destroys in his work of redemption. There is no devil
in Barth's theology. This is a constant feature in his theo-
logioal production. 3

To characterize the true nature of 'das Hichtige', Barth uses

uncommon terminology, e.g. 'non-real' and 'the impossible possibility'.
On the one hand, *das Hichtige' is non-real because God only willed
and created what is in concord with his own nature, namely what is
real and good. This means that Goi is the source of all reality.

Nothing can be real if it is not in conformity with God's own reality.
In this respect, 'das Nichtige' oannot be rejarded as real for it
is the antithesis of God's good creation and the opposite of God's

4 5
reality. On the other hand 'das Nichtige' does exist.' But it exists

PP* 33 ff, 406ff.

2lbid.. pp. 344ff. 377ff.

•^Theology in Conflict (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1953), p. 25?
of. p. 109.

4CI>, II, Pt. 1, p. 532.

5CB, III, Pt. 3, PP. 349«i Vol IV, Pt. 3, pp. 176ff. Also,
Karl Barth's Table Talk (recorded and edited by J.B. Bodsey,
Scottish Journal of Theology, occasional papers, No. 10, 19o3),
P. 17.
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only on aooount of God's negation and rejection, i.e. under the control
and the permission of God. God uses 'das Nichtige' in the witness

of Scripture. "Darkness and chaos have a place in this witness", sayB,

a scholar on Barth, "but only as scorned and rejected realities."*
In such a peculiar manner it exists in a terrifying and impairing

2
way, but God in Jesus faced it in hiB crucifixion and death.

God as the source of all reality is also the source of

every genuine possibility. Things which are contrary to His reality
and revolt against His standards of reality are 'impossible possibi¬

lities'. Things whioh try to equate themselves with God and not to

serve Him are, in Barth*s view, unreal and yet they are regarded as

satanio realities. Their negative characters and capacities are

'impossible possibilities". These negatives like sin, disease,chaos
and death are signs or expressions of 'das Niohtige' and are 'impos¬
sible possibilities' whioh do not carry any meaning of existential

impossibility. Cochrane makes the following remarks on this point:

Although the Nichtige exists, it does not exist as the Creator
and the oreature do; it exists as that which has been negated
and abrogated by God... As Barth himself explains in a letter,
"'Nichtige' contains not only a negative bue a distinctly
qualifying note. That whici is 'Nichtige* is not only ineffec¬
tual, insignificant, and trifling but is downright abominable-
yes, accursed. Gtrictly speaking, the word may only be used
in tire way I have done: to denote the Chaos, sin, the devil,
and xhe demons. UBed in any other way it is too strong, too
sharp." 4

*G.C. Berhouwer, The Tii rmi h of Grace in the Theology of Karl
Barth (London: Paternoster Press, 1956), p. 60.

2CB, II, Pt. 1, pp. 553ff; Vol, III, Pt. 3, p. 332j cf. H. Hartwell
op. cit.. p. 120.

3CJJ, II, Pt. 1, p. 532.

^Otto Weber, Karl Barth's Churoh Bo/qnatics.
(London: Lutterworth Press, 1953)» p. 187t

trans. A.C. Cochrane
translator's note 1.
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Sin, oicknesu and Death

Barth reaffirms that it is a fact that man has the strength

to be as man and that man can will and affirm it as such.* By

doing so he can will and adopt the necessary measures of this will
in order to preserve the functions of soul and body. Disease rs

a weakness i3 opposed to strength. It is not willed by the Divine
but it is in contract to thewill to live. Holding this view, Barth

proceeds to criticise the teaching of Christian Science on this

subject.

Sickness, whether psychical or physical, are human problems due
to lack of strength to be as man. In his dispute with Christian

Scienoe on sin, sickness, evil and death, Barth holds that sickness
is not ilusxon. The founder of Christian Science, Mary Baker Eddy
and her adherents hold as their basic view on the subject of sicknesu

that God is the only reality, and that He is spirit and his whole
creation is a reflection of his spiritual essence, apart from God,
there is no reality but only powers and thoughts. Matter is only
ap earance representing powers such as sickness, sin, evil and death.
Kan as the image of God, is perfect. Things in opposition to this

perfection are false realities of imagination and misunderstandings
and sprung from man's alienation from God. All fears emerge from
this illusion. All illness is based on this fear and even fear itself

is illness. Illness is a picture created by fear and it falls on

the body of man. For instance ulcer is an appe ranee of pain, and
in itself it is not painfull It is merely as an appearance of matter
without mind. When fear is taken away the soil on which sickness grows

1CD, III, Ft. 4, P. 363.
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is also removed# FVen evil is not real. Death, according to Christian
Science is a disappearance of man from his level of Qansciousnesa.

Men are freed by Jesus who is the embodiment of trutn and who breaks

through the false appearances, namely, sickness, sin, evil and death
etc ... through the power of prayer, all evil is bound to disappear
to Nothingness. Therefore, prayer is the only means of treating
the false appearance, the illness and the fear. All members of
Christian hcience are healers. Other measures medical or psycho-

therapeutical , are regarded as unbiblioal as being in contrast with
the first commadment of God. To use them would be to trust another

god or gods.

This view is far from the teao ling of the Bible and is a

false view. The unquestioning trust on the power of prayer is to

be commended. But ignoring and denying all other gifts or means

of healing is tantamount to a rejection of all free grace and the

capabilities given by God. Prayer is not the only means in treatment,
but God is the only reality. All things created b; Him are real

though they are not of the same reality as God is.^ Siokness is
a fact and not only an illusion. What is created and under the

providence of God is not only reflections of thoughts and powers.

Certainly, the Bible does not agree that sin, evil, sickness and
death are only illusions. Therefore from this must be concluded
that the standpoint of Christian Science and its adherents is contrary
to the Scriptures.

From here Barth in his refuta ^ion of the views of Christian

Science a gues that siokness is an encroachment on human life. To

prove that siokness is real and not imagination, Barth concludes from

*lbid., p. 360.
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the fact of the change, physical or psychical, from health to sickness}
the health strength that resists illness; and the treatment given by

the doctor to fight against disease but which •onetimes still retains
its evil effects despite all medical treatment. For Barth, these are

real events, historical events. Again, Barth says:

The will to live as the will for health is a serious aot of
obedience to a serious command of God because man is not dealing
with a false or imaginary opponent but with an enemy whioh is
in some sense real* 2

bickiiess. Death and Jud, ment

Sickness and death are unnatural and disorderly. Sickness is
a work and manifestation of devil and demons who are in rebellion

against God and his creation. On the origin and nature of sickness,
Barth exjiresses himself as follow:

It (sickness) is neither good nor is it willed and created
by God; at all, but is real, effective, powerful and menacing
only as part of that whioh He has negated, of His Kingdom on
the left hand, and therefore with its nullity. But in
accordance with the will of God and under His reign it is
necessarily dangerous - as the forerunner and messenger of
death, the executor of God's final sentence - to man who has
fallen from God and become His enemy. 2

Barth agrees that disease originated and exists in relation to the

sin of man. Furthermore, it is a definite sign of physical death
which is to come, but it is also a sign of spiritual death which

already exists in man. Both the Old and the New Testaments express

1Ibid., III, Pt. 4, P. 366.

2Ibid.. p. 366.
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that illness is an enemy of God and of hie creation. It prevents

the erection of the Kingdom of God. It is the agent of the devil
and demons which are identified with Satan, the head of all evil
and the producer of all oa_amities.

In his work, Jesus resisted sickness for he was aware of its
wicked nature and destructive power. His work represented the

will of God and the demonstration of God's power over the power of

disease. The miracles, healings, exorcisms and the resurrection of
Jesus are all indications of the Kingdom of God in which He and
his followers are glorified.

Sickness as a sign of death is also an illustration of God's

wrath and judgment, and it is rooted in, related to and corresponds
to the corruption of man. Apart from the love of God, there is
no other way of deliverance from this judgment of sin which raises

its ugly head in the form of illness.

Healing is willed by God and demonstrated by Jesus Christ
who submitted himself to the judgment of death but He changed the

victory of the power of Bin and sickness into defea-t as revealed
in His resurrection which is a declaration of the will of God

for the liberation of man and the termination of evil power.

For Barth, the will to be healthy raises no question at all
if sickness and health are seen from the above theological point
of view. On the question how to faoe sickness and its threat of

death, Barth puts forward his view that it is the command of God
that man "must will to live and not die, to be healthy and not to
be siok, and to exercise and not neglect his strength to be as

man and the remaining psycho-physical forces which he has for this
2

purpose, and thus to maintain himself." This view of Barth

XCf. Ibid., p. 367.

2Ibid.
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should be seen in the closest connection with God's command: "thou

shalt not kill" and is in fact a further exposition thereof. No

one is permitted to overlook or neglect this command as far as good
health and good will of man is concerned. Keeping these words in

mind, one would be bold enough to face sickness and death, concludes
Barth.

From this theologioal point of view, Barth raises the further

question concerning the way man should act in facing illness and

death. He stresses the vital importance of man's obedience to this

command of God. This he sees as the first requirement. Secondly,
one should realize that although the power of evil and death serves

as an instrument of God's righteous judgment by afflicting man with

illness, it is also a power opposed to God's good will. The existence
and working of this power is not permanent but exists only under

God's permission. To surrender before the power of disease and

death and to allow it to take its course is obviously an act of

disobedience towards God. Therefore to be in harmony with the will
of Gdd, one should will to live ana thereby will to resiBt sickness.

Thirdly, though God is the righteous Judge, He is also the merciful,
gracious and patient God. God in Cnrist has already marched through

the realm of death and triumphed over its force. In short, when

facing power of the realm of death, men must will what God has willed
for men, namely that which is fulfilled by the work of Jesun con¬

cerning sickness and the Kingdom of God. Barth summarizes this

view with the following words:

A little resolution, will and action in face of that realm
and therefore against sickness is better than a whole ocean
of pretended Christian humility whioh is really perhaps the
mistaken and perverted humility of the devil and demons. 1

ibid., p. 368.
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All resistance to sickness is in accordance with God's will

and plan. This task is willed by God and is already accomplished

by him through Jesus Christ. God is the God who lives, speaks,
work and is responsible for man. Under God's providence, msan has

a place in his plan and what man doss in resisting disease is not

in vain Beeing that he cooperates with God to execute His plan
for creation. The destroyer, the Satan, the one who revealB
himself in the form of sickness also oocupies a place in His creation.

But this wicked destroyer cannot escape from the judgment of God.
In resisting him God is always victorious.

To resist disease is the work of God as well as the task of

man. In combatting sickness, prayer to God and faith in Him

play a very important role. These two are the sources from which
man obtain his power which stimulates the will and builds up resis¬

tance to illness. They cannot be replaced by any other means of

treatment, whether, physical, psychological, or medical. All means

of treatment must serve the plan of God \ here God and man work

together in destroying the power and effect of disease.

healing with disease and sin, Barth quotet a great mumber of

Old Testament references. He is aware of the fact that hxodus 15:26
is often quoted as the standpoint of the Old Testament on sickness

and all related problems, if'or Barth unquestionable obedienoo to

the command of God is the clue to health. On the contrary, dis¬
obedience is the door through which the power of evil, that takes
the form of illness, invades tne wholeness of man. In a different

manner, Jeremiah and the Palmist declared the same truth.
Weakened by sin, the way is open for the invasion by a power

of destruction which manifests itself in the form of sickness.

XJer. 33:6; Ps. 107:11 f.
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There is no other way to resisjtnis power apart from God who
mercifully hears the paryer of men. Examples illustrating this

point are found in Ps. 30:2 ff., and in II Kings 20:1 ff., describing

respectively the praisi of a man who was rescu/ed from the realm
of death and the King Hezekiah whose prayer was heard and whose disease

was cured by God. In these case the prayers offered to God could
perhaps be taken as man's share in the combined action of God and
man against sickness and death.

In the hew Testament, the Epistle of James, chapter 5>14 f, urges

that prayer to God and anointing the sick with oil should join

together in combatting illness. Speaking about the gifts and the

grace of God, one could refer to those mentioned in I Cor. 12:9 ff,
but at the same time one should not forget the gifts of modern

medical science as it finds expression in medicine, phytotherapy,
well equipped hospitals and clinics, scientifically trained doctors,

psychologists and nurses, all gracious gifts and means in a battle

against the power of devil and disease. Finally, concerning sickness,
Barth says that

it is an element and sign of the power of the chaos threatening
creation on the one hand, and on the other an element and sign
of God's righteous wrath and judgment, in short, an element
and sign of the objective corruption which is related and
corresponds to human sin and from which there is no deliverance
apart from the mercy of God in Jesus Christ. 1

From this and from the short survey which we have given on this

subject, it is clear that Barth recognizes the very close relation¬

ship between sin and sickness and that he emphasizes the importance

of this link.

1CI)t 111, Pt. 4, P. 366-367.
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The irovidenoe of God

Brunner opposes the pessimistic and. cynical view of creation
that the universe is meaningless and things only happen 'by accident',
hie strongly maintains that Buch a view is in contrast to the Biblical
teaching of providence which holds that all that happen is within
the knowledge of God and included in his divine plan, and nothing

1
occurs by chance or without any order.

Life is under the preserving grace of God. The grace of

preservation is expressed in the words of Jesus: "Even the hairs
2

of your head are all numbered" , and "look at the birds of tho air

they neither sow nor reap or gather into barns, and yet your heavenly
Father feeds them. Are you not of more value than they?"^ Preser-

4
vation of the creation is an activity of divine grace. The divine

grace of preservation is related to His redeeming graoe. Apart
from the latter, no one can have any knowledge of the divine acti¬

vity.
God wills to save sinners and deliver them. Therefore He

5
preserves them and spares their lives. If it was not for his grace

one could hardly know the meaning and the value of life which is

worth preserving. All sinners are under the judgment of God, yet
6

He preserves them till the final judgment. In the light of his

'.8runner, Dogmatics, Vol. IX: The Christian Doctrine of Creation
and Redemption, trans, ©live Wyon (London: Lutterworth Press,
1952), p. 155.
Set. 10:30.

%:t. 6:25.
A

^Brunner, op. cit.. p. 1^4; of. Rt. 5:45*
5
"'Brunner, op. cit«. p. 154 f.
6
Romans 9:22.
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preserving grace, one can understand the meaning of 'sickness not
unto death' which is due to this grace and the medical help of
iiim through men which is also an expression of God's grace. There
is no reason to oppose medical treatment if one realises that

preserving life is the will and the grace of God. Any means or

measure used to treat sickness and thereby preserve life is n©t
without the will of God, for God wills man to live to be as man

and to be healthy}as Barth would put it. Brunner, sees it somewhat
differently* For him man's present life is a life under grace leading

2
to the eternalllife. As far as God's redeemning will is concerned,

life ought to be preserved by using any possible means. On this point
Brunner expresses himself as follow:

Certainly, the world is real, and it is ordered, because God
'preserves' it. Without the preserving will of God the world
falls into nothingness in a flash. The world is not so solid
and indestructible as it looks ... In any case this Biblical
view seams to be in greater harmony with the present aspect
of scientific knowledge (in the sphere of natural science)
than with the view put forward a hundred years ago, following
in the steps of physicist Laplace, of the causal world, in its ,

independence, understood in a fully deistic sense as an absolute.
The Old Testament's view on the providence of God is that it

is well with the righteous and ill with the wicked, that sickness
and disaster fall upon those wno do not trust God, and thoBe who

4
rely on Him escape the calamities. Brunner sees the purpose and

meaning of such an ©Id Testament teaching in the emphasis on a real

and complete trust in God. Xi does not mean to say that in the world,
children of God will not have to face any sickness and calamity, nor

^bogmatics, Hi, Pt. 4, pp. 347 Tf.
2
Brunner, op. oit.. p. 159.

3lbid., p. 153.

4, . ,.
->upra, p. 14.
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does it mean that all suffering and illness would be removed and

everything turned into good for those who follow Him. God does not

will an easy-going life. He allows his sheep to go through the
1 2

"shadow of death" and permits afflictions to fall on the righteous.

Yet, God in Christ shared the affliction and disasters of men. On
the cross, He was crucified an execution which was in itself the most

unjust act in the history of the world. On the cross the meaning
of providence becomes clear. Providence does not guarantee against

suffering. Owing to man's sin, men suffer and God suffers with
them and for them.

Brunner agrees that sin and sickness are signs of the power

of darkness or the force of chaos, to use the term of Barth. They

occupy a p^ace in the creation. Tney are not created by God because
God cannot create what is evil in nature. They are deeply correlated
to man's rebellious will. Kan sins against God and therefore throws

himself into troubles and miseries of which sickness and death,
either physical or spiritual, are often the grave results.

Sin,disease and Kortality of an

From a biblical point of view all creatures on earth are limited

by time and space, they aro all temporal and transient and involved
in some kind of suffering,^ However, this does not provide any

4
reason to deny that all things are created by God.

XPs. 23:4.

2Ps. 34:19*

3II. Cor. 4:6 ff.

4Fmil Brunner, op. oit.. Vol. II, p. 129.



174

The Biblical ground for Brunner's view on the relationship

between sin and. death is found in the Epistle to the Romans:
"The wages of sin is death,""*" and further, "through one man sin

2
entered into the world and death through sin." Paul traced

human sin and death to the rebellious rtdam. It seems as if Paul

understands by 'death* in this context, not so much bodily death,
as spiritual separation. Stunner describes human death as being

"in fear and agony, with the anxious uncertainty about that which
lies on the other side of death, with a bad conscience, and the
fear of possible punishment."^ This is true in general, but there
is the death of the Christian who dies without fear because he

is eager to depart to the promised place prepared by Jesus Christ.
He is sure where he is going.

The effect of sin is destructive and disintegrating. It is
a poison contaminating the body, mind and spirit. Its effect
reaches into the psychical sphere of man, into the unconscious
and touches the physical functionings and reveals itself in psy¬

chological phenomena. Psychologist and physicians realise the
essential connection between the feeling of guilt and bodily

disease, and the disorders derived from the lack of inward peace.

Bin is the source of destruction, conflict, disintegration, and

corruption in both individual and community.

Rom. 6:23.

2
Rom. 5*12.

^Brunner, op.cit.. XI, p. 129.
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It is difficult to grasp the meaning of suffering if man is

without sin and is absolutely obedient to God. Brunner, realising
the relation between sickness and sin, expresses himself in the

following way:

We only know the suffering that affects sinful man, and sinful
humanity, the experience with which humanity has to deal, that
is the suffering which cannot be separated from sin. 1

Clearly, if sickness is included in suffering, it also connot
be isolated from sin9 Bin is not an inherited evil ooming down
to men through the ages. The story of Adam's fall has nothing to

2
do with a fallen world, for it does not oarry the sense of inherited
sin. Sin is in every man, in his will and mind, in hiw conscience
it dwells in him and with him. He is responsible for his own sin,
he cannot evade this responsibility by holding that sin is an out-

stander or inherited element. Furthermore, Brunner says,

The doctrine of the Fall is not a theory, which is intended
to explain the existence of evil, on the contrary, it is the
idea in whicn the inexplicable character of evii finds its
clearest expression. 3

4
Sin is "resistance to the will of the Creator and Lord" and

not a historical event as such. In the same way, one cannot speak
about the Fall as history. If it were history, it should be "primal

5
history" or "super-history".

^Brunner, op. pit.. Vol. II, p. 131.
2
Ibid., p. 128ff. Where Brunner argiurs that tne Bible knows
nothing of a fallen world though Romans 3:20 refers to it, its
meaning is obscured.

Brunner, The 1ediator. trans. Olive Wyon (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1§34), P» 144.

^Ibid., p. 142.

^Ibid.. p. 391*



176
With iirunner as well as with Barth, sin stands for the concept

of extremely abstract possibility. This is seen in Brunner's ex¬

pression* "Bin is something which we cannot explain, something
which will not fit into any reasonable scheme at all."* What he

stresses in this context is that there is nowhere a solution for

the problem of evil; tho gh there are schemes and theories ty

which the ideas of sin and evil can be explained, they cannot be solved.
Sin is something that exists, it is the conditioning power of human
nature. It was not Adam's own possession. It is an aspect of

growing personality, "for 'person* means precisely that which we
2

cannot have but must be."

A sinner is not a human being who has sinned a certain number
of times; ne is a human being who sins whatever he is doing,
no long as this is not perceived the gravity of sin is ignored,
non-recognition of my own will by the divine will in the
existence of my fellow men. 3

Fan is not a puppet but is created by God. Kan has his freedom

granted by God.H tie belongs to God. His existence is determined

by his free relationship with God. The relationship between man

and God'is based on freedom. God .and his love is interested in

man's free responsibility, i.e. to respond to His grace and love,
to live for dim, to follow his will and to have fellowship with
dim. Thxs freedom or free will of man is granted not without

running the risk that man will fall away from God by using his free
will adverselyt This freedom is not an incorruptible freedom, it
is not necessarily used in giving the right response to God though

it ought to be so. It is a free grace granted for man who has every

*Brunner, The Mediator, trans, Olive Wyon (London: Lutterworth
Press, 1934)i P« 144«

2Ibid.. p. 319*

3Ibid., p. 142-143.
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right to use it as he wills. Things which are in contrast to God
are outside the will of God. God cannot do anything contradictory
to hiB own unchangable will. Uod would never deprive man of his
own freedom which He has already granted to man for he is not a God
in contrast with himself. Therefore, man can turn his back on God,
revolt against Him, alienate himself from Him, and throw himself into
sin by using his freedom, in other words, in sin, man loses his
freedom. "Everyone that committed sin is the bond-servant of sin."^
Clearly, it is not God, but sin which deprives man of his freedom,
and thus he becomes subjected to sin:

Through sin man has lost his original freedom. He is no longer
free to realize his divine destiny, and to be good, as God
would like him to be. Evil has taken possession of us; it
is radical evil, from which we cannot be freed by any menee
'revolution in the disposition' (Kant). 2

For Brunner the evidence of sin and the result of it can be seen in

man's inner conflict.

Even as sinner man does not cease to be destined for God, sin
manifests itself as a perpetual state of conflict, in which
man oscillates between the desire to escape from God, and the
longing for Him| between an atheistic denial of God's existence,
and a superstitious fear of God; between impiety, and pseudo—
peity, between secularism and religiousity. 3

The evil effect of sin extends to man's psycho-physical func¬
tion and oauses him to find himself in a state of conflict. Sin

not only estranges him from his destiny which God willed for him,
it also disintegrates the wholeness of self. Thus he becomes a

John 8:34»
A

"Brunner, Dogmatics, Vol. IX: The Christian Doctrine of Creation
and Redemption, trans. Olive Wyon (London: Lutterworth Press,
1953), P« 122. (Infra, abbreviated as Dogmatics II).

3lbid.. p. 125.
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man of divided self , a sick soul as William James puts it.* ThiB
self-contradiction of man is expressed by Paul in a phrase of clarity:

I do not do the good 1 want but the evil X do not want is what
1 do. No if I do what I do not want, it is no longer I that
do it, but sin which dwells within me. So I find it to be a
law that when I want to do right, evil lies close at hand. 2

What Paul says about himself can also apply to every man's inner

state, no matter if he is conscious of it or admits it or not.
The consequence of sin as seen in the self-conflict of man is

also demonstrated in man's self-centrednesa or self-deification.

Instead of loving God, man liveB the pleasure which the world offers.
This craving causes egoism and a diefioation of the world. The
direction of his whole life is reversed and perverted. Man's heart

is deformed and his will is distorted because of sin. He is no

longer a man in wholeness. He turns away from God, from the way

whioh God has willed for him. He himself is his own God, his
own pleasure and his own religion. God fia£ «o place in his life.

Though man oould turn from the will of God and follow his own

will he oould never avoid the perpetual conflict of his innerself

which is a 'chronic disease' or 'a sickness unto death' as

Kierkegaard phrases it.^ The most important symptom of this conflict

nrfilliam Jcui.ae, The Varieties of Religious Sxperience (London:
Longmans, Green & Co., 1902J, pp. 127 ff»

2
Romans 7:19*"21.

b. Kierkegaard in his book sickness unto Heath, trans. Walter
Lowrie (Princeton: University Press, 1946), p. 32 ff., he
examines with clarity the psychological phenomena of the
conflict of man's inner-self and uas thrown light on christian
understanding on the psychical consequence of sin.
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in despair#

This inner conflict and despair is an experience of the Psalmist:
2

Why are you cast down, 0 my soul,
and why are you disquieted within me?
Hope in God| for 1 shall again praise him,
my help and my God. 3

This expression is no lea- than describing his soul, his life.
His self is not in peaoe. This conflict which was experienced by
a sinful man, expresses that his heart is not at ease, not at the

ri$ht place which it ought to be. He is longing for rest and

seeking God for this rest.

The sinner's heart is restless. His mind is in tension

arising from his feeling of guilt. Man in sin falls into a state

of anxiety before God. Mam and Eve in great anxiety hid themselve
because of the act of disobedience.4 Every human life bears the

marks of anxiety, insecurity and fear. Wot many people want to
admit that they are in a state of anxiety though they are really
tormented by their bad conscience, borne might really not feel it,

5
because it is repressed or suppressed into the unconscious.'

ilbid.
2

•my soul', can also be 'my life','my person', 'my spirit',
'my mind'. In the Chinese Bible it is translated as 'my heart',
bee Kuo.vu bible (Hongkong: Hongkong Bible House, 1957), p. 575.

3Ps. 42:5.

4Gen. 3*8.
s
'Cf. Brunner, bounties. IX, p. 119.
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The same thought is expressed by Paul in Romans 7!24» "Wretched
man that I ami.who will deliver me from this body of death?" The

higher will to do good is incapable because of the evil desire
that prevents and weakens it# These two are not in conformity#
Thus conflict arises. In this respects, Paul describes man from a

legcl point of view. Referring to the law, he finds man could not

thoroughly keep and fulfil/ it. What is more, man is under the
curs© of the law# With the law, Paul could not feel at peace.

This is a clea illumination of the state of sinful man. Every
man has his own anxiety. The greater position a man has, the more

the anxiety. "The more intellectual a man is, the greater is his

'anxiety'; it cannot be banished by any system, of life insurance"*
Relief from anxiety is found onlyjria God with Jesus Christ who

is the grace and the peace of all men for he says, "In me you may
2

have peace. In the world you have tribulation."
The more one realizes that he is a sinner before God, the

more he can grasp the meaning of death. Sin is the wilful rebellion
of megi against God, his Creator, As a dependent creature man breaks
the bounds set for the sake of his own good, namely, for him to

"4*- ■ -.--rtajpfc

be a * man of God and with God; man thinks that he can win for

himself more 'freedom' by breaking the relationship between hfernself
an .his Creator, but the result is not so. On the contrary, he
loses his image of God, he loses his freedom and falls as a slave,
or more truly, as a victim of sin just because he alienated himself
from God.

Brunner, Dogmatics, II, p. 128.

^John 16J33.
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This truth is reflected by the 'myth' of the Fall which
<u

describes the rebellious rn^ln, Adam and Eve, who were drive out
from paradise and the way of return barred by the flaming sword
and the angels. It signifies that no return is possible unless
God himself removes the obstacle. As slave or 'victim* of sin,
man's life is under the power of sin and not of God. In other

words, sin deprives man of his life — the life in full fellowship
with God - therefore, he is dead. In this respect death is not
something coming at the end of the life time, it has already begun
in the life without God. It begins with man who separates himself

from God who is the source of all life.1 This death leads to the

final end of the psycho-physical death, the complete ending of
sinful man, which is a full expression of the power of evil through
man's sin, and also on the other hand, a sign of God's judgment
* . 2oi sin.

Death as the wages of sin is also the demonstration of the

wrath of God. The Psalmist realizes it and says, "We are consumed

by thy anger, by thy wrath we are overwhelmed."3 It is the reaction
of God towards sin and evil. Death is not an element of God's crea¬

tion, nor is it created or willed by Him. On the contrary it is
4

an enemy of God| as Paul puts it "the last enemy to be destroyed."
Barth would agree with Brunner on the matter of death, that the

power of God conquering the power of evil or chaos iB made manifest.

^■John 4*6.

2Srunner, Eternal Hope (London! Lutterworth Press, I934)i P* 102.

3Ps. 90s7.

4I Cor. 15*26.
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To explain the question of how death could be the demonstration

of the power of evil on the one hand,and the wratn of God on the

other | one has to understand it in this ways although, death is

an extreme sign of evil force, it is under the power of God who

oould use it as an instrument of hiB judgment on sin, thus, the

Judge is God, not the evil. Through this judgment, one sees the

declaration of God's righteousness, his wrath, and his mighty power

as victory over sin and evil.

Confronted by Christ and His death, one begins to grasp the

meaning of death. Through Him, the meaning of death is exposed

and reflected to all believers; and they are urged to take death

seriously.*
Scripture affirms that man was created in the image of God

and destined to eternal life. But men have built a great wall of

sin on the way to the eternity and have thrown themselves as prey

to death. Tais is the reality of every man's state. Ken, by

themselves, are unalle to break tnis wall but by God's lave and

grace, a door is opened in the wall. Tnrough Christ and with Him

and in Him men go through this door to eternity, and their original

destiny is restored.

*Brunner, internal Hope (London? Lutterworth Press, 19i>4)t P» 104.
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Reinnold Nieouhr

It is not the intention to undertake a full exposition of

Niebuhr's thought on sicicness and sin but only to straps a few

important points he makes in this respect.

For Niebuhr as for Barth, God's creation is good.1 This is

supported by the Old and the New Testaments which describe God
as the good God who created all things in which there was no evil.

This Biblical view stressing the contrast between the insufficient
and dependent character of creatures and the self-sufficiency and

independence of the Creator is extremely important for the undej>-

standing of the limitation of man. Although the contrast between

good and evil becomes evident in this world, Nieouhr maintains that,
this contrast never means that the created world is evil by
reason of the particularization and individualization of its
various types of existence. It is never a corruption ... nor
is it ovil because of the desire and pain which characterize
all the insufficient and dependent life* ae xn Buddhism. 2

The conviction that the world is good in origin is based on the

simple phrase "God saw everything that he had made, and, behold,
it was very good,"3 which is the dictum that prevents the Christian
faith from yielding to a dualistic world-view which was threatening
the Churoh and her belief from her earliest years. The Church did
not fail to express her faith in God in saying with Niabuhr that

the world is not evil because it is temporal, that the body
is not the source of sin in man, t .e individuality as separate
and particular existence is not evil by reason of being distin¬
guished from indifferential totality, and that death is no
evil though it is an occasion for evil, namely, the fear of
death. 4

1Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Kan (London: Nisbet
& Co. Ltd., 1941)» Vol. I, p. 131.

2Ibid.

3Gen. 1:31.
4
Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 79.
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Tile dependence and mortality of man and the brevity of his

life are facts which are presented in the scripture as facts in

accordance with the Divine will with the creation. It is only God
who is immortal. The Psalmist realises this par, dox and says,

Before the mountains were brought forth,
or ever thou hadst formed the world,
from everlasting to everlasting thou art God.
Thou dost sweep men away,
they are like dream,
like grass which is renewed in the morning;
in the morning it flourishes and is renewed,
in the evening it fades and withers. 1

Kan, although mortal, is not evil in origin. Niebuhr argues that
the fragmentary character of human life is not regarded as evil
in Biblioal faith because it is seen from the perspective
of a centre of life and meaning in which each fragment is
related to the plan of the whole, to the will of God. The
evil arises when the fragment seeks by its own wisdom to
comprehend the whole or attempts by its own power to realise it.

Here the insufficiency of man is seen from another angle; that he

is unable to grasp some particular divine will and wisdom revealed
above the comprehension and the judgment of ruan.

This finiteness was shown in the life of Job. With his own

understanding and according to his own standard of judgment, -Job

argued with God and challenged dim because he could not understand

why God permitted such painful disease and calamity to fall upon
him. He was fully aware that he was certainly not more sinful than

other men. He doubted whether God **as still the righteous God.

He tried to penetrate God's justice by his own criterion, but he
failed. Finally he yielded to 'God who revealed

^Vs. 90:2-6.
2
Heiahold Niebuhr, op. cit., p. 179*
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himself through the mysteries and the greatness of his own creations

which were oeyond the comprehension of man. His revelation to Job
was put in a series of challenging questions!3,

"Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth?
2

Sell me if you have understanding,"

Inevitably, Job found himself unable to compare his knowledge with
that of God, He could only answer!

Behold, I am of small account!
What shall I answer thee?
I lay my hand on my mouth,
• • • • •

Therefore I have uttered what I did not understand*
things too wonderful for me, which I did not know,
I had heard of thee by the hearing of ear,
but now my eye sees thee;
therefore I despise myself,
and repent in dust and ashes, 3

Job confessed his insufficiency by recognising and admitting his
own lack of understanding.

As an individual, Job was not more sinful than other men.

An individual is not originally evil, for he was created by God
and belongs to Him, This paradoxical truth support the view that

sickness as an evil factor in man, was not original y planned for
the individual. It is an outsider that invaded God's good creation

and affected man. The self or personality or ego as an 'agent' of

every individual in awareness of his own existence, thoughts and

actions, is still the finite self.

3Cf, Job 38t42,

2Job 3814.

3Job 40:4; 42:3t 5, 6,
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Despite its deepest self-conseiousneso, its awareness of its
own continuing identity and its observation of the whole world,
the self remains as an dependent entity.

Although the Christian view on the d ctrine of Creation is

never absorbed by the Hellenistic view, it has not been consistently
kept without taint by the latter. Prom the very beginning this
biblical insight was distorted by some elements of dualism and

later, Pl&tonism, which conceived of the oreation as completely
corrupt and esrentially evil. Under the influence of this thought,
some church fathers like Origen interpreted the doctrine of man in

connection with the story of the Pall which he regarded as a

pre—existent defection of man. He also equated the original sin
to the sin of Adam's fall. Other church fathers, like Justin

Martyr, Gregory of Hyssa, Irenaeus, in the same manner, identified
sin and evil with temporal man and the mutability of the tem-

2
poral world. Certainly this is not in total harmony with the Biblical
view that man is created as a good creature though he is a mortal
and limited being.

Furthermore, Hiebuhr argues that the mortality of man is not
the consequenoe of sin. He agrees with Brunner that Paul's teaching

in Romans Ephosians 2:11; X Cor. 15:56, can hardly bo inter¬

preted as a dictum pointing to the physical death of man. What is

emphasized in Paul's teaching is the spiritual death in particular.3

In his book, Christian Realism and Political Problems (London:
Faber & Faber, n.d.), p. 11, Hiebuhr sa; s that "most of the
christian theories before and after Augustine committed
grievous errors in their analyses of the human situation and
in resulting political calculation, and that Augustine himself
must be subjected to criticism on various accounts."

2
Niebuhr, The Mature and Destiny of Man (London: Niabet & Co.
Ltd., 1941), Vol. I, p. I84.
3lbid.. p. I85 ff; Vol. IX, chs. 9 & 10.
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For Paul, death is the consequence of sin. This is different from
the Hellenistic teaching on the same subject where the latter stresses

that sin is the consequence of death. This differentiation is

made very clear by Augustine."'' Paul traces human sin to the sin
of Adam and says that death is wrought from the very beginning by

2
Adam's sin: "By one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin."
Paul's teaching on 'death through sin' is not particularly related
to the physical death. More often, in his thought, he stresses
the concept of death symbolically to indicate spiritual death.

Niebuhr also comments on the self-centrlcity of man when he

say:

The law of his nature is love, a harmonious relation of
life to life in obedience to the divine centre and source of
his life. This law is violated when man seeks to make himself
the centre and source of uis own life. 3

From this standpoint, the sin of man is the spiritual alienation
from God wuo is the genesis of life. The infection of this aliena¬

tion spreads from the spiritual level to the body, and thus the harmony
4

of man is disturbed. This alienation is the result of rebellion

against God, in so far as man refuses to admit his limitations
5

and pretends to be more than he is.

*Anti-Pelagian Works. Vol. I, 150. Quoted by Niebuhr, o . cit..
Vol. I, p. I85.

2
Romans 5:12.

"^Niebuhr, op. cit.. p. 17. (Vol. I),

flbid.

^Ibid.
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i?an is not created as an evil being, but be sins through using

his free will which is a merciful grace granted from God as part

of man's nature. The essence of man is his free will, his self-
determination. His sin is the wrong use of the will and its con¬

sequent corruption. The biblical view of man, is that his sin

is not in his finiteness or limitation but in his will. This evil

character of sin, not regarded as an inevitable result of his

finiteness,is also not the fruit of his insecurity or a necessity
of his nature. din is caused by the fact that man denies that

he is merel, a limited being. Evil is not created, but arises
from man's effort to transgress the bounds set for his life, to
stretch his power beyond its limits. Prom this it becomes clear
that temptation lieB between his situation of finiteness and

freedom.

For Niebuhr, the ultimate problem of man does not exist in his
2

finiteness but in his self-contradiction. The totality of man

is based on his freedom and capacity for self-transcendence.
Hin is reflected in the self—contradiction, the conflict

between the 'true-self* and the 'false-self' caused by a wrong use

of his freedom. This contradiction is felt by the individual as

an uneasy conscience.
Wot only the psychologist but albo the theologian sees the

deepest effect of the spiritual function influencing man's physioal
3

condition. Sin, regarded as an alienation between man and God,

1lbid.. I, pp. 190 ff.

2Ibid., I, p. 17, 307, 311, 317-13.

Ibid.« I» P» 17.
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is therefore essentially spiritual and not carnal. Body as

the physical factor of man, though finite,iB not originally evil,
but it is an agent of the spiritual rebellion. It transforms the

spiritual sin into action. This point is perceivable when one

realises the deep effect of spiritual factors upon the physical

condition of man. The apostle realized this when he wrotes

"Desire wnen it has conceived give birth to sin",^ and it can be

added, that when sin is conceived, it brings forth corruption,
deterioration and evil deeds. Spiritual sin extends its influence,
like a harmful disease, from the spirit to the body of man, and

2
disturbed the harmony.

Barth as well as Niebuhr maintain that man wants to be as man,

wills to be as man and although he is a finiteness, yet he is a

free man. On the one hand, he is tied by his nature and history,
on the other hand/he is free to lo k baekwai-d to examine his past
and look forward to project his future. He is created as God's man,

he belongs to God, yet, he pos esaes all his will to reject and

deny his Creator, Man is in an ambiguous and contradictory position
and senses his self—contradiction because he wants to cross the

boundaries set for him. In such a self-contradictory state? he

experiences within himself 'two men' dwelling in him, one craving

for God while the other one goes his own way which is contrary
to God's will. This is the tension between finiteness and freedom.

^"James lsl3-15«
2
Kiabuhr, op. cit.. I, p. 294* Here' he uses a symbolic expres¬
sion in interpreting the perfection before the Mall of man. The
perfection is assumed as the locus of health in a particular
disease organism! "Obviously the seat of infection may be
in one particular organ of the organism, so that the other
parts are comparatively healthy. Yet disease in any part
of tiie organism effects the whole. The whole organism is
thus diseased. Yet there is some health as long as there is
life."



190

In such a conflict and ambiguous state, man finds himself in
a situation of anxiety and insecurity for he senses that he is not
in unity with hisiSelf. Aware of such insecurity, he tries to
overcome it by using his radioal free will to thrust beyond its

2
limitations and thus he cannot avoid hurting others. In this way

the harmony of creation is disturbed ant the relationship between
himself and other men, as well as the relationsnip between man and
God destroyed."^

The Insecurity is rooted in mam's deepest being and related
to his position in creation. Sin must be considered not merely
as a transgression of known lews or as a failure in performing
a compulsory duty, but also as something deeply related to man's

insecurity and anxiety, fcuebuhr puts it this way:

In short, man, being free and bound, both limited and li itless,
is anxious, anxiety is the inevitable concomitant of the
paradox of freedom and finiteness in which man is involved,
anxiety is a precondition of sin. It is the inevitable
spiritual state of man, standing in the paradoxical situation
of freedom and finitenesa. 4

5
For hadfield, anxiety is a spiritual disease; for Weatherhead,

1lbid.. Vol. I, pp. 190ff; 17ff, 274, 293ff.

2
Niebuhr, Christian Realism and Political Problems (London:
Faber & Faber, n.d.), p. I6ff.

^Niebuhr, the Nature and Destiny of fan (London: Nisbet & Co.
Ltd., 1941), i, pp. 216-220, pp. 200-210, 25O-5I.

4Ibid., pp. 194-95*

A. Iadfield, Ps.yonology and foral (London: I ethuen L Co. Ltd.,
1930), p. 46ff.



191
it is a form of mental disorder or neurosisj^ for Niebuhr it is

2
a precondition of sin, yet, not the actuality of sin. Sin is man's
own responsibility in the human situation governed by the freedom
of choice, This freedom is the source of all creativity as well as

of temptation, and consists of both oreative and destructive elements.
Between them, no frontier line can be diawn,"^ Anxiety is the

description of the inner state of man, the centre of both hiB dignity
and misery, Niebuhr elucidates this statement in the following

way:

It is the condition of the sailor, climbing the mast (to use
a simile), with the abyss of the waves beneath him and the
"crow's nest" above him. He is anxious about both the end
toward which he strives and the abyss of nothingness into
which he may fall, 4

Man is anxious because of the limitation of his life and his

dependent character. Parents are anxious for their ohildrensd

future and well-being. The statesman is anxious about the order

and security of the nation. All human beings are anxious for

perfection and security. The challenging words of Jesus convey

the same truths "which of you by being anxious can add one cubit
5

to his span of life?" It expresses a general human situation

that because ofmman's finiteness, they are anxious of their needs

Weatherheau, op, pit., pp.

2
Niebuhr, og. oit.. I,pp. 190if. Cf. J,G. McKenzie stresses
that anxiety is very near to guilt, and it precedes oriminal
action, bee his bo k, Guilt.its leaning and bjgnifioanoe (London:
Allen & Unwin, I965), p. 29 f.

3Niebuhr, op. oit.. I, p . 266ff.

4lbid.. p. 19d,

5Kt. 6:27.
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of everyday life even though they are aware of God's providence.

This is a spiritual sickness of man in general. This anxiety, for

Niebuhr, is a source from which sin and evil spring. "It is not
his finiteness, dependence and weakness but his anxiety about it

which tempts him to sin."*
Kan as a free man is anxious to realize the unlimited possibi¬

lities of his freedom whic.i he could exercise to overcome his state

of anxiety, insecurity and contingency. This is not so easily done
because man is bound by hiB im otent and contingent character whioh
he either conceals or conquers by practising his free will.

Realizing the radical or dynamic thrust of the freedom of

man, one oan understand the depth of sin which takes place in the
2

deptns of man's free will. Though sin is a deviation, a deliberate
action of revolt or rebellion, it is more than that;for it has
its root in the nature of the power of freedom and man's misuse

of this power. This understanding of sin of man is supported by
the essential biblical outlook on demonology, According to Niebuhr,

the importance of Biblical h.atanology lies in the two facts
thats (l) the devil is not thought of as having been created
evil. Rather his evil arises from his effort to transgress
the bounds set for his life, an effort which places him in
rebellion against God. (2)»The devil fell before -man fell,
whioh is to say that man's rebellion against God is not an
act of sheer perversity, nor does it follow inevitably from
the situation in which he stand ... It is suggested to man by
a force of evil which precedeshis own sin. Perhaps the best
description or definition of this mystery is the statement
that sin posits itself ... 3

^Niebuhr, op. cit». I, p. 130.

2Ibid., pp. 173-78, 190-198.

3Ibid., pp. 192-193.
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Here an element of sin is implied in the temptation that leads to

sin. Kierkegaard is nOt far from the t?Uth on this point when he

says, ".Anxiety is the psychological condition which precedes sin.
It is so near, so fe«rfulV near to ain, and yet it is not the

explanation of sin."*- Kan cannot will himself out of being a sinner.

bin is inevitable but not necessary as far as tne finiteness and
2

the freedom of man are conoerned.

beeking the basiB of security inhhimself, man trios to
overcome the anxiety of his contradictory and ambiguous position;

thus, he throws himself into a state of pride. Niebuhr explains
this in this way*

When anxiety has conceived it brings forth pride and sansuality.
Kan falls into pride when he seeks to raise his contingent
existence to unconditional significance} he falls into
sensuality, when he seeks to escape from his unlimited pos¬
sibilities of freedom ... 3

The sin of pride is preoisely the very basic sin of man.

Every individual has his own priority. There are the pride of
4

power, pride of knowledge, and the pride of virtu®,,'. In the pride
and self-love of man, there is a sinful faotor involved, namely,
the sin of deoeit. Every self is afraid of being discover?:!
because of its sin, the self seeks xo defend itself. By doing
so it must deceive itself first before it goes to deceive others.

Through self-deoeption, the self could successfully defend itself.

Furthermore, there is pride in the egotism of the individual,

4l)er Begriff der Angst, p. 89, quoted by Niebuhr, op. cit..
I, P. 193.

2Niebuhr.op. cit., I. pp. 257ff«

3Ibid., p. 198.

4Ibid.
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a family pride, a group pride and pride of one's nation. To quote

Niebuhr:

No nation is free of the sin of pride, just as no individual
is free from it ... All modern nations, indeed all nations of
history, have been involved in the sin of pride. One must
realize - in this as in other sinfulness - that it is just as
important to recognise the differences in the degree of pride
and self will expressed by men and nations, as it is known
that ail man and nations are sinful before (lod. 1

This pride indicates that all man are sinners in revolt against
God and estranged from Him. Sin is originated in their human free

will bestowed by God. Human will seeks the things of the self
and for the self and for its own glory,thereby widening the gulf
or separation between the self and the true self which is willed

by God. This oondition of wilfui alienation finds no way of restor¬
ation apart from that which is through Jesus Christ's reconciling
work which restores man to God.

On the cross, God in Christ takes the sin of man and the evil
burden of man's self—contradiction and conquers it. The love of

the crucified Christ is the criterion for the self and the law of
2

man's freedom. The dreadful misery of man is made apparent in the
contrast between the love of God and the evil of self-corrupted

man.

To concluded this chapter it remains to be pointed out that

those three theologians are mainly concerned with spiritual sickness -

namely sin. It is not surprising that they, as theologians, do not

say much about the physical side of illness, nor do they deal
with the psychological disorders. They nave rightly chosen to

1Ibid.. I, pp. 232-233.

2Ibid.. pp. 302-309.
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confine themselves to their own theological categories and to abstain

from crossing the boundaries of psychology and medical science,
which should be left to the respective experts.

In our day of specialisation in all branches of science,
there is also an ever increasing inter-dependence of th > various

disciplines in the whole field of science. hVen theology and

psychology feel their dependence on each other. It is no longer

sufficient for theology to go its own way without taking psychology
into account as far as the problem of sin and sickness is concerned.

Psychology could throw light on the problem by using its techniques
in the investigation of human behaviour and motives which have a

close relationship with sin and sickness. A co-operation between

psychology and theology^ especially in defining e;?l treating sickness
with a 'sin'-cause, could prove valuable.



VII

PL JfCUOLOUICAL CONSIiLSHATIOiS

'I'll© psychologist, physician and. theologian all agree
that man's mental conditions can actively influence his physiolo¬

gical functions. Medical students would not now be content with

disooveries in biology and the progress of physics, chemistry and

pathological conditions. In recent years more attention had been

paid to psychological research concerning guilt and neurosis, both
of which had been entirely lacking in the history of medicine for

centuries. In many respects, man's psychical oondition carries a

great weight in the matter of human health and disease. Physical,
psychical and spiritual factors constitute human existence. Man is
a unity of body, mind, and soul. These factors are interrelated and

they inter-influence each other in works, functions, and also in
health and illness. When a man is sick, the cause of his disease
could be either physical, psychical or spiritual. If one of hese

component 'parts' is attacked by a disease, the others are also

adversely affected.

Paul Tournier, Guilt and Grace (London: Hodder and £» toughton,
1965)* PP* 9ff*t PP« 12dff.| Weatherhead, op. oit.. pp. 313ff>
Reinnold hiebuhr, op. oit., I. p. 293! d.A. dadfield, Psycho¬
logy and i orals (London: l.ethuen & Co. Ltd., 1?30), p. 46.
J.G. McKenzie, Guilt. Its ■ eaning and Significance (London:
George Aiien & Unwin Ltd,, 1962), p. 14*
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Many physioa! diseases like paralysis, blindness, asthma, gas-

stric or duodenal ulcer, and some skin diseases are psychogenic
in origin. These diseases are sometimes caused by aberration,
emotional change or disturbances which affect the physiological

functioning of the body. That this is possible can be experienced
in everyday life. The circulation and the speed of bodily functions
oan easily be increased b a stimulation of hope. One's appetite
oan be increased by the sight of good food. The sexual instinct
can be stimulated by what is perceived by the eyes. The power of
mind over body is generally accepted by psychologists as wellaas

by medical men. The curative power of the mind in cares of bodily
diseases is also not to be doubted. Hence, we often find that
the forgiveness of sin has a curative effect on some diseases,

especially those caused by a sense of guilt.
On the other hand, many mental diseases are believed to have

2
some physical cause. For instanoe, a slight damage of the brain
could bring forth a mental derangement, neurosis or insanity, and
lack of proper functioning of the mind. Therefor^, in treatment
of psychological disorders, psychotherapy is often combined with

physical methods of treatment. It can also be noted that it was

recently discovered that a disorder of the chromosomes causes mental
and physical disabilities or defects.

A group of disorders like alcoholism, irritability, bad temper,

cynicism, aggressiveness, despondency, and some sexual pervers

may be originally engendered by repressed complexes or sentiments.
These are functional nervous diseases revealing physical symptoms

^Cf• L, Weatherhead. op. oit., p. 31^

'"Ibid.. p. 373.
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but tha origin is often found in the unconscious conflicts of the
mind. These functional nervous diseases are often reflections

of disharmony in man's psychioal state. Some of these disorders
result from wilful choice and therefore they are sins from a

biblical point of view, but others derive from natural factors which
sometimes are beyond the control of the will and therefore they

can be termed diseases or sicknesses.

Diseases such as blindness, deafness, paralysis, eto., have

physical symptoms, but sometimes are not organic in origin but
functional. There could even be both organic and functional factors.
To differentiate between organic and functional disease, one may

say that the organic disease effects a change in the bodily structure
and causes damage to it, but the functional disease shows no change
of the structure apart from its improper functioning. An examination
of the organs and limbs of a functional paralytic reveals no

organic or bodily deficiency or defect. The cause of the lack of

proper functioii.ng of the organ and limb of the patient is located

elsewhere; perhaps in his will or his mind, in his mental or spiritual
state which directs the exercise of the functions, of the flesh and

body. It could be noted here that many paralytics healed by Jesus
appeared to have had functional rather man organic diseases.

If they were organic, healing seems from a scientific point of view,
to be highly improbable, but of course the deeds of Jesus could
not be soientifioally limited or explained.

Diseases are not only physical and mental, but also spiritual.
These diseases of the soul, are pride, jealousy, hatred, malice,
bad temper, anxiety, worry, resentment and so on. For a theologian,

they are wilful sins,>but for a psychologist they are mental dis¬
orders or moral defects.

Theology traces sickness to human sin, whether individual or
universal. Psychology sees sin as an uneasy and disharmonious state
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of man's inner world, and expresses the relationship between sickness
and sin in terms of the relationship between disorder and guilt.

Biblical ooncepts mainly deal with and regard sin as the source from

which illness and all calamities sprout. Psychology is duly aware

of the fact that a sense of guilt is a causal factor of many kinds
of disorder or disease, and it further realizes that guilt-feeling
could destroy the health of man.

Guilt and din.

Guilt is a universal problem. Every man and woman has ex¬

perienced guilt-feeling; whether conscious or unconscious, it is
there in the minds. Guilt-feeling plays an essential part in

psychosomatic disorders. The psychotherapist has to deal with it,

especially in treating neurosis. It could very well be the main
factor of malady or neurosis. Most of the psychologists and psy¬

chotherapists of whom Freud could be called the herald, placed
a strong emphasis on the factor of original guilt-feeling.

In the Gospels there are examples where people recovered from

sickness or disease through the removal of a sense of guilt. In
2

particular did fchis occur in the miracles of Christ Jesus,

There sin was closely connected with guilt. It is true that to

be a sinner is to be guilty, but it is promised that the burden of

guilt can be taken away by means of forgiveness. Yet, what does one

mean by forgiveness, repentance, re conciliation and salvation?
For these problems, theology might need psychology as supplement
to enrich, or even to complete the interpretation of some of tnese

*R.n. Lee, Your Growing Child and Religion (Britians Penguin
Books, 1§65)» P* H2.

2
Weatherhead, op. oit., p. 320; supra, pp. 66lf.
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terms. On the problem of guilt, psychology provides great help by

analysing the internal and mental disorders of the sinner. As long
as man is a sinner, guilt remains a part of his existence. No one

can escape from itj even a small child experiences it. Its univer¬
sal oorruptive attributes are well known. Therefore we might say

that this is a guilt-ridden a ;e where redemption is sorely needed."*"
For the psychologist, guilt is a sense of feeling. But it is

more, it is a feelingaas well as a fact. When one does something
which is prohibited or fails to do something required, one feels
a sense of guilt. Sin as regarded as a mental disease. Psycholo¬

gy sts like Freud and Jung have said very little about sin in its

objective meaning. Probably, they have chosen to confine their

interpretations to their own understanding of science by dealing

merely with the subjective side of the sense of guilt. Not many

psychologists or psychotherapists would readily offer an absolute
and comprehensive definition for the term guilt. However, Hadfield

says,

Sin is due to wrong sentiments, moral disease is due to morbid
oomplexes giving rise to uncontrollable impulses. The full
and efficient cause of sin is a deliberate and conscious
ohoice of the will moved by a false or wrong ideal. The sinner
and the morally diseased both see the idealj but whereas tne
former does not, the latter ca not, under ordinary circumstances,
respond to it. 2

To suoh a brief comparison of sin and moral disease one can readily
agree.

*J.G. PcKenzie, op. ojt.« p. 13.

o

J.A. Hadfield, on. ext.. p. 4<3.
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Another psychologist defines guilt as a "sense of wrongdoing,
as an emotional attitude, generally involving emotional conflict,
arising out of real or imagined contravention of moral or social

standards, in act or thought.Quilt is related to wrongdoing,

orime, blameworthiness and the puniBhaent of conduct resulting
from breaking a law. These offences are connected with ethics
and laws. Guilt, however, is certainly more than evil actions and
conduct. The feeling of ^ullt which implies a sxate of mind is

also guilt in a real sense.

Psychology as well as sociology emphasize guilt—feeling
because it Often preceaes a criminal action rather than merely
follows it. Morbid guilt should be regarded as an emotiional

disorder or mental disease, and not necessarily as a orime or sin.

Guilt-feeling, although it may not express itself in any disorder
or conduct, is already 'guilt'.

When one revolts against one's internal authority - one's

super-ego - an uneasy feeling emerges resulting in a guilt—feeling.
Such a feeling denotes a disharmonious state of one's inner autho¬

rity or super-ego, or in other words; an effor; to reject one's
moral standards. Thus the idea of his own self, namely, the ego,

is in opposition with his ego-ideal. When super-ego demands

obedience, a sense of guilt iB indicative of disobedience to this
demand. This conflict in man's inward state is the chief source

of various neuroses or mental derangements which are mainly dealt

by the psychologist, psychotherapist and psychiatrist. The super-

*
James iirever, A Dictionary of Psychology (London: Penguin
Books, 19660, p. 113.
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ego not merely demands obedience, but also a penalty for the breach
of its command. Guilt demands penalty, therefore it is quite

possible that one could have a sensecf guilt while at the same time
one is lo.jging for punishment.^

Some Factors of the Original Guilt-feeling

Super-e.'Q

A sense of guilt generates from the super—ego. For instance,
a child is usually taught by the parents not to suy or do something.
As a consequence of this negative teaching or demand, the child
knows he must not do or say certain things because ho knows

what would happen if he disobeys the demands of prohibitions. He

usually obeys tnese not so much because he does not like to do
the things prohibited, but because he fears the consequences which
could imply punishment in one way or another. The parents* demands
and prohibitions internalize so deep in the child's mind and remain

active as if the parents were always with him to guide his will and
to examine his benaviour-tendencies. Hence, the child's parents

become his super-ego. A sense of guilt is felt whenever such a

child wisnes to do something which encroaches on his super-ego.

The parents want to see their children following their advice,

doing what is permitted, speaking what is allowed and behaving as

is expected. Anything that is forbid en according to the parents *
moral standard, their children would not be allowed to do. If suoh
a child does do otherwise, a sense of guilt emerges because he

realises what the reaction of his parents would be.

*J.C. Flugel, 1 an i oral and dociety (London: Duckworth, 1943),
pp. 142-145"
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The hope of the parents is concentrated on their childrens* success.

They are anxious to see a bright future for their children. There¬

fore, many parents give then a strict training believing that it will
produce the expected results. Hence, they pay full attention to their
childrens* behaviour, character, education and discipline. Very often
such parents are not aware of the ps, chical sufferings inflicted by
such rigid training. A strict up-bringing accorapained by scolding,

warning, correcting, oriticising by words or by hints, directly or

indirectly, is a fertile soil for guilt-feeling. Although it is
true that a successful future life depends largely on a good and
strict up-bringing by the parents, it is also not devoid of truth
to say that many parents are to be blamed for a morbid guilt-feeling

experienced by their children as a by-product of their up-bringing.
Kell-educated parents seldom use a negative or dictatorial way

in training their children} instead, they guide them in a more

positive way by encouraging words instead of scolding, advising them
to do good instead of warning them to shun evil, praising them
whenever they Bhow their ideas, thoughts and characters instead
of despising and ridiculing their way of behaving, ihth this

positive approach parents feel proud if a child reveals what he
thinks and what he knows, and what is expected of him. All these
are not a complete safeguard against guilt-feeling, for although
the parents would still continue to encourage the Child, a sense

of guilt would be experienced when the child senses his parents'

discontent. If a child sees his parents praising their neighbour's

child wno can perform what he nimself cannot achieve, a sense of

guilt emerges t trough a feeling of inferiority. From this, one

may safely oonolude that guilt-feeling is a by-product of up¬

bringing no matter how thorough the efforts of the parents in the

process of up-bringing.
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Not many parents are aware that t-iey could be the cause of

th ir childrens' guilt-feelings. Often one hears a parent saying

to a child: "are you not ashamed of doing such a tiling?" or "How
dare you do it," or "If you do this you will be punished," or "You
should not ask such a question?" an attitude expressed in such words

might well be the cause of a guilt-feeling arising out of fear or
an inferiority feeling of the child, oven kind auvice from parents

such as, "If 1 were you, I would do otherwise," often suggests the
same thing because it means that what 'yen' do is not desirable or

perhaps even wrong.

A child might sense his parents dislike of certain kinds of

enjoyment, even though they do not o enly oppose these particular

enjoyments. It goes without saying that a child follows his parents'
behaviour and has a tendency to adhere to their moral standards or

to imitate them, to like what they like, and to behave as they
behave.

Some ascetic or austere parents reject everything that gives

pleasure,and lead a life of severe self-discipline. Children
brougnt up by them usually do not"and often cannot enjoy any kind
of pleasure. Instead, they feel a sense of guilt whenever they
take part part in something that should be enjoyable. In a strict

family, children are told not to desire what is disapproved, not
t;o liKe wnax their parent hate} in other words, a kind of militant
training is given to their children, and a burden of guilt is
unavoidable when the child does not comply with the rules and

regulations.

Lack of confidence in the parents is also conducive to guilt-

feeling. Luch a lack of confidence is very often connected with
a too rigid up—bringing which does not enable the cniid to feel

free and act freely. Often a ciuld would not tell his parents

^Cf. J.C. Flugel, Op. cit., pp. 52ff.
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that he got a good scolding from his teacher, nor would he let them
know that he has read an exciting magazine over night. These secre¬

cies of a child are liable to cause a guilt-ridden personality if
there is no outlet for them.

Obviously, the feeling of guilt is not confined to childhood,
but, every adult person experiences the same thing in everyday
life, kany incidents in daily life could create a sense of guilt.
A refusal of a cordial invitation, a failure to fulfil a promise,
a fervent exchange of words between friends or members of the family,
and many more, all these could produce a sense of guilt. It is true
that this feeling of guilt is universal and is part of the routine

of life.

Guilt ana Fear

Guilt-feeling emanates from the super-ego and as we have

mentioned alreeuy, a child's super-ego is derived from his parents

or teacaer wno act as his internal authority.

Guilt-feeling is also related to religion, whether such a

religion is 'primitive' or 'modern' does not change the fact that

it very often is a factor in the causing of a feeling of guilt.
For primitive men, the natural phenomena, such as, thunder, storm,

rain, ligatning, earthquake and whirlwind are expressions of the

anger of the god or gods whom they fear. Experiencing the anger

of the gods in such a way, a guilt-feeling is likely to arise. This
is very much more the case when these natural phenomena cause

destruction in some way or another, for then the question inevi¬

table arises in the mind of the primitive man as to what ha has done

wrong to deserve such a punishment from the gods. In primitive

religion together with the fear of God, the fears of taboos are im¬
portant factors in causing guilt-feeling. In such a case the gods
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are acting as super-ego.

The first chapters of Genesis tell about Adam and Eve who

disobeyed the command of God and partook of tne fruit of the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil. The result of that rebellion
was not only the expulsion from the garden of Eden, but also a

burden of guilt which followed that act of rebellion. Their guilt

appeared when they were called by God (Uen. 2*9). The words of
God internalized as the source of their guilt-feelings aB well aB

the basic authority of their conscience of good and evil.^"
2

For Ligmund Freud, religion- originated from fear. ile maintains
that man creates his own idea of God before whom he feels himself

a sinner and therefore he fears and worships Him. Freud asserts

that guilt-feeling generates from fear of God and fear of taboo, but
his views on religion are far from biblical. One could not agree

with him when he says that "devout believers are safeguarded in a

high degree against the risk of certain neurotic illness; their

acceptances of the universal neurosis (i.e. religion) spares them
the task of constructing a personal one."^ For him religion is a

neurosis because it is based on fear from which guilt derives. **

• II. waddington, The Etnioal animal (London* Alien £ Unwin
Ltd., I960), p. 164*

2
Cf. kestermark's words "The Old saying that religion was born
of fear seems to hold true in despite of recent assertions to
the contrary." %ioted by Weatherhead, op. oit.. p. 401.

Freud, The Future of an Illusion, trans* H.L. Kobson-bcott,
(London: The fiogarth Press, 1962;, p. 40.

fIbjd.. p. 13 & 20. Freud regards religion as an illusion as
well as a neurosis and holds that every man creates his own
picture of God and a portrait of his father in order to fulfil
his desire of longing for a father. Cf. Ibid.. pp. 13-15, 1<-20.
34-45*
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Furthermore, guilt and an Oedipus complex are clearly linked.

During the Oedlpis period, the conflict in a child's inner world

is clearly seen in its ambivalence, namely his desire to love
and hate a particular object at the same time. In tile case o* an

Oedipus complex of a male ohild, the object is his own father who

is thought of as a competitor for the love of his mother. In such

a child, there is an obscure sexual desire beginning to develop
towards his mother. In this state, a desire for murdering his
father comes into his mind, but at the same iirae he loves him
because he is aware that the competitor is his father, his authority
and super-ego. This complex of love and hatred is the genesis

of fear and a feeling of guilt from which mental disorder or neurosis
2

is likely to emerge.

It is important to note that guilt feeling springs from the

conflict between the super-ego and the ego. A sense of guilt is
felt whenever the ego tends to do something to gratify its primi¬
tive impulses which betrays the prohibition of its super-ego. In

this state the will of the ego is in conflict with its super-ego.

The self is in a state of unbalance because it fails to reconcile

the different behaviour-tendencies between the super-ego and the

ego, namely, the demands of the former and the will-design of the
latter. Unless a compromise between the two can be made, the

L. Freud, The jjgo and the Id (London: The Hogarth Press, 1949)»
trans. Joan Hiviere, pp. 40ff.
2
Freud, Totem and Taboo, (London: Rontledge & began Paul, 1965),
trans. James Straohey, pp. 125ff,, If—69, 143-

^Weatnerhead. o,. cit.. p. 321.
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conflict is going to be repressed into the unconscious and guilt

feeling and neurosis could result from this. This point may be
illustrated by the following example: A friend wished that his
father would die so that he could inherit his property. This

wish occupied his mind so strongly that he dreamed one night that
his father was dead# Prom then on a sense of guilt made itself felt

accompanied by anxiety and fear. He knew that he should not have such

'a wish' a ' because he loved his father. Here the disunity is seen

between nis wish and the demand of his super-ego. In other words,
the super-ego resists, opposes or even cuts off the unconscious

impulse, and conflict is unavoidable.
In everyday life, men experience feeling of fear in various

forms. The fear of dise se, fear of mental disorder, fear of dying

young, fear of having an abnormal child, fear of an operation, fear
of loneliness, fear of losing parents, nusband or child, fear of being
misunderstood: these are only some of the fears which one meets in

life.^" Life is tormented by fear. Man does notlonly fear to die
but also fear to live, i.e. to face life in all its trials and tri¬
bulations. The fear of failure could at the same time be the fear

of success. The fear of sex could at the same time be the desire
2

for it. Home of these fears which are not directed to any particular
external object threatening one's life, can be called abnormal fear.

They are rather pathological in character because they are attached
to objects which are not dangerous in themselves. Pears even

arise from the imagination, navirig no connection with any visible
or real object at all. These are morbid fears or phobias, and to
a great extent they are really anxieties rather than fears. Pear
in its plainest connotation is attached to objects whioh are dan¬

gerous so life. Such real fear prepares the oody and the mind to meet

the danger. However, fear is the basic ground of guilt-feeling

■''Paul Tournier, The strong and the beak (London: LCK Press, I963),
pp. 66-99•
2IbiA.. pp. 70ff.
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and anxiety.

I-any cases of depressive guilt-feeling are connected with sex.

Some people feci that it is a shameful thing to talk about sex or

even to know about it. Hot every couple could enjoy their married

life just because of the taboo of sex. Some even regard the sexual

relationship as sinful while others conceive of it as something
2

animal. This abnormal fear of sex is more or less influenced by

pulpit teaching.^ The taboo of sex is not only exaggerated but

many people condemn it as an evil thing(especially cynical and
sceptical persons. Even the most common habit of masturbation is

4
sometimes thought of as wicked or a great sin. This kind of exag¬

geration makes those who indulge in such habits feel a heavy burden
of guilt and gives rise to fear of some dreadful result. Often
this guilt is repressed into the unconscious to become a hidden

source of neurosis.

Fear plays an important role in sexual perversion. Fear of
the impulse of sex, fear of marriage, fear of not enjoying the
married life, all these fears are not unlikely to oause psycho-
sexual troubles. The fear of a sexual pervert brings forth a

guilt-feeling, hence, he is not able to enjoy a normal married
life, lie feels guilty not necessarily because he is conscious of
sin but rather because he is aware of his fear. Many a neurotic

loses appetite, loses weight, loses health jusis beoause of this

XS. Freud, Totem and Taboo, trans. James btrachey (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965), p. 6-69*
2
Helmut Thielicke, The Ethics of be«, trans. John W. Hoborstein
(London: James Clarke & Co. Ltd., 19&U» P« 71*
^Paul Tournier, The ntron^ and The weak (London: oCi- Press, 1964),
p. He stresses that the Church snould admit the accusation
of exaggerating the fear of sex. This is true only to some
extent. In re ent year# t lis kind of exaggeration has gradually
declined. In many churches in the East, the strong emphasis on
the relationship between sex and sin still occupies a prominent
place.
4 Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 324.
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fear.

The fear of aex impulses is a result of over-exaggeration of
the wickedness of eex* S#x itself in not evil* It is a factor
within God's creation* He created male and female. He granted

them natural instincts and affections which direct to fellowship,

love, and marriage* In the very first chapter of the Bible it is
written that "God created man in his own image, in the image of

2
God he created hirnf male and female he created them." Ther God
blessed them and gave them the command to "be fruitful and mul¬

tiply **^ Bex is a gift of God; it should be accepted with gratitude
and without guilt, and should be hallowed and directed according to
the Divine purpose* To avoid falLing into sexual sin and guilt,
the Church's view of chastity and austinence before marriage, and
faithfulness within marriage.should not be undermined or minimized*

Guilt originated fror a sioral misdeed committed in the past,
but repressed into the unconscious and thus forgotten, cou1d re¬

appear when a suitable situation presents itself. Such a situation

may recall the unoonscious guilt and result in anxiety feelings or

physical symptoms. Weatherhead tells of a married young woman

whoso guilt-feeling was recalled and it appeared with a physical

symptom - a rasn on her chest - whenever she saw a certain type of

motor car* The reason was that she had committed a moral offence

in such a car while her own husband was away. There w s no ointment
and drug which could cure her rash. Having confessed her guilt,
and her husband having forgiven her, the rash cleared up instantly.
In this case the forgiveness of sin w s the remedy*^

*Cf. J.A. Hadfield, op* oit*. p. 27, 157»

2Gen. 1S27-2H.

3Ibid.

^Weatherhead, op. cit*. p. 326-327*
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In short, one may conclude with Sherri11 who maintains,
Guilt implies that one has done something forbidden or failed
to do something required. The "something" may be action or it
may be feeling. The source of the prohibition or requiiement
may be religious,or legal, or social, or familial, or personal;
and may exast in written form, or as unwritten law. 1

Guilt and Anxiety

Anxiety is a universal experience and covers all ages.
Winnicott stresses that

in ego-id terms the sense of guilt is very little more than
anxiety with a special quality, anxiety (is) felt because of
the conflict between love and hate. Guilt-sense implies tole¬
rance of ambivalence. 2

Guilt-feeling begins at infancy. A child is able to snow himself
pleased or sad before he is able to express himself by speech.

Evidence of this can be seen in a infant's crying or screaming

which expresses a feeling of disco;,fort, anger, or aggressiveness.
This happens long before an infant can formulate his ideas.

The infant's world is his own feelings and sensations. Before

he can discern between himself and the outside world he already

experiences his own world - the world of comfort or discomfort.
These feelings are related to his natural instincts. When he is

hungi"y, thirsty, lonely or cold, he senses a displeasure in his
own world. He feels a need of something which can put him back into

Lewis Joseph bherriil, Guilt and Redemption (America: John
Knox Press, 1957)» P« 62.

2
D.W. Winnicott, The katurational Processes and the Facilitating
Environment, ed. John D. Sutherland (London: The Hogarth Press
1965)» P* 16. Here he follows the thoughts of Freud on the
sense of guilt.
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his comfortable world. If these instincts are not satisfied, anger

and aggression arise in the form of suffooating screaming which

denotes that he is tormented by his desires, and in need of fulfilment.
His screams signify nis dependence. His mother is the object of

his dependence. At his mother's breast he experiences pleasure, his
hunger is stilled and his world becomes a world of comfort. He is

not aware of any other existence, perhaps not even of his mother.
He merely feels that his mother's breast is a part of himself, and
a part of his own world.

In the process of passing from a comfortable world to an

uncomfortable world, a baby parses into a state of anxiety. Anxiety
arises from a threat to his dependence, from separation from
the ooject on which he depends. He senses his need when he lacks

the desired object. In other words, what he experiences is a loss
of love in a sense of a need, and this is not far from the experience
of anxiety.

To a baby, anxiety arises from a situation of ambivalent

feeling. A baby expediences pleasure in sucking his mother's breast.

Occasionally, when he finds that the milk is not flowing out smoothly
and quickly, he gets angry and bites the nipple at that moment. He

might get in return an unpleasant slap or a sudden draw-back of the

nipple from his lips. Such reactions are conducive to aggressiveness

followed by a feeling of fear of losing the loved object, and anxiety
arises. This anxiety is very near to guilt—feeling. At the moment

when he bites the nipple there are conflicting feelings,on the one

hand, he hates it because the milk does not come out easily, one the
other hand, he loves it on account of what he has experienced before.
This is the origin of the baby's ambivalence. The ambivalence deve¬

lops gradually according to the process of the baby's growth. It
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develops and becomes more complex when the baby reaches the stage
of childhood and begins to know that his mother is not his sole

monopoly and that ha has to face the threat of a 'rival'-*-* his father -
Wiio shares his mother's love and affection. Furthermore, if his
mother h s a new-born baby, this fe ling of ambivalence can easily
shift to the newcomer. He hates the newcomer because the latterd

deprives him of part of his mother's love and attention, but he is
told to love the new brother or sister. In such a position, the

feeling of fear, anxiety, and guilt derived from a love-hate complex. ^
Due to this mixed feeling of hate and love, a sense of anxiety starts
to grow, resulting in a feeling of guilt. This again can lead to

2
the stage of an Oedipus complex.

Anxiety is not only confined to a child's feeling, but it is
the experience of every man and woman. I an is not completely

independent, nor does he completely feel secure in the world.
His anxiety originates from his dependent and finite nature. He
is anxious because he fears to lose the objects on which he depends.

He is anxious because he fears to lose the necessities by which
he lives; in fact, he fears severe competition. This undeniable truth
is strongly stressed by Niebuhr that man is in a state of insecurity
and anxiety.^ A child is anxious to monopolize the love of his mother,
a student is anxious about the results of his examinations, a teacher
is anxious about the failure of his teaching, a sick person is anxious
about his health, parents are anxious for the future and the success

D.W. Wianicott, op. cit., p. 17.
2
Supra, p. 206.

^Supra, pp. 19O ff. Gf. Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Kan
(London: Nisbet & Co. Ltd., 1941), I, Pp. 195-93, 205-206, 166-
263.
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of their children, policemen are anxious for the security of

society and human life, a government is anxious for her people's

well-being and her nation's progress, a nation is anxious about the
conflict and disharmony of the international relationship, and the
world is anxious for its existence. The feeling of anxiety iB
so common and universal that no one can ignore or deny its existence.

Conscious and Unconscious Guilt

When one is aware of guilt-feeling one is conscious of it.

If being repressed, it moves away from the memory to sink into
the unconscious and, therefore, one is unaware of it though it is
still there in one's unconsciousness.

A sense of guilt can be conscious or unconscious. It can

become a latent factor between the state of consciousness and

unconscio sness. It could be conscious at a certain moment but

no longer so a moment later, though it is capable of becoming
conscious again if stimulated by a particular environment and an

appropriate external or internal stimulation. In other words,
when guilt is repressed, it becomes latent guilt. This latency
of guilt can reveal itself in many kinds of mental or physical
diseases if the latenoy continues for a long period. The process

from guilt-feeling to mental or physical disease is not yet known
or clear.

A sense of guilt repressed to become an unconscio s feeling
can be due to certain opposing or preventing forces. The power

of fear; fear of super-ego, fear of painful consequenoe, fear of

punishment, fear of shame and embarrassment,fear of discovery

1
p. 209.
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of self-secrecies, all these and more are forces supporting the

ego to suppress a sense of guilt. At the same time these forces

are also the sources from which guilt-feelings spring. Encircled by
these forces, guilt-feelingsremain unconscious beoause they put

up a barrier preventing the feeling of guilt from becoming conscious

g-gain.

The repressed guilt and other repressed complexes and senti¬

ments so accumulated are likely to become hindrances to the develo¬

ping processes of a child's mental life, and obstacles to health and
to an integrated personality of man. The results of suoh unbalanced

personalities are very often functional diseases, such as hysterical

deafness, blindness, dumbness, functional paralysis, sexual per¬
versions and criminality. All these could be due to unconscious

guilt and the expression of heaped up guilt-feelings ana other

complexes.

Psychological and Legal guilt

Psychoanalysis is mainly based on the difference between
what is conscio s and what is unconscious as far as the understanding

of themmental processes and the feeling of guilt are concerned.

Consciousness is only an element in man's mental life. It can be

entirely absent or can exist together with other mental elements.
It seems difficult for the lawyer or moralist to accept mental

but unconscious factors such as an unconscious guilt-feeling.

They could argue that things which are mental cannot be unconscious.

However, the unconscious elements in man's mental life manifest
themselves occasionally in dreams, phantasy, hypnosis and certain
other behaviours. This is affirmed by psychoanalysis. Against
such a lawyer, the psychoanalyst can assert that many criminal acts
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are based on an unconscious motive or intention which cannot rank

equally with premeditated and wilful criminal acts.
While the psychologist stresses the subjective side of guilt,

the lawyer and jury emphasize the objective side of it, and there¬
fore every sentence pronounoed upon a criminal is based on the crim¬

inal acts and the motives thereof. Concerning the motivation, a psy¬

choanalyst is able to discern between conscious intention and the
unsonsoious motive which might not be considered by the lawyer and

the judge. A serious breach of law resulting from an unconscious

motive is entirely different from a premeditated act. For a

psychoanalyst the former is a crime, the latter is not, but a sickness,
an abnormal behaviour which may be due to certain repressed complexes,
guilt or emotional disturbances.

Psychoanalysis has shown that the unconscious plays an important
role in many crimes and anti-social actions. The sociologist would

agree that a vast number of cases of suicicie are due to unconscious
motives. To the understanding ofthis factor in man's mental life,
a great contribution was made by the psychoanalyst, Sigmund Freud,

2
who can be regarded as a pioneer in this field. To illustrate the

activity of the unconsoious intention, the following can serve as an

example:
A man who threw his two children into a well and injured his

wife with a knife, was arrested before he had time to kill her.
Under the law, it was undoubtedly a case of murder. Yet psychoanalysis
revealed that the man's intention ;; too spare his family to prevent

them from suffering, was repressed into his unconscious s and for a

long period ana it became an unconscious latent motive which led to

VicKenzie, op.oit.. p. 68.
2
Cf. b. Freud, Ego and Id., op. cit., pp. 9f'f.
Totem and Taboo i,London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965)1 P* 70-71*
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such an abnormal behaviour, iie was completely unaware that what

he had done, was a criminal offence. The psychologist is not unaware
that such a deed is a culpable offence and that such a man is, according

to the law, guilty, blameworthy and has to be punished. What is held
by the psychoanalyst is that though this man's aot is a crime, his
motive or intention was not to commit a crime. As far as his uncon¬

scious is concerned he is not a criminal, but he is mentally ill and
in need of treatment rather than punishment, sympathy rather than
blame. Psychological evidence of tne mental state of the accused
should be taken seriously in any case of crime. Nevertheless* the

psychologist should not minimize the responsibility of any criminal.
No matter what kind of abnormal behaviour such a person exhibits, he

cannot shirk nis responsibility.

The Value of a dense of Quilt

A sense of guilt is not entirely harmful, impairing and destruc¬
tive. On the contrary, it carries some values in man's life. Indeed,
a sense of guilt may be very close to a sense of responsibility and

duty.
It would be absurd to say that all guilt-feelings need treat¬

ment. Winnicott, referring to Klein's work on a sense of guilt in
the growth of a child, expresses his own view as follows J

The work of Klein has enabled psycho-analytic theory to begin
to include the idea of an individual's value, whereas in early
psycho—analysis the statement was in terms of health and
capacity for guilt-feeling. 1

D.W. Winnicott, op. oit.. p. 25
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A child has a sense of guilt when de has done something wrong.

This is not a morbid guilt-feeling because it reminds him that he

was not right. In fact, it can be regarded as healthy for it warns

him that he was not behaving as he ought to behave. Stimulated by

this guilt-feeling, he urges himself to do good, to aim at what is

right because he knows that his parents love him and expects hiro to

be and do good. Such a guilt arising from the will, to good but

followed by failure, is far from morbid although it carries a pos¬

sibility of beooming a morbid feeling if it is repress d.
A sense of guilt has some value in a ohild's moral development.

Before a child is mature enough to discern between right and wrong

or, in other words, to distinguish what has moral value to him and
what has not, he needs a sense of guilt to urge or press him to

grow in a right moral orientation. Parents are obliged to teach
a child moral principles but not moral judgments. They are obliged
to lead a child to a mature state in mental and moral life. Under

responsible parents, a child is allowed to develop his own moral
criterions and judgment. A sense of guilt is not a moral agent
but an incentive which urges or stimulates moral development.

Although parents, in some respects, are the super-ego of a child,
it does not necessarily follow that the ego is following the super-

ego as far as the moral criterion is concerned. In fact, in his
moral growth, the child should develop a capacity to experience a

sense of guilt, to face it and to accept it because "accepting guilt
2

is a mark of growing maturity." The same writer elaborating on this,

says: "To aocept guilt-feeling, and moral responsibility is to accept
moral values, not merely the authority of the father or admired
teachers. There must be a degree of moral insight."3

^Weatherhead, op. cit., p. 333.
2
J.G. f'oKenzie, op. cit.. p. 4^*

3ibid.
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For a child, as well as for every adult, guilt-feeling is a warning

sign indicating that something has gone wrong, provided that the guilt-

feeling follows a wrongful act or behaviour. Kept alert by this sign,
one can try to avbid oommitting the Bame wrongdoing or oriminal act

again. Therefore it is a valuable sign for every individual as

far as morals are conceraaed. According to Freudian psychology,^" guilt
is conceived of as a mental element or feeling preceding an actual
crime and not following it. In this case it is a sign of danger poin¬
ting to a wrong future act. If this is so, every man being aware of
his own guilt, knows what wrong is going to follow, and granted that
his super-ego is strong enough to prevent the evil intention to

become a real act, antisocial behaviour would bo rapidly reduced.
How a conscious intention can be alarmed or prevented by a sense of

guilt and not let it express itself in crime, but at the same time
not to be repressed into the unoonscious, is left to the psychologist
and his kno\*ledge of the growth and value of guilt-feeling.

A lack of guilt-feeling could easily be the cause of habitual

crime. Someone who repeatedly commits the same crime, is mnable
to understand or feel the moral evil of his deeds. This kind of

antisocial conauct cannot be remedied by punishment, but what is
needed is the development of a healthy sense of guilt. In many

respects, a healthy guilt—feeling has some value in preventing a

crime from happening or from being repeated. Concerning the relationship

Winnicott, op. oit. , p., 16.

''Ibid., p. 25.
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between tne absence of guilt-feeling and antisocial behaviour, one

scholar says:

In the most serious and rare antisocial episodes it is pre¬
cisely the capacity for guilt-feeling that is lost. Here we
find the most ugly crimes, be see the criminal engaged in
a desperate attempt to feel guilty. It is unlikely that he
ever succeeds, 1

It is apparent that the absence of a sense of guilt can cause a

great deal of loss of moral value in the development of man's mental

life.

Guilt. ; orality and hex

Dealing with the problem of guilt the moral repsonsibility
ca not be reglected. Any statement on the standard of human

morality should include guilt of sin and moral responsibility.
If not, a ganeral moral standard for people of all classes can hardly
be established and accepted.

The recent report of the Britisn Council of Churches on sex and
2

morality, mentions nothing about sin and guilt, but confuses the
issue and makes it much more complicated for those who face the

problem.

The Working Party of the Report abandoned the original terms

of reference, and involved themselves in the perplexing questions of
what morality is and who the authority of moral judgment is.^

^Winnicott, op. cit.. p. 27*
2
bex and : orality. a report presented to the British Council of
Churches, October, 1966 (London: SCM Press).

The original task was "to prepare a Statement of the Christian
case for abstinence from sexual interco rse before marriage
and faithfulness wit iin marriage, taking full account of res¬
ponsible criticisms, and to suggest means whereby the Christian
position may be effectively presented to the vario s section of
the community." sex and i oraljt.v. op. oit.. p. 5»
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They suggested that the question of whether or not to have sexual
relations "before marriage and outside marriage should he left to

the individuals to decide, for said they, "no rule can cover all
the varied and oomplex situations in which men and won*n find
themselves."^" The Report does not suggest any particular instance
in which extra-marital relations are to he commended, yet, as a

whole it appears to he in great conflict with the traditional

position concerning morals, chastity, faith and guilt. Certainly,
most church authorities do not consent to the whole of it, and nany

are disturbed by many of the assertions of the Report#
Of course, not all sex relations are wrong and sinful. Sex

relation within marriage is blessed by the divine Authority and it

is right not to have a sense of shame or abnormal guilt-feeling in
this relationship. As far as the problem of sex is concerned, the

value of chastity should not be depreciated. Moral laws and rules
are necessities for human life and for social order. They could
at least assist men and women in keeping themselves from falling

2
into sexual licentiousness.

It is known now a strong sense of guilt was evoked when

people of hundr d years ago talked about sex and faced the matter

of sex. It is only in recent years, that the taboo of Bex has

gradually been done away with. Tnis is due to a better understanding

of the problem of sex. The view that sex is essentially sinful and

*Ibid.. p. 63.
2
According to Riebunr, sex licentiousness is another form of
self-love and 'self-escape.' He says, "the real situation is
that man, granted his 'fallen* nature, sins in his sex life
but not because sex is essentially sinful ... Thus sex reveals
sensuality to be first another and final form of self-love,
secondly an effort to escape self-love by the deification of
another, and finally an escape from the futilities of both
forms of idolatry by a plunge into unconsciousness." See
The Nature and Destiny of I.an (London: Uisbet & Co. Ltd., 1941)
I, p. 254.
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shameful is rooted in an anoient dualistic concept of man and found

its followers in asceticism and puritanism. Origen was one of the

early theologians who identified sex and sin.^" This view should be
abandoned from the Christian idea of sex, but the biblical truth
as well as the Church's position which is the "abstinence from

sexual intercourse before marriage and faithfulness within mar-
2

riage" should not be undermined nor misinterpreted, or else the

family discipline, social s tability and moral order would be im¬

paired.

It is undeniable that psychology discovered the importance i nfluence

of sex impulse on personal behaviour and personality. Psychology
is also an aid to help people in overcoming the taboo of sex and

the unhealthy guilt-Xeeiiiig. The danger of repressed sexuality
is made apparent by psychoanalysis. Considering all this, one

must admit that psychology has shed light on the problem of sex,
but there is a real danger of overemphasizing the role and impor¬
tance of sex. In this respect there is often much said about sex

instinct, physiologioal and glandular drive of sex and the sexual
needs of men and women, but just as often the problems of morality,

sin, and responsibility are completely 1 ft out of the total picture.

Apart from the questions of morality, adultery, sin, and guilt
there are other problems connected with free sexual intercourse;
for instance, the possible increase of abortions, the serious posi¬
tion created by an unwanted child, and over-population, just to
mention a few. hVen the advanced contraceptives which are available

today are not flawless, and it is doubtful whether the partners

always would use them when urged for sexual relations. Hence, tnere

^Niebuhr, op. cit., I, p. 243.
2
nex and Morality, op. cit.. p. 5.
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are certain dangers to be expected when premarital intercourse

becomes a general accepted social activity.

The Report proved itself a failure sof seen in the light <of
the original assignment. The British Council of Churches, however,

regretted the Report's ambiguous conclusion and reaffirmed the posi¬

tion of the Church in accordance with the rule that sexual inter¬

course should be oonfined within marriage. Prooably, the Council
found it difficult to repudiate the Report publicly for it was the

result of the Working Party appointed by the Council. The Council's

attitude was however expressed in this manners

The Council, while convinced that Christians must always show
compassion to those who. fall below the highest standards, and
neither condemn nor condone, affirms as Christian the rule that
sexual intercourse should be oonfined within the married state.
It believes that the maintenance of this rule is in accordance
with the will and purpose of God and that God's grace and strength
are available to help all who seek to reach that demanding and
rewarding standard.
In the light of this and while regretting that the Working
Party did not proceed to state unambiguously these conclusions,
the Council receives the Report, Gex and orality whioh has
much to contribute of value to the contempor ry discussion of
moral questions by both Christians and non-Christians. 1

Clearly, the Report stands on its own moral philosophy in
which a reference to the problem of guilt or sin is entirely lacking,
in this respect, the words of Lewis criticising some moral philoso¬

phers are relevent:

Koral philosophers do not seem to nave had a great deal to
say about guilt; and it would be easy to compile an impressive
list of ethical treatises in whicn the subject is not mentioned
at all. In recent ethics especially it has suffered much neglect.
In theology, on the one hand, the problem of guilt has always
been to the fore, and of late it has also elicited the very
lively interest of the psychologist. 2

■Kiuoted by John R. Gray, "Lex and forality", The Expository
Times. January, 1967 (Edinburgh! T & T Clark), Vol. LX/^III,
No. 4, p. 105.

2
quoted by JoG. McKenzie, op. oit., p. 16.
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Although no rule or law can oover the whole oomplex situation
of sex in human life in which every man and woman plays a part,
and although every individual has the right to choose his own moral
criterion as far as sex and morality is concerned, and although
the philosopher can stress that "morality is absolute and autonomous",^
and the psychologist can emphasize the importance of the unconscious
motive of moral vice, the most important point should by no means

be ignored, namely, the responsibility and guilt-feeling attached
to sex and all related problems and behaviour. Every man is and

ought to be responsible for his own deeds and the consequence thereof,

otherwise, the stability of a society will suffer harm.

Guilt and Responsibility

When responsibility is surveyed, the problem of guilt should
not be left in obscurity. A sense of responsibility is related

2
to the feeling of guilt. Every man is responsible for his own

behaviour, for keeping the law, even for his thoughts and emotions
as far as the relation between guilt and responsibility is concerned.

Responsibility implies a sense of obligation which closely
links up with a sense of guilt. Every man who has a sense of

obligation, experiences a sense of saane when he shirks his obligation
and when he loses control of his temper, impulses or tongue. He
is ashamed because his neglect is to him an expression of the fact

^Xohn Laird, A Study in Moral Theory (London: George Allen &
Unwin Ltd., 1?26J, p. 316.

2
1).W. Winnicott, op. cit.. p. 102.

^McKenzie, op. clt., pp. 30ff; 66ffj 95ff.
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that he xs falling below the required moral standard. He knows

that he is responsible for his behaviour and acts because he

could have done otherwise if he wanted to. He is aware of the fact

that it was not because he was unable to do otherwise, but that

he was not prepared to do what was right. He feels blameworthy
because he did not act in another way. This is the basis of his

guilt-feeling. His conscience suffers by means of self-blame or

regret related to a sense of responsibility.
Conscience is the component system of moral principles and

moral ideas. Like a policeman watohing the well-being of a society
and its inhabitants, conscience is watohing over every behaviour
of the self and checking every feeling, dosire and motive of the

self. It is the nucleus of the personality containing the very

being of man. It is a mirror of the self in which the self sees

the misconducts which violate a required moral criterion. Also,
It is the sufSl^-ego of the ego, to use an expression of Freud who

employs the tern in the explanation of tne origin, growth, nature
and the functioning of the consoience. Unless one's conscience

is working, or in other words, unles s one possesses a consoience, there is

no sense of responding to various criteria. Therefore, the self
is responsible for its conduct, cnaracter, behaviour, for the ex¬

pressions of all its desires, feelings, and impulses. If the

expressions are not in accordance with the demand of the conscience,
tne self feels guilty.

^iaee his work, The L,;o and The Id (London: The Hogarth Press,
1949), PP. 9ff.



226

Self-punishment or self-blame is another form of expressing

responsibility. This happens when the self offends the conscience
and becomes a guilty-self which feels a need for punishment in

order to get rid of the guilt-burden. In this respect punishment

serves as a kind of atonement which the self employs to expiate
its guilt.

The conscience is the inner authority of the self. From this

authority or dictate, the self receives a senseof 'ought' which

prescribes what ought and whit oatgh not. A guilt-feeling arises

immediately if the 'ought* is riolated. The conscience gives autho¬

rity to control impulses, deeIres and sentiments of the self.
Where the freedom of the self is limited by this authority, the

opportunity is created for responsibility in conduct and behaviour.
In fact, the self is responsible for the expressions of its impulses
and not merely for the impulses themselves.

If every impulse is controllable by the self, many perversions
and antisocial behaviour would rapidly be reduced. There are however,
uncontrollable impulses. One often hears someone saying "I could
not control myself i" The following will serve as an illustrations
A pick-pocket who deprived a woman of her purse in a busy market

place, was caught and when questioned how he had come to steal in
the presence of a multitude of bystanders, he answered, "I saw only
the purse and not the people.'" The impulse of stealing was stirred

up by a particular object, namely, the purse. He acted on the sight
of the purse without considering the inappropriate situation.

The impulse as a natural or instinctive tendency arises and

expresses itself in the presence of a suitable object or in suitable

circumstances which discharge adequate stimulations or excitements

to the self. An impulse i3 not only an impulsion but also impulsive
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and can beoome uncontrollable.

Psychology emphasises that many perversions such as those
of sex perverts, exhibitionists, alcoholics, kleptomaniacs, are moral

1
diseases which are basically uncontrollable. They do not originate
from clear intentions or motives. They are mainly due to irresis4~

able impulses which can no longer be controlled or repressed and

which have to be expressed in action or actions. Hence, the pervert
can hardly be held responsible for his perversion but should be

2
cleared from all blame, as many psychologists insist. One should,

however, be on guard not to allow the pervert to shirk his respon¬

sibility as far as the stability of society is concerned. He should
be held responsible for any perverted conduct which can adversely
affect other people. In the first place, although he cannot control
his impulses, it does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that
he cannot also control the expression of these impulses in outward

benaviour. Many homosexuals and exhibitionists, apart from those

mentally defective, have not allowed themselves to indulge in sexual
vice.3 In the second place, no psychologist or psychiatrist can

prove an uncontrollable impulse though they are aware of such a

factor. There is no scientific method to distinguish which impulse
is controllable and which is not. Therefore, if a pervert is also
a criminal, he is blameworthy. In the third place, there is no

adequate reason to defend a pervert who allows his impulse to get

*J.A# Hadfield, op. cit. pp. 49ff.

3Ibid.

3Ibid.
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into a situation or condition which is unco trollable. He could

choose otherwise and seek the way of cure before his impulses urge

him to some criminal behaviour. In all this, he remains responsible

for any misbehaviour.
On the other hand society should also share the responsibility

in failing to prevent certain moral diseases to spring up and spread.
The sexual vice or perversion of an exhibitionist does not merely
stem from an impulsion but also from an influence evoked under

suitable circumstances which already exist in society and which

suggest or produce stimulations for the impulse of the pervert.

In such a way, irresistable conditio s for the pervert might be
created. Stimuli such as posters, cinemas, picture-magazines,

literature, advertisements, loose conversation, entertainment and
erotic surroundings, are external supporters or social suggestions
for an uncontrollable impulse to take its course. These should be

taken into account as far as sexual perversions are concerned.

Therefore, society should not be allowed to avoid its responsibility
and obligation for the situation offered to the pervert. Society
owes it to itself to create and encourage a healthy environment for
the benefit of the strong and the weak, whether physically, econ¬

omically or morally.* To achieve this, every member of the society
is responsible, jointly as well as severally.

The awareness of Guilt-feeling

A healthy sense of guilt is an important factor concerning
a sense of responsibility. Such a healthy sense of guilt which

urges man to act in a sense of obligation, to feel a need for a

*0f. Paul Tournier, The strong &. the -oak (SCM Press, 1963)#
pp. 30ff.
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lost object,* and give a man a sense of oughtness - he feels he
2

ought to put things right - is certainly different from a sense

of morbid guilt which leads to an opposite result and often cause

certain kinds of disease. Forbid guilt is due to a repression,

therefore, guilt-feeling should not be repressed. In order to avoid
creating an unbearable guilt-burden, the guilt factor should not

4
be exaggerated. Repressed guilt needs to be brought out or dis¬

charged into consciousness, in other words, guilt-feeling needs
to be awakened so that one oan consciously feel it and face it.
The awakening of a sense of guilt is necessary before any solution
of the problem of guilt cen be offered. The only true solution
of guilt, says Tournier, is "the acceptance of our responsibilities,
genuine recognition of our guilt, and repentance and the receiving

5
of God's forgiveness in response to this repentance."

Projection of guilt upon other ca not help to get rid of
a sense of guilt or to forget the feeling of guilt. For instance,
a father coming back from gambling scolded his children without

any obvious reason. Ixivestigation revealed that this father had
lost money in the gambling. This created a sense of guilt accompanied
fcy anxiety and irritability. In order to find an outlet for

these 'mental diseases', he directed tuem on to his children.

*Weatherhead, op. cit.. pp. 348.

2Cf. kcKenzie, op.cit.. pp. 49ff» ^9. H3ff.

^Supra. p. 214*
4
Weatherhead, op. oit.. p. 333.

^Paul Tournier, Guilt and Grace, (trans. Anthur W. Ileathco te
(London: Hodder and btoughton, 1965), P* 142.
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This did not give relief; oa the contrary, it doubled his burden
of guilt and made him more intolerable. In fact, there generated
in his mind a vicious circle of guilt and anger, a sequence of
mental processes created from the period from the act of gambling
to the act of scolding."*" Having lost money he became annoyed and
he blamed himself# This produced a sense of guilt. His guilt

produced anger which led to more rebellion, wrongdoing and an

intensified guilt-feeling. Through the act of scolding, he released
his anger, but not his guilt. On the contrary, he felt the burden
of guilt much heavier than ever before and it drove him into

despair. This was not only the punishment for sin but the real
2 ':"s-

price he paid for it. Unless, he became aware of his guilt and

sought God for forgiveness, no remedy could be offered.
The story of Gain (Gen. 4*1-6) expresses the same truth.

Cain was angry with God because his offering was not appreciated

(Gen. 4*5)* The reason why God regarded tne offering of Abel more

favourably than Cain's is not given. What is known, is that the

anger of Cain motivated him to commit murder. His anger found a

way of escape in the murderous deed, but his guilt remained active
in his.mind and it generated further guilt and even further sin

which is expressed in his deceitful words: "I do not know, am I ,

my brother's keeper?" when he was asked by God where Abel was

*Taul Tournier, op.oit.. pp. 146.

2
Cf. U.W. Robinson, The Christian Hoctrine of lan (Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 1911), pp. 3Hff.
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In order to veil his sinful act, he lied to God. This reveals the

very nature of sinful man. Sin begets more sin and guilt produces

more guilt. Cain became aware of his guilt. It was God who awake

the guilt of Cain, discharged his guilt into consciousness, and

pressed him to accept it and face it. This is clearly expressed
in the dialogue between God and Cain (Gen. 456—13). A series of

challenging question is an effective stimilus in the awakening

of guilt. Further God rebuked him, saying, "you are cursed from
tne ground... you ®hall be a fugitive and a wanderer on earth"

„(Gen. 4510—12). Hearing the words, Cain felt guilty and insecure
and he expressed himself as follows:

Fy punishment is greater than I can bear. Benold, thou hast
driven me this day away from the ground; and from thy face
I shall be hidden; and I shall be a fugitive and a wanderer
on the earth and whoever finds me will slay me (Gen. 4:13-14).

The awareness of guilt is not only the sign of the punishment

of sin but it is also a first step to the confession and the fox*-

fiveness of guilt. From Cain's own words, one can penetrate his

remorse, his biiter and sorrowful heart which illustrates his desire
for the grace of God. The forgiveness of his guilt is shown in

the promising words: "If anyone slays Cain, vengenance shall be
taken on him sevenfold." (Gen. 4sl3)* A mark was put on Cain to

prevent anyone killing him (Gen. 5!5)i anci 6y these words and acts
of God forgiveness was signified.

God is not merely the God who sends diseases (11 Kgs. 5*27),
who punishes people (Job 31:23) and judges sinners (l k 9!43)» but
also the God who preserves, who loves and forgives. The wrath
and the love of God are actually one attribute of God though we

can conceive of them as distinct. They are not contradictory to



232

each other.^" The wrath of God is his reaction to sin and evil.

The authors of the Bible cannot but use anthropomorhic expres¬

sions in describing the nature of God who is active, dynamic, alive
and who loves and punishes. Of oourse, God is more than the God
who can be described in human words. Uhile God cannot but feci

revulsion at sin, his wrath carries a factor of love. EVen the

anger of the worldly parents with their children contains an ele¬
ment of love and mercy. The wrath of God cannot be equated to the

anger of man because the latter contains a certain amount of ven¬

geance and evil. God's wrath is good. It is another side of his

love. One is reminded of this truth in the lette, to the Hebrevs:

"The Lord disciplines hiir. whom he loves, and chastises every son

whom he receives" (Heb. 1286).
The ultimate aim of the wrath of God is not only to punish

the arrogant sinner, but also to arouse his feeling of guilt, to

urge him to humble h-onself and accept his own guilt, whereby he

might be led to the way of confession and forgiveness.

Self-righteousness is a great enemy of man and of God. It
is a great hindrance which prevents man from receiving the grace

of God. God's wrath as an expression of his love opposes this

enemy in order to remove it and to open the way for sinners to HiB

grace. This truth is stressed by James in his.letter, "God opposes

the proud, but gives grace to the hunale" (Jas. 4'6). Unless a

sinner in a process of introspection becomes aware of his own guilt
and accepts it, no repentance is possible.

Cf.DBK. Baillie, God was in Christ (Londont Faber & Faber ntd.f
n.d.), p. 136. He says, "Throughout the whole of this New
Testament material there is no trace of any contrast between
the wrath of God and the love of Christ, or of the idea that
God's attitude to sinners had to be changed oy the sacrifice
of Christ from wrath and justice to love and mercy."
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Many psychotherapists tend to blame the morbid guilt of their

patients on religious teaching or pulpit sermons, on the one hand,
this accusation carries an element of truth becauae there are

patients whose abnormal guilt was caused by the influence of

pulpit teaching. The preacher's words can stir up either healthy
or morbid guilt. In order to awake a sense of guilt to strengthen
a healthy conscience and to lead men to gain access to grace, a

\

preacher can hardly avoid emphasizing both the love and the wrath

of God. One is not surprised to find an abnormal guilt-feeling
as a by-product of preaching. The awakening of guilt is an impor¬

tant step leading to repentance, and the way by which one can

proceed to confession and to the receiving of forgiveness. This

awakening of guilt, however, carries a possible danger of reopening
old wounds. On the other hand, the accusation is far from just as

far as motive is concerned. It is true that no preacher has any

intention of imposing a morbid guilt on his audience, nor has he

any premeditated idea to cause mental disease through his sermons.

He preaches in order to show men the grace, and in that process

he often arouses a sense of guilt which urges men to seek and obtain

grace, ihirther still, "true religion would increase moral sensi¬
tiveness without increasing morbid guilt."^" Therefore, one should
net lay the blame for the morbid guilt-feeling on religion and the

preacher. Religion is not blameworthy but praiseworthy because it

"Kieatherhead, op.ci t. . p. 333#
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is not only a stimulus in the awakening of guilt but also a most

important instrument in treating a sense of guilt.

The Treatment of Guilt

if a sense of guilt is successfully repressed., it becomes un¬

conscious and creates various latent diseases in man's mental or

physical system. Even if it is not repressed, severe conscious

guilt-feelings could drive a man into depression or desj^air. It
then aots like a whip in the hand of the super-ego, painfully lashing
the self so that the latter is urged to repent or even to seek for

xunishment or other remedy. These effects could turn man to God
when he consciously realizes that he hau not been true to God and
to himself.

Apparently, s psychoanalyst could analyse the sources, the

causes, and the effeots of a sense of guilt and direct man to
realize his ego-oentrioity and his need of repent nee. The psy¬

chotherapist, however, could hardly offer complete treatment to
those wno are suffering from morbid guilt-feeling unles.. rel gion

2
is brought into operation. It would be of no avail to ask a

person suffering from an excess guilt-feeling not to take it too

seriously because of the universality of guilt. Religious treatment
does take it seriously by offering forgiveness. If the patient

really believes that God forgives sin, the burden of guilt could
be lifted.^

R.o. Lee, op. cit., p. 112—113.
2
Cf. Weatherhead, op. cit.. p. 332.

^J.G. KoKenzie, op. cit., p. 154.
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Psychoanalysis plays a vital part inthe treatment of guilt.*
It proves itself valuable in the investigation of an unhealthy
sense of guilt. Through a careful and attentive examination of the

p lenomena of a patient suffering from guilt-feeling, a psychotherapist
is able to trace the source and the cause of the disease, but it is
doubtful whether he could offer an effective technique by which
a sense of morbid guilt can be removed. The psychotherapist is

mainly concerned with symptoms of disorders derived from guilt,
but not with moral values or moral evil. lie is not dealing with

a wilful sinner but with a mentally sick man. In other words, it
is the psyohopathological cause and result which concern him and

not the spiritual or moral factors in the patient's life. The psy-

caopathologist is able to investigate the mental functions and

processes of a patient brought about by the patient's mental
disorder resulting from guilt. He is able to trace the cause and

I C1
to prepare the patient for treatment. Therefore, the psychogical

' *

observation is the first step from which one proceeds to the treat¬

ment of guilt.

Before any treatment can be offered to a patient, one needs
2

to know what the cause of the patient's feeling of guilt is. Its

origin can be either a super-ego, a fear, or an anxiety, which is
related to prohibitions demanded by various authorities, whether

personal, familial, social, legal, or religious. If the cause is

known, taen one has to decide whether a sense of guilt of the patient
is healthy or morbid, active or repressed, conscious or unconscious.

Psychoanalysis is very helpful in this examination by recalling

past memories of the patiexit. It can recharge a repression and

*aadfiell. (J.il.). Psychology and Kental Health (London: George
Allen and Unwin Ltd., i960), p. 393.

2Ibid.
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bring it into consciousness, if guilt-feeling is related to

impulses or instincts, the patient and his expressions of impulses
have to be redirected to a suitable orientation. To do this, the

necessary moral and religious ideals of a patient have to be taken
as relevant factors though a psychotherapist usually does not pay

much attention to these factors.

If a sense of guilt which is created f mm an sinful incident
is repressed, complexes are set up and guilt becomes a mental
disease. In such a case psyohological treatment oan be of the greatest

value xn tracing the guilt-causing incident or incidents. Usually,
this mental disease reveals symptoms such as, phobia, insomnia and

arxiiety. Although psychotherapy can be very helpful in such cases,

there will be no complete cure if the patient does not desire it,
and if religion and moral factors are not taken into consideration.
Unless religion is brought to deal with it, to offer him the grace

of God and his forgiveness, to arouse or create within himself a

desire for a complete recovery or remedy, the patient's sickness
will grow worse. Therefore,psychology and religion need each
other as a supplement in treating patients suffering from guilt—

feeling.*
Religious confession is another means of dealing with guilt-

feeling. Every religion, in one way or another, believes in the
value of confession. Kan needs confession in order to release his

burden of guilt tormenting him from the very beginning of human sin.
Kan may conceal his sinful acts from God and from other men, and

repress his guilt from consciousness, but although guilt can be

repressed and forgotten, it remains in the unconscious mind. It

may become conscious and ac i-ive again at any tine when an appropriate
stimulation is presented} thereby again causing torment to the sinner.
The sinner is able to conceal his sinful deeds but not his guilt

*Cf. J.A. Hadfield. Psychology and Mental health (London: George
Allen & Unwin Ltd!, I960), p. 362.
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"burden, therefore oonfession is needed.

Examples of people recognizing their guilt and confessing
their sin are not rare in the Bible. King bavid was aware of his

guilt after the rebuke of Nathan.* Realizing hie sin of adultery
and murder, David, the king, confessed, "I have sinned against the
Lord" (XI Sara. 12:4)* Then Nathan said to him, "the Lord also has

put away your sin" (XI Bam. 12:4)* His confession gained him an

assurance of forgiveness. In other words, the confession was the

way to the grace of God who alone has authority to forgive sin.
It is important to note that forgiveness is not a concession to

an easy-going life where one light-heartedly believes that the
more one sins, the more grace and forgiveness can be obtained.

Another story tells that the sin of pride of king Hezekiah
2

was forgiven when he "humbled himself for the pride of his heart."
Followed the forgiveness, his sickness was cured and his life pro-

longeAg^ The same absolution was experienced by the psalmist who

praised God, saying,
Blessed is he whose transgression is forgiven,
whose sin is covered.
• • # •

When I declared not my sin miy body wasted away
through my groaning all day long.
• « • •

I acknowledged my sin to thee,
• • *4

Then thou didst forgive the juilt of my sin.

Clearly, the burden of guilt is heavy and the forgiveness of it

brings peace to the heart of man. This truth is reaffirmed in
5

Psalms LI that God would not despise a broken and contrite heart.

*11 Bam. 12:14, Gupra. p. 39.

2II Chr. 32:26.

^Bupra. pp. 47f.

4Ps. 32:1-5.

5Ps. 51:17.
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The hew Testament teacb.es that the work of Jesus is a work of

grace and forgiveness, Examples illustrating this point are scat¬

tered in the Gospels, The narrative telling of the woman taken in

adultery oan be given as an example. Her sin was forgiven, her guilt
was lifted and she was commanded, "Go and do not sin again.

While her feeling of guilt was relieved, the guilt of her accusers
was awakened at the same time, and the mask of their self-righteousness
was completely pulled down. Their real attitude was revealed and

2
they went away with hardened hearts.

This stubbornness is a great "barrier to confession. It is

an obstacle in the relationship between God and man. Unless it

is removed there can be no real confession.

If sin becomes mental disease, confession is a way of healing.
The Apostle James stresses this point and says "Confess your sins
to one another, and pray for one another that you may be healed.
The prayer of a righteous man has great power in its effects."^

Since in a vast number of cases of mental and physical disease
4

are related to the feeling of guilt, it is not surprising to find
■

that confession often relieves a sense of guilt, fear, and anxiety,
and thereby helps to clear up certain diseases.

The Roman Catholic confession places a high value on the need

for treatment of guil t. Konan Catholics go regularly to confess
their sms and thereby gain relief of the guilt-burden. This

regular confession could be very effective but the problem is that

not every one confesses the real guilt, but by means of rationali¬
zation substitutes another false guilt for the real one. Xn this

1John Bill,
^Cf. John 8:9#
3
James

. p. 215.
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respect, the relation bettv'een the penitent and the confessor is

very important. The penitent has to be very sure that the confessor
would never repeat a word of what he was told. If the former has
not enough confidence in the latter, there can hardly be real con¬

fession. Whether the penitent is Catholic, Orthodox or Protestant
who confesses his guilt to his priest or pastor and receive abso¬

lution in communion or public worship, in the very first place he

needs a full trust in the confessor before any secrecy can be dis¬

closed. The catharsis of a guilt-patient taking place in a consul¬

ting room needs the same confidence.
Another stumbling-block on the way of confession is an acute

sense of shame. A penitent may desire to apeak out all his sin
and guilt but because of shame and fear that people would despise

or ridicule him if his deeds become known, he hesitates or declines
to confess. Unless the penitent is determined and is strong enough

to overcome this obstacle, he is not able to do any confession,
especially in the presence of others. It could be suggested that
such a person snouid confess privately or in a closed room. Even

here some problems arise. It is doubtful whether he will really
get the result or effect of confession if no human being can hear

him. 'There is the possibility that he might doubt whether God
could really hear and answer him in the same -fay as Jesus did when he

said "Your sins are forgiven" (Mt 9*2). If -o response from God

can be felt, he might even confess the same guilt over and over

again.

in confession there is a danger of confusing moral disease

and wilful sin. For a psychologist there is a distinctive dif¬

ference. The former has nothing to do with oonfession for it only
needs treatment as most psychologists apt to insist. Hadfield
illustrates this qy drawing a distinction between a drunkard and
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an alcoholics''" The drunkard maintains that every man possesses

a freedom to indulge in excessive drinking if he wants to; and he

really does so. An alcoholic, on the contrary, does not want to

get overwhelmed by alcohol but he is compelled by an uncontrollable
force and cannot refrain from drinking. The drunkard could give

up drinking if he wanted to, but not the alcoholic. The former wil¬
fully desires to get drunk, therefore it is a sin; the latter is

<z-

driven by an undesirable impulse which he finds his will entirely
impotent to resist, therefore it is a moral disease. The former
needs confession, the latter remedy, psychological or medical. For
the psychologists sin is based on the will and directed by the will
but not so with moral disease. One can hardly agree that in a moral
disease the will is completely absent because it is almost i pos¬

sible t6 separate an impulse from the will, beoause very often the
in mise is approved by the will. The moral disease has at least an

indirect link with the will of the patient, for, to revert to the

example of drinking there must have been a pexiad in which the al¬
coholic could stop drinking before the undesirable impulse took

over and made resisting alcohol impossible. However, there is no

distinct demarcation between a drunkard and the alcoholic and no

2
one can prove an uncontrollable inner force. Kith t is it is con¬

cluded that if there is no distinction in principle between moral
disease and sin, both snould be included in the confession, and
the confessor should treat them in conjugation with each other.

From a religious point of view, confession is needed for every man

who is sinful as well as guilty. Nevertheless, it is obvious that

Hadfield, op. cit.. p. 43.
2
Supra, p. 227.
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a patient can only confess what he is oonsoious of at that moment

because confession is not a technique whereby unconscious memories

can be reoalled*

In short, if religious confession is to be effectivet the

pastors, priests, ministers, doctors and psychiatrists should
train themselves to be trustworthy persons in order to win the full

confidence of those in need*



CONCLUSIONS

Before drawing a few conclusions, it is deemed necessary to

give a short review of what has been said on the subject of sickness
and sin.

Primitive people traced their sickness and calamities to

their wrongdoings and to the anger of their god or gods although

they did not worship the God whom Jesus revealed. Some of these

primitive people were neighbours of the Jews who were convinced

that cULsease was, on the one hand, the punishment of God for sin,
and on the other hano, the expression of the activities of demons.
This significant relationship between sin and illness assumes a

deeper dimension in the study of biblical references0 Some
Hebrew terms for sin such as p pT m (signify that the Old Tes¬
tament places considerable emphasis on human sin resulting in sepa¬

ration from God and from men. Kany Hebrew prophets who felt the call
of God, stood up and rebuked their corrupt fellowmen and urged them
to repent. Jeremiah, for instance, realized that the seat of all
evil was in the heart of man, and that the sinful heart disturbed
the harmony of man's inner world. In the proplet's eyes the whole
world was in a state of corruption from the lowest rank to the highest,
from the individual to the whole nation. The effect of sin is like

a harmful,destructive,and impairing disease. Therefore, a sinful
nation is a sick nation .who ugently needs a remedy of which repentance

isjLt (L\ •

is the condition.

24 2
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Sin weakens the perfect health of man and destroys the power

of a nation when such a nation indulges in evil deeds. Examples

illustrating this pligit of a nation are not rare in the Old Tes¬
tament. In fact ,the Old Testament was fully aware of the immense
influence of man's mental and spiritual activities upon bodily
functioning. Although there is an intimate relationship between

sin and sickness, it does not necessarily lead to the conclusion
that a sick pe son is essentially more sinful than a healthy man.

Job who could not see a direct link betxveen his sickness and am

argued that his disease was hardly a consequence of any objective
misaeed. Sickness reminded him that the righteous and the wicked

often shared the sane lot in the sinful world where disease and

evil occupied a place.

The world and men exist under the providential love of God.
In his providence, sicknes and suffering carry a purpose of God -
a purpose of enrichment, chastisement, purification or punishment
of God.

The general thought of the Old Testament that disease is

sent by God as punishment for trans, re sions expressing his wrath,
and tuat it was well with the righteous and ill with the wicked,
is found back in the New Testament (e.g. *-ohn 9!2ffj. Jesus was

highly aware of the close relationship between sin and sickness

(of. Kk Zijtfi John 5sl4ff}» On some occasions Jesus regarded

illness as inseparably linked with human sin, in otaer cases he
did not imply any connection at all. He warned against the practice
of condemning or condoning sick persons, arising from the belief
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that those who suffered were more wicked than those who escaped

inflictions*

The consequences of sin can be viewed from two different

angles: one is the inevitable estrangement from God, the other
the progressive deterioration of the personality.

The attitude of Jesus towards sinners and the sick was one of

love and mercy. The way of treating them was by means of hi» for¬

giveness and atonement. These he expressed in .his work of healing
and his autnority of absolution.

The healing mission of Jesus indicated the power of God and

the manifestation of his glory. It was the fulfilment of his
Father's will for men and with men. Through his healing mission

men were liberated from the fetters of disease and from the chains

of batan. It was in healing that men experienced physical and

spiritual liberation.

Faith in its widest sense is a factor conducive to healing
but unbelief is an impairing hindrance; unless removed, no healing
is possible. Healing faith means the full confidence to make

use of all the gifts of God including all possible measures, whether

medioal, psychological, mechanical or spiritual. If sickness is
a sign of evil power, healing is the act to suppress and destroy
it. The inseparable partner of healing is exorcism. These
two are one serving the same purpose of God. Exorcism is one

of the means by which the evil forces are ohecked and by which men

are delivered from their influence. If sickness is an expression

of this evil power, the removal of these adverse powers should
lead to the recovery and wholeness of man.
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Some case;; of demon-possession in or outside the Gospels are

explainable in psychological terms. The patients were possibly

suffering from auto-sugwestion, epilepsy, hyste ia, or same other
mental disorder or neurosis. These disorders could be basically

psychogenic or functional arising from inner conflicts, repressions
or fears. But there are many other cases where psychology is unable
to offer any explanation. Psychology is not in a position to prove

the existential reality or unreality of demon-possession. Jesus'
attitude, nis words and uis works pointed to the possible existence
and activities of demons, he gave his authority and power to his
church and followers to resist this evil power. He saved sinners,
cast out demons, healed the sick and reconciled men with God. The
church should follow in his footsteps beoause these works are the

conditions and signs of the coming of the kingdom of God.

as long as sin and sick-.ess, as expressions of the evil powers,

remain active in the world, men cannot evade their influence. Sin
is individual as well as universal. The whole human race is affected.

This is the fertile soil for disease, physical or spiritual, to
take its course. Sin is a sign of spiritual illness; disease is
an indication of the destructive power of the cooperation between

sin and sickness. This relationship could be remote or intimate

and in the majority of cases indirect. Ken remain unwhole as long
as sin and sickness maintain their power over men.
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Theology asserts that health is not merely the absence of

disease. Physical health alone is not perfect health. The perfect
health is the wholeness of man. It needs a complete harmony
between every component of body, mind and spirit in its functioning,
its processes and its growth. The body should be in harmony

with its outward world, the mind in harmony with its thoughts, and
the spirit in harmony with God. In other words, these three

inseparable dimensions of man need to be entirely in unison and

expressed in harmonious psycho-physical and spiritual functioning.

God's will for man is perfect health. It is far from his will that

man's psycho-physical constitution should function in an imperfect
manner. From both a biblical and theological point of view, there
can be no complete health if life has no purpose, no hope, no love,
no God, and if man has no will to be as man. Barth rightly observed
that the essence of health is to be as ran. I'an ought to will to

live and to be healthy. The will as the 'motive power of man is the

health force. Health is not merely tne proper functioning of
man's physiological and psychological faculties, nor does it merely
consist in the satisfaction of man's impulses. If the will and the

strength are lacking, there can be nor real health. But even this
is not enough; men nas to be in concord with God, with other men

and with himself, that is, no conflict between the self, super-ego,

ego, and Id, before he can achieve wholeness.
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In theology the problem of sin and sickness is seen in the
oontext of the doctrine of God, man, and the world.

Under God's preserving grace, the evil is temporarily allowed
to exist in the creation. In order to safeguard freedom, God permits

suffering caused by evil powers expressed in the form of illness,

sin, chaos and death. This permissive will of God contains an

inscrutable purpose of God.

Sickness and sin are signs of the power of darkness, originated
from 'das Nichiige', to use Barth's expression, and they are deeply
related to man's rebellious free will.

Ian is granted freedom by God. With this free will, man can

turn his back on God, reject and deny Him although freedom was not

originally assigned to be used for that purpose. Every sin reveals
a wrong use of freedom. God would not deprive man of his free will

because He is a God who is free and who allows freedom.

Sin is like a disease ca.ring its destructive and corruptive

effect to every dimension of man. Sin is the cause of all troubles,

disturbances, conflicts, disintegrations, sufferings and other
human problems.

The result as well as the evidence of sin is also revealed in

man'# inner conflict and anxiety. Its effects spread from the

spiritual and mental leyel to the psycho-physical functioning.

r„hw -ible -ays that a sinner's heart is restless and in despair.
The nari'ator of The Fall decribes this unrest and fear in Genesis

3*6, the Psalmist e.presses the same view in Psalms 42:p» likewise
Paul in Romans 7'24. For those who are restless, the peace of God
is sorely needed (of. John 16i33).

Fan estranges himself from God and becomes a victim of sin.

His life is no longer in fellowship with his Creator but under the
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evil power of Bin. Sin deprives man of a full spiritual life.
Life without God is dead in some respects and leads to the final

psycho-physical and spiritual termination of man.

Sickness is the forerunner of death. On the one hand, it is
a sign of the wrath of God, and on the other hand, a form of expres¬

sion of evil. Sin and sickness came from the same source, namely
•das hichtige'. Sin and sickness are not created nor willed by
God wno is the Creator of all good. But under His power these

evil things can be used for a good purpose. Sin and sickness are

agents of evil, and enemies of men and the Kingdom of God. They
are impossible possibilities which exist upder God's negation,

rejection, wrath and judjMwt, but also under God's providence and

ruling power they are allowed to occupy eome place.
Under God's providence the world exists and men live. The

mere existence of man is expressive of the grace of God. But

providence does not moan that in the world everything turns into

good and that children of God have no need to resist sickness and

temptations. God allowednis Son to suffer and die on the Crosu

for men, and those who follow iiim saould not expect to lead an easy¬

going life, free from sickness and surferings.
Vw

Kan is not immortal, he is permitted to live„a set span of

time. At the end of time, death brings the judgment of God for

30me, and eternal life for others.
God wills man to live and not to die as a victim of sin and

sickness# In the same way, man should will to live and to be
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healthy# Disease is a hindrance to this will and prevents the
normal functioning of nan's psycho-physical and spiritual life.
Unless it is removed, there can be no way to the wholeness of man.

In this task of combatting disease, doctors, nurses, and medical
science are indispensable.

Healing which is God's will was illustrated by the work of
Jesus. To x-esist illness is the command of God. From this it

■w

follows that surrending before sickness and sin is an act of dis¬
obedience. In the battle against sin ana sickness God is always
on his creature's side but faith in Him and prayer to Him are

necessary equipments, without which men could never win the war.

Because Jesus had conquered sin, siokness and death, victory belongs
to God and not to the evil power.

Psychology mainly d ale with man's mental life and describes
the interwoven relationship between sin and sickness in terms of

excessive guilt and other disorders. Psychology affirms that the

physical, psychical and spiritual factors of a man are i^ter-related
and inter-reacting in the functions and in matters of health and

sickness. It is true t iat man's spiritual life strongly influences
his mental and physical lif«(and vice versa. The power of mind
over body is undeniable. In the same way, a sound body is conducive
to an active and alert mind# This interaction is an indisputable
fact.

Guilt is a mental and spiritual disposition which could cause

mental disorders if repressed. Guilt indicates an incompleteness
of man's health. It is a mental disease as many psychologists assert.

If »ny one of the three com onent parts of man, body, mind and

spirit, is ill, the wnole man is affected. Guilt is a mental sickness
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disintegrating the wholeness of man.

Guilt-feeling emerges whenever one revolts against one's inner

authority - the super-ego or one's conscience. A sense of guilt
does not merely come from the command of the super-ego but it also
arises from a sense of fear. This fear could be fear of God or gods,

fear of taboo, and fear of punishment, or many others. Guilt linked
up with fear could Cuuse neurosis.

Guilt-feeling is closely related to a sense of anxiety which

is the state of the inner world of every sinful man. Anxiety
causes unre t and tension. Sometimes it indicates a threat to a

person or object on which the anxious man depends in one way or

another. Anxiety also originates from the conflict between a sense

of love and a sense of hate, namely, from a state of ambivalence.
When guilt is repressed it becomes unconscious but still

remains active in the unconsciousness when a barrier is set up to

prevent it from coming back to consciousness. The barrier could
be fear or shame. This unconsoious guilt is not unlikely to become
a latent disease revealing itself in dreams, under nypnosis, in

phantasy, and in certain kinds of perversive behaviour. It may also
result in neurosis, mental disorder, insomnia, phobia, paralysis,
hysterical deafness or dumbnes3 and certain functional or organic
diseases.

A large number of cases of anti-30cial behaviour, criminal

acts, homicide and suicide are due to unconscious motives which
are more or less associated with a sense of guilt which either

precedes or follows a orime. Dealing with social problems, the
sense of guilt aspect cannot be neglected.
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On the one hand, guilt acta as a hindrance to the processes

of development of the mental and moral life of man. In other words,
it is a stumbling block in the way of the wholeness of man. On

the other hand, it is valuable in human life. It behaves as a

stimulus which urges to do good, to avoid evil, and to choose
a right moral direction. When guilt is the result of a wrongdoing,

it acts as a sign of warning that something has gone wrong. It
also acts preventative to evil deeds when it warns man against
the wrong which he contemplates to do. In the former case it urges

one not to repeat the same wrongdoing, in the latter case it urges

one to refrain from the wrongdoing. An incapability to experience
a sense of guilt is the cause of repeated crimes and a sign of an

immaturity in man's moral development.
In some respects, guilt is closely linked up with a sense of

duty and responsibility. As far Xmorality is concerned, guilt, sin,
and responsibility cannot be ignored or minimized. The understanding

of the intimate association of sin, guilt, sex and morality is

indispensable if one wants to grasp the nature, functions, and value
of these. These three factors - sin, guilt and sex - play an equal
important role in man's moral life. Our brief discussion on Sex

and 1 orality revealed the same truth.

For the sake of the stability of a society, for the peace of

the whole human family, and for the good of every individual, no

man siould be allowed to shirk his responsibility. Responsibility
is olosely related to a sense of guilt because the latter could
stimulate responsibility. Responsibility is also connected with

the conscience which is very important in human life. Kan should

be held responsible for his behaviour, thoughts, emotions, and actions.
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Since many mental and physical dise ses are related to sin
and guilt, treatment of them should not be given without taking
these two factors into consideration* Psychology shows that the

awareness of guilt is the initial step leading to the cure of these

disea.es* Psychology alone seems powerless to dissipate a sense of

guilt. Here religion should be brought into the treatment of guilt

because the offering of forgiveness could prove effective* If a

guilty patient believes that Hod really forgives his sin, the guilt
cause might be removed, immediately or gradually. Many examples
are found in the Gospels* For sinners and guilty men forgiveness

through confession and repentance is the way leading to the whole¬
ness of man.

Our threefold study, namely the biblical, theological and

psychological elucidation of the problem of sin and sickness which
is in turn closely connected with life and death, helps to establish
a better conprehension of the meaning of health and the wholeness

of man.

Sin and sickness, individual and universal, is a very basic

problem of man. Sin is the source of sickness and of all human

sufferings. The international and national conflicts, racial

problems, political struggles, the craving for power, the alarming
increasing of the population, famine and hunger, the nuclear power

race, war - cold or hot - all these are problems related directly
or indirectly to sin. These problems would not have arisen if man

was without sin and free from diseases, mental, physical or spiritual.

Dealing with these problems, psychology and tneology could help to

find the deepest roots and to assist men to realize their sin and

bring them to the awareness of guilt. The awakening of guilt is
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the precondition to the grace of God from whom man separated himself;
but God forgives and aocepts those who are willing to come* The

doctrine of the incarnation, salvation and resurrection find their

prominent meaning in the belief that Jesus came to reconcile man

to God and to restore him in wholeness of health.

The conscience keeps awake the sense of guilt and it could

direct the expression of impulses in resisting temptations and

avoiding anti-social behaviour. The increase of crime and mental

illness are human problems of today. These problems have much to
do with a lack of responsibility which in turn is connected with

an inactive conscience. The weaker the conscience, the higher the
increase in crime. The lesser the sense of responsibility the wider
the spread of mental disease. Man's conscience can be strengthened
and his responsibility deepened when religion is brought into his

life.

The perpetual human problem of sin and sickness shows that

no man is whole and perfect. In dealing with these problems,
various ways and means could be employed but the inter-influence
and inter-action between body, mind and soul, and that between sin
and sickness should never be overlooked. Psychology reveals these

various influences and throws light on the problems in a scientific

way. Psychology and theology need to work together in the inves¬

tigation and the treatment of guilt and disorders. The denial of

the love of God and of the existence of evil and of the operation

of man's inner and mental processes, could never lead to a clear

understanding of the relationship between sin and sickness.
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Large amounts of money and energy have been utilized in many

fields of scientific research, but not much attention has been paid

to the investigation of the spiritual dimension of man as one of
the interrelated aspects of man as body, mind and spirit. Here
is still a vast area for science to conquer.

Psychology mainly treats sin as a phenomenon of mental disorder
which is due to faulty sentiments and complexes, and it neglects
to bring into account the moral valuation of man and the evil of
sin. Hence, the psychological treatment of a sinner is incomplete
because of the neglect of the relevance of moral and religious
factors. As far as sin and forgiveness are concerned, both psycho¬

logists and theologism should be avoided.
The psychologist and the theologian need not contradict or

oppose each other. Whike the theologian emphasizes the wickedness
and the corruptive nature of sin as man's experience as well as
man's problem, the psychoanalyst could analyse these experiences
and guilt feelings. The theologian's conception of sin and for¬

giveness is based on the biblical revelation concerning the rela¬

tionship between God and man, and between man and man. Factors

governing these relationships are the nature of God, the nature
of nan, and the nature of sin. The psychologist could analyse the
various factors in the relationship of man with utanfand of man with
God, and could try to trace the sources of guilt^and then proceed to
create the conditions of reconciliation. The cooperation of these

two specialists, the psychologist and theologian, could throw light
on human problems, especially the problem of sin and sickness,
and could jointly attempt to find a way out of the labyrinth of
these problems.
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Psychology needs to search for a more adequate and effective

technique for recalling all unconscious materials into consciousness.

The present psychotherapy, such as interviews, consulting, hypnosis,

etc., takes a long time to finish its course. The recalling of

past memories is a necessary step in treating repressed guilt
and the guilt-causing defect. Here an effective technique is

required. If psychology could advance to a stage where the uncon¬

scious can be recalled immediately, the treatment would be easier
and more effective.

Religion could prove itself invaluable wnen called in to
assist in psychotherapic treatment. If a latent guilt is brought
into consciousness, the patient could find health in forgiveness.
The assurance of forgiveness has to be offered to the patient

suffering from guilt feeling. Unless this patient desires it, no

absolution can be experienced and no healing is possible.

Theology asserts that God heals. Those who dedicate themselves

in the battle against disease should cooperate with God in treating

the sick. Pan siiould prepare himself to allow the power of God to

operate.

Although spiritual healing is not the utual means of healing
all diseases, the fact of spiritual healing is proved sufficiently
by the work of Christ and that of the early church. This power

can not be replaced by psychotherapy which is not a substitute for
the spiritual power of the healing church. The difference is that

Christ's healing power effected an immediate cure but psychotherapy
acts and heals gradually and slowly.

Church fellowship which consists of andexpresses itself in an

atmosphere of faith, nope, and love has a nigh therapeutic value
for sinners and the sick, especially when the illness is caused
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by repression or lack of love. As sin is a self-deprivation of
the love of God, these patients need to be accepted and loved in
the fellowship of Christ.

Fan is a complete entity and all treatment should be directed
to man-as—a^-whole. If any one of G;an's inseparable factors, namely
body, mind, and soul is sick or incomplete, man is not in perfect
health. Health is not only the absence of disease. Physical health
is only one dimension of health which needs to be completed by

spiritual and psychical health. The universality of guilt reflects
that all men are not in perfect health. Forgiveness and redemption
as means of treatment are urgently needed because through these men

can be restored to God and be led to the way of wholeness and com¬

plete health, in other words, every man needs God.
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