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LESSON I. 

Authenticity and Historical Setting of the Book. 

(Esther 1:1, 2) 

 

The Book of Esther, which the Board has chosen for discussion in our societies this 

season, is unique among the books of the Bible. It is unique in that it alone fails to mention the 

name of God even once. It is likewise unique in that all the characters who are mentioned by 

name in this book are unbelievers, and the name of not one believer is presented. Unique it is too 

in that it is the only book in the Bible named after an unbeliever. You may perhaps wish to 

dispute and discuss this in your society, but please leave the discussion of this matter for later 

lessons. There are other matters which demand our attention in this lesson. 

 

Fact or Fiction? 

You and I have been taught from earliest childhood that the Bible contains sixty six 

books and that one of them is this book of Esther. To question this does not enter our minds. The 

thought that this book might conceivably be a mere fictitious novel comes to us from those who 

in unbelief are bold to question that which God has lead His Church to accept of the truth of His 

Word. Such men there are, and they present us with the claim that the incidents recorded in this 

book are simply the product of the vivid imagination of some man. One must indeed confess that 

this book does read like many fictitious novels. Everything happens just in the right way and at 

the right time for the advantage of the hero and heroine. Mordecai happens to be the one who 

overhears and exposes the plot to kill the king, and the king fails to reward him at that time. The 

king happens to have a sleepless night and asks to have the records read. Haman coming to 

request the death of Mordecai happens to be the first one in to see the king the next morning and 

is commanded to take Mordecai, his bitter enemy, and honor him before all men. Now one who 

confesses that this all reads like a fictitious novel must also in all honesty confess that it could 

not be otherwise than all these things happen at the right time and to the right person. For the 

Almighty God was directing all these things, and He always causes things to occur at the exact 

moment necessary to serve His purposes. And His ways are past finding out. One thing we must 

maintain as we begin the study of this book is that all these things actually occurred exactly the 

way they are recorded. This book is not fiction but actual history which played an important part 

in the gathering and development of God’s covenant and Church here upon earth. 

 

King Ahasuerus and his realm. 

The king Ahasuerus mentioned in this book is generally conceded to be Xerxes, the son 

of Darius Hystaspis. This Xerxes reigned from 486 B.C. until 465 B.C. There are a few 

commentators who insist that Ahasuerus was Artaxerxes Longimanus who was the son and 

successor of Xerxes. The weightier arguments are found, however, with those who consider this 

Ahasuerus to have been Xerxes the son of Darius Hystaspis. We do not believe that a discussion 

of this point in our societies is either necessary or advisable. Whatever our conclusion might be, 

the principle thing would remain unaltered, and that is the social, political and spiritual condition 

of the world power which holds Israel in subjection. 



King Ahasuerus had indeed a vast territory over which he held sway. His kingdom 

extended from India to Ethiopia. The thing here again that concerns us, and we believe that it is 

for this reason that the Spirit moved the writer of this book to pen down these details, is that the 

land of Canaan is included in this broad expanse of land over which Ahasuerus rules. Thus even 

if we were not able definitely to determine who this king Ahasuerus was, We still gather from 

these lines the historical setting of the incidents recorded in this book. It took place after the 

Captivity and during those years when the Persians and the Medes ruled over Israel. 

The book of Esther follows the book of Ezra and Nehemiah in our Bible. However, the 

events recorded in the book of Esther took place before those recorded in the books of Ezra and 

Nehemiah. At any rate we get a rather definite indication now of the time when the story told in 

this book took place. It occurred between the Captivity of Israel and the missions of Ezra and 

Nehemiah to the Jews who had returned by the edict of Cyrus king of Persia. 

 

Israel’s condition. 

It was a dark period in the history of the nation of Israel but also for the Church of God. 

As we remarked above, the remnant had returned back to the land of Canaan. However they had 

not gone as an independent people. They returned as a vassal state of Persia. And according to 

the last two chapters in this book it is evident that Shushan the palace of this kingdom of 

Ahasuerus is still “full” of Jews who did not return. The interest in Zion’s good and the peace of 

Jerusalem is so small and hard to find. Another thing to note is that in the court of this worldly 

Ahasuerus is no Daniel or any such believer. God sees to it that there is a woman whom He uses 

for the good of His people, but there is not an Israelite anywhere in the court of Ahasuerus whose 

nationality and faith are known and who in spite of these remains there in favor of the king. As 

we remarked earlier Ezra and Nehemiah appear later and gain favor with the godless kings, and 

who would dispute the fact that they gain this favor because of the outcome of this story of 

Esther and her plea for the life of her people? In other Words God also used Esther to prepare the 

way for the missions Of Ezra and Nehemiah. We must leave this too for later discussions. But 

here we see the world is feasting while the Church in Canaan languishes among the ruins of 

Jerusalem and struggles against the evil Samaritans who troubled the builders at many times and 

in many ways. 

 

Points For Discussion: 

 The above lines we gave as a general view, of the material to be treated in this lesson. 

And rather than be lost in a maze of questions the answers of which touch the main thoughts in 

the book but little and take up valuable time, we believe that it is better to point out things in the 

lesson around which the discussion most profitably would turn, and we list questions in groups to 

further this discussion.  

1. The author of this book. The identity is unknown, but in your opinion was he a 

believer or unbeliever? Here you might briefly treat the matter of infallible inspiration. 

Would a man divinely inspired fail to mention the name of God even once? On the other 

side we have the question as to whether God would use an unbeliever to write His Word. 

He used unbelievers to prophecy, such as Baalim, and Caiaphas. But then does 2 Pet. 

1:20, 21 rule this out as far as secondary authors of the Scriptures are concerned? Or 

would a believer record this history without in some way expressing his opinion of the 

sins of the leading characters? 

2. The authenticity of this history. The Jews according to the Apocryphal books 



celebrated the feast of Purim which the book of Esther claims was inaugurated because of 

the deliverance she wrought for her people. In your mind is that sufficient proof that all 

these things actually did happen? May we prove the certainty of Scripture by the writings 

of unbelievers? Does faith need the testimony of men? If, for example, men would find 

the Ark of Noah somewhere would that strengthen your faith in any way and to any 

degree?  

3. The place of this book in the canon of the Old Testament. As we wrote above the 

events in this book took place before the days of Ezra and Nehemiah, yet the book is 

placed after these books in the Old Testament canon. Have you any reason for this? Does 

the fact that it deals alone with unbelievers while Ezra and Nehemiah continue the story 

of the Church have anything to do with this  What the of the book of Job which follows 

this book of Esther seeing Job lived much closer to the days of Abraham than those of 

Esther? Was the Church infallibly inspired also in the arranging of the books of the 

Bible? 

 

LESSON II. 

King Ahasuerus Shows His Riches 

(Esther 1:3-8) 

 

There is something about the first half of this first chapter of the book of Esther that 

reminds one of the first part of the book of Daniel. We read in chapter one of this book of Esther 

of Ahasuerus and the feast he prepared for his princes after showing them his riches. In Daniel 

we read of Nebuchadnezzar and the celebration he arranged for his princes, governors, captains, 

judges, treasurers, counsellors, sheriffs and rulers of the provinces when he demanded that they 

bow down to the image he had made. We read there also of Belshazzar and the feast he made for 

a thousand of his lords, at which time God sent the handwriting upon the wall. These godless 

kings who ruled over Israel were in the habit of giving lavish feasts and of calling their princes 

and rulers to the capital cities for feasts and celebrations. The whole philosophy of their life 

plainly was, “Let us eat, drink and be merry for tomorrow we die.” 

 

A Sinful Display. 

The passage speaks of two distinct feasts, the one lasting 180 days and the other one 

week. The first feast was for the sake of the princes who ruled in his name over the length of his 

vast kingdom. The other was for the sake of the common people in his capital city of Shushan 

together with the chiefest of his princes who either lived there with him in Shushan or else were 

detained there for the feast. Verse 14 makes it plain that the princes who also partook of this 

feast were the chiefest It is not at all improbable that during these 180 days the king showed his 

riches to his nobles and princes a few at a time. His realm was a vast one. There was the time 

consumed in travelling to Shushan. Then, too, it surely would not be wise to bring all his nobles 

and princes into Shushan at one time. This might encourage a general revolt. The feast probably 

took 180 days because these princes assembled in groups, a certain number each week to remain 

a week or two. 

During these 180 days the king showed to his princes the riches of his glorious kingdom 

and the honor of his excellent majesty. This does not mean merely that he showed his gold and 

silver, his gorgeous apparel and the like. This he surely did, but behind it all was his vain pur-

pose of seeking thereby to impress upon his nobles and princes his power and ability to wage 



war victoriously. He was at that very time planning to wage war on Greece to extend the borders 

of his kingdom westward. Nebuchadnezzar had demanded of his rulers that they bow down to his 

image and show their loyalty to him and his new world order. Ahasuerus rather than to conduct a 

“loyalty check-up” such as Nebuchadnezzar did, seeks to attain the same end by making a 

profound impression upon his nobles and princes and by showing them the folly of trying to 

break away from such a mighty king. 

 

A Lavish Feast. 

In verses six through eight we have a description of the feast for the common people in 

Shushan. What a dazzling display! Gold and silver and marble are everywhere! Brilliant royal 

colors are on every side! If he prepared a beautiful setting for this feast, it surely must also have 

been beautiful at the feast for his princes. Seeking to show the riches of his glorious kingdom and 

the honor of his excellent majesty, he surely went out of his way to overpower the princes and 

the common people. 

A few details not worth a discussion in society, yet things that might cause questions to 

arise in our minds. The beds mentioned in verse 6 were reclining couches which were placed at 

the tables. It was custom to recline on the left side at the table rather than to sit at the table as is 

our custom. Rather convenient for the heavy drinker, do you not think so? This brings us to the 

second point. The drinking was according to every man’s pleasure. That “none did compel” does 

not mean that the king believed in moderation in drinking. It does not mean that instead of 

pledging the people time and again and demanding of them that they drink at each new pledge, 

he allowed them to drink as much or as little as they desired. Why? Not for the sake of 

moderation and decency. For if a man wanted to he might drink all he pleased. Verse 7 also 

speaks of “royal wine in abundance”. And the king himself partook too freely as is evident from 

his immoral demand of Queen Vashti that she appear there. Wine is indeed a mocker. We believe 

that the king made an exception at this feast just exactly because of that impression he was trying 

to make both upon his princes and the people of his capital city, Shushan. They must go home 

sober with a lasting impression of his power, riches and majesty. They must go home with a deep 

respect for him. The feast must not be a dream which they faintly remember. Yet he dared not 

deny wine to those who wished it. He was seeking to build up an impression of himself as a good 

and powerful king. He will do nothing to antagonize. He will even drag in his own wife for the 

pleasure of his guests. But more of this later. At any rate he does not demand drinking of wine 

and yet allows each man to drink as much as he pleases. By the seventh day it must have been a 

sad sight, this prolonged feast. 

 

Points For Discussion: 

We have touched upon the demand that Vashti appear. We suggest that you come 

prepared to discuss the following points. 

1. Ahasuerus and God’s Providence. Had the king not made this immoral feast and 

made this immoral demand of Vashti the entire course of the history of Israel would have 

been different. Now Proverbs 21:1 says, “The king’s heart is in the hand of the Lord, as 

the rivers of water, he turneth it whithersoever He will.” Do we state things correctly then 

when we say that God permitted Ahasuerus to do these things? Does God permit sin? If I 

permit a murder or a theft I could have prevented, am I innocent? What do Gen. 3:15 and 

II Thess. 2:11, 12 say about this? Does God permit or put enmity, send or permit a spirit 

of delusion? 



2. Ahasuerus and Solomon. Solomon revealed to the Queen of Sheba all his wealth and 

achievements. What points of dissimilarity can you find between these two incidents? 

Are both sinful or neither? Is there sinful pride evident today in world fairs and 

exhibitions of man’s achievements in science, industry, medicine, etc. 

3. Ahasuerus and Feasting. What of our Convention banquets and the like? Is a feast of 

the unbelievers ever pleasing in God’s sight? Is He pleased with banquets of unbelievers 

the proceeds of which are for such things as Infantile Paralysis research and cure? What 

does Heb. 11:6 say about this? 

 

LESSON III. 

Vashti Disobeys the King 

(Esther 1:9-12) 

 

In the ninth verse we are told that Vashti also held a feast for the women. Whether these 

women were the wives of the princes or the wives of the inhabitants of the city of Shushan is not 

stated. However this note that Vashti also held a feast is placed here for a definite purpose. We 

may not read on as though it was never brought to our attention. We believe that it shows us two 

things. It shows us that up till the seventh day of the king’s feast the women were kept from the 

celebration, having a separate celebration of their own. This, we believe, was also by the special 

arrangement of the king that all the attention at his feast might be focused upon himself. But it 

also explains to us why the wise men of the king show such concern over Vashti’s refusal to do 

the king’s bidding. Had the Queen been alone when the request came, there would have been no 

danger that the women over the length of the realm would show contempt for their husbands. 

She was not alone, however, but gathered in the presence of the women of the realm. And they 

saw her example. That is why the king and the princes realize that something must be done. Had 

only the men at the king's feast known about it, they would not have gone home to tell their 

wives and thus encourage them to rebellion and disobedience. 

 

Vashti Refuses. 

There comes a time when one becomes tired even of celebrating and feasting. Only in the 

perfection of God’s everlasting kingdom will man not become weary of the enjoyment of the 

wedding feast of the Lamb. And here at the feast which King Ahasuerus had prepared in 

Shushan when his heart was merry with wine he stoops so low as to demand that his wife display 

her beauty before his princes and the common people of Shushan. Perhaps he felt that some new 

excitement was needed. Things were getting dull, and his guests were getting listless of the 

continued feast. Perhaps he was seeking in one last desperate move to make one final impression 

on the people. Whatever it was, the text tells us that his wine was that which influenced him to 

do this thing. He had not planned this beforehand. This riches of his kingdom he had not 

intended to show until the wine made him merry. Now the word merry here strikingly enough is 

literally “good”. This must not be taken in an ethical sense but in the limited sense that he was so 

under the influence of his wine that he was “everybody’s friend.” He felt happy, so happy and so 

well (good) disposed to all at his table that she who should have been nearest his heart he would 

display to the eyes of a drunken and sensuous group of men. But he is not so drunken with wine 

that he does not insist that she wear the royal crown. He will see to it that the most drunken of his 

guests has no doubt as to whose property she is. They all must understand what a “fortunate” 

man he is to have such a beautiful wife. For it was the dazzling, flashy beauty of gold and silver, 



of jewels and fine clothing rather than the beauty of a clean and pure heart reflected in the 

features. (See I Peter 3:3, 4). 

There is really nothing in the passage to indicate that he demanded any immodest show 

of Vashti’s beauty. She was to come clad in the full attire of a queen. And it was the rare beauty 

of her face that he would proudly display before the eyes of his drunken guests even as one 

would display his thoroughbred horse or dog before the eyes of men. These chamberlains whom 

he sent to bring Vashti in unto him were eunuchs who served the king. The number seven has no 

symbolic significance here. And their names are recorded because Scripture is the truth and can 

give with perfect accuracy even the names of the king’s servants. 

But Vashti refuses to appear here for the pleasure of the king and the amusement of his 

guests. Her reason for refusing is not stated. Many women of today would have come only too 

gladly in their pride and conceit because of the pleasing features God has given them. Some 

make it their life’s calling to be models and chorus girls for the amusement of men. Vashti, 

however, refuses to appear. She was a proud woman and deeply conscious of her beauty. But she 

will not display it before a group of drunken men. It was often the custom of the queen to sit with 

the king at the feasts he held. It may be that she was bitter because the king had kept her in 

isolation with the other women these six days. Verse 18 seems to indicate that she was filled with 

wrath and contempt. Whatever her reason may have been, she was not motivated by the love of 

God, nor anxious to keep His commandments. 

 

The King is Furious. 

Well might the unbelieving king be furious. He had been shamed before the eyes of those 

before whose eyes he had been seeking to make an impression. He had sought to show his ability 

to wage war with Greece and that he was a mighty ruler. And now publicly it is shown that he 

has no power over his own wife! Fed by the wine he had consumed his anger burns within him. 

How true it is that sin begets sin. His excessive drinking leads him to an immoral demand. And 

this in turn so blinds him to his own sin and to reality that he burns with fury when he should 

have been conscience stricken and have acknowledged the foolishness and sinfulness of his de-

mand. 

 

Points For Discussion: 

1. The king’s demand. Just what was the sin of Ahasuerus in this demand? If you had to 

classify this sin, under which of the ten commandments—-one or more—would you list 

it? May a young man be proud of the beauty of his bride-to-be or of his wife? Does the 

Song of Solomon say anything about this? 

2. The king’s character. What kind of judgment do you have of the king’s character in 

the light of both his feast and this demand of his? What definite traits of character would 

you say he had? From a natural viewpoint did he have the qualifications of a good 

husband? Explain your answer. 

3. Vashti’s refusal. Is it possible that Vashti was a believer? Had she been a believer 

how would she have answered the king? Does this incident show that the natural man has 

by virtue of “Common Grace” a little good in him so that he can refuse to commit sin? 

Will Vashti be rewarded in the judgment day for refusing this thing? What do the 

Canons—look them up in the back of the Psalter—say about such things in chapters 3 

and 4, article 4. Be sure to read it ALL and not just that which was quoted in 1924. The 

last half knows no “civic righteousness.” 



4. The king’s wrath. Later in a sober moment the king regretted the deposition of Vashti. 

See chapter 2:1. What lessons in regard to liquor may we learn from this incident? Scrip-

ture does not condemn the use of wine, but does it give ground for maintaining saloons 

and taverns? May we partake of our wine there, according to Scripture?  

 

LESSON IV. 

The Worldly Wisdom of The Wise Men. 

(Esther 1:13-22) 

 

From the book of Daniel we learn that it was customary for the kings of that day to have 

their wise men, their cabinet or advisors. Here too Ahasuerus has seven men to whom he turned 

for advice. These wisemen in this instance were the same as the seven princes mentioned by 

name. This is plain, for Memucan is listed as the last of these seven princes and at the same time 

is the wiseman whose counsel is adopted. These men were skilled in the law and therefore were 

able to judge the cases and matters which the king presented to them. For this reason likewise 

they “knew the times”. This means that they knew what action the moment called for. They 

knew each time what was the best action to take. 

 

Distortion of Fact. 

Memucan’s evaluation of the situation was indeed a gross distortion of the real facts in 

the case. He claimed that Vashti  had done wrong—literally done “perversely” not only to the 

king but to the princes and all the people in all the provinces. That surely was not true. The fact 

is that the king did perversely before GOD. He is left entirely out of the picture by these wise (? 

)men. Forget God and His precepts, rule out the first table of the Law and telling the truth may 

even become a crime in man’s eyes and dishonoring authorities, deception and murder may be 

for the good of society. Did we say that these men knew law and judgment? Did we hear 

someone say that the natural man performs “civic righteousness” by his chastity and good order? 

The wisest of Persia here call the works of reprobate Vashti perverseness. 

When Memucan likewise states that Vashti “came not” when the king commanded her to 

be “brought in before him”, does he make a gross misrepresentation of the case. It was not 

merely a stubborn refusal to come and stand before the king. It was a refusal to be his little 

plaything to display when he pleased to satisfy his evil pride and conceit. She refused to be 

humiliated before the eyes of lustful drunkards and to have her position both as wife and queen 

changed into that of an exhibition piece. 

One thing that Memucan overlooked or purposely ignored is the fact that there is even 

among the ungodly the phenomena of natural love. There plainly was no natural love between 

Ahasuerus and Vashti. She held him in contempt according to verse 18, and the king’s demand 

surely did not spring forth from love for her. If ail the marriages in the whole realm of Ahasuerus 

were devoid of natural love, then the law Memucan suggests is indeed necessary. This law is 

surely an insult to every married man and woman in Media and Persia. Vashti did not do wrong 

to every prince and man in this realm, but Memucan insulted every man and woman in that 

kingdom. For the law he suggested proceeds from the assumption that
 
all their marriages are 

lacking in natural love. 

 

A severe punishment. 

Nor was the law that all wives shall give to their husbands honor and that every man 



should bear rule in his own house the only advice that Memucan gave. He demanded that Vashti 

be deposed and divorced. Evidently all the laws of the Medes and Persians were unalterable 

except the marriage law. That holy bond might be broken for convenience sake. Their own laws 

were unalterable, but God’s need not even be recognized! And so unalterably Vashti must be 

deposed and divorced. Even the distorted accusations of Memucan did not call for such a drastic 

step. What a mess this realm of Ahasuerus would have been in if every man whose wife refused 

any of his wishes immediately divorced her! What an inconsistency in this advice of Memucan! 

The law is that every man bear rule in his own house. But what of Ahasuerus? Rather than rule 

his house, he breaks up his house and sends his wife away because she did not obey him. If so 

severe a punishment is meted out to every woman who disobeys the foolish and sinful demands 

of her husband, then indeed there will arise “too much contempt and wrath”. One thing is sure, 

that Vashti did not deserve so severe a punishment even if the king’s demand had been a proper 

one—which it was not. 

 

Points For Discussion: 

1. The king’s unalterable law. Some 900 years before this incident God gave 

commandment at Sinai that we should obey those in authority over us. Does Memucan’s 

advice show that the natural man, if left to himself long enough, will discover God’s laws 

and their wisdom? Is this law which Memucan advises essentially the same as the fifth 

commandment? Or are you able to point out distinct differences between God’s law and 

the king’s law? Is it wise for man to make unalterable laws? Are we wise then in making 

articles to the constitutions of our societies which may not be altered? 

2. Vashti’s punishment. What advice would you have given if you had been one of those 

wisemen? And if Memucan’s claim was true, leaving out of consideration that the king 

demanded her public appearance and assuming that the king had a right to demand her 

presence, what punishment would you have suggested for a disobedient wife and queen? 

How does Memucam’s advice that she be so punished reveal that he is not interested in 

having the fifth commandment observed by all in the realm of Ahasuerus? If Ahasuerus 

had taken this case to a consistory rather than to a worldly court, what advice would he 

have received? Would such a consistory have had any word of condemnation for Vashti? 

Do you suppose that her life had been so pure before this and that her beauty had not 

“gone to her head” so as to make her conceited and vain? Would such a consistory have 

pointed her to I Peter 3:3-5? 

 

LESSON V 

The King Seeks A New Wife 

(Esther 2:1-4) 

 

How much time elapsed between the event recorded in chapter one and that which is 

recorded here in the second chapter we cannot say. Had it been of importance we would have 

been told. But knowing the character of the king and carefully weighing the facts recorded in the 

preceding chapter and in the passage we treat today, we are safe in assuming that not very much 

time had elapsed during these events. And the “after these things” was indeed shortly after these 

things. 

 

The King’s Change of Heart. 



Before going any further we believe that a few remarks about the character of this king 

Ahasuerus are in order so that we may appreciate that which occurs in the soul of this sinful man 

here in our passage. The commentator Keil tells us that both Greek and Roman historians 

describe him as “a very luxurious, voluptuous and at the same time an extremely cruel tyrant.” 

He goes on to tell us of a few deeds of this man which prove his statement. He tells of the time 

Ahasuerus and his army had been, hospitably entertained on its march to Greece and an 

enormous sum of money had been offered him towards the defraying of the expenses of the war 

by Pythius, the rich Lydian. This Pythius had afterwards asked Ahasuerus whether the eldest of 

his five sons who were in the army might be released to be the comfort of his declining years. 

The letter so filled this Ahasuerus with fury that he commanded this son to be hewn in pieces and 

that his army pass between the two pieces (Herod. VII c 37-39; Seneca, de ira, VII. 17). At 

another time he demanded the builders of a bridge over the Hellespont to be beheaded, because a 

storm had destroyed the bridge, and also commanded that the sea be scourged and chained by 

sinking a few fetters in it (Herod. VII. 35). 

With such a man we here deal. And you never know what he in his insane fury will do 

next. It is evident that he began to be sorry that Vashti had been punished so severely. Not that 

he was so concerned with justice or with Vashti’s sorry plight. But he had lost his beautiful wife 

of which he had been so proud. After the wine wore off and his fury had burned out, her refusal 

did not seem so great a crime to him anymore. Meanwhile he was denied the privilege of having 

her around for his own sinful satisfaction. It was his own loss which bothered him now, not 

Vashti’s. That he remembered her deed and what was decreed means that he is no longer under 

the influence of Memucan’s distorted picture and now (remembers) is aware of what actually 

happened. 

 

The Wisemen Fear. 

Considering the violent vents of rage of which King Ahasuerus was capable it is not 

difficult to see that these wisemen feared for their lives and why they immediately came with the 

new proposal that the king seek out young virgins to take the place of Vashti. And as soon as it 

became plain to them that the king was thinking again of Vashti, they proposed this thing which 

they knew would appeal to the lustful heart of this sensuous and cruel king. It was a scheme that 

was hatched with devilish ingenuity. In this way the king would again have a beautiful queen and 

would forget his loss. And until that time arrived he would satisfy his base and lustful nature 

with a host of the most beautiful virgins from his vast realm. Surely these wisemen knew 

perfectly the nature of this vile king. The king, of course, is swift to agree to the plan. And the 

wisemen escaped the death at his hands which they feared. For surely he would hold them 

responsible for the loss of his beautiful wife since they advised her deposition. 

 

Points For Discussion: 

1. The king’s wrath is appeased. How do you explain that an unregenerated man’s wrath 

can be appeased? The word appeased here means, “to cease” or “to settle” or even “to 

subside”. Is this the same as saying that his love for Vashti began to assert itself? Is wrath 

the opposite of love? Is love the opposite of hatred? Is natural love the fulfillment of 

God’s law? 

2. The king and total depravity. There are those who like to make a distinction between 

total depravity and absolute depravity. They maintain that they teach total depravity and 

because we deny that the natural man can do anything pleasing in God’s sight (see again 



Heb. 11:6) they like to claim that we teach absolute depravity. Is such a distinction 

possible, or is that which is absolute, total, and is that which is total, absolute? Was 

Ahasuerus totally depraved or absolutely depraved? (Be sure to center your discussion of 

this matter on Ahasuerus and do not have a general discussion on total depravity). But 

then, even using these terms with the meaning given them by those who believe that the 

unregenerated man can do works of civic righteousness, when they say that man is totally 

depraved, are they not stating that his salvation is as humanly impossible as when we say 

that he is absolutely depraved ? 

3. The king’s commandment. From vs. 8 it is evident that the king gave a commandment 

and decree to collect the virgins. Apparently these young women had little to say about it, 

and the ruler in each province was to gather the fairest in his province. Does God grant to 

kings the right to do a thing like this? Apart now from the fact that the king is divorced 

and is such a vile man, is there really any essential difference between this attempt of the 

king to get a wife and Abraham’s procurement of a wife for Isaac? Compare the two 

carefully and bring out any differences you may find. Where does a king’s power end, 

and what according to God’s judgment may he not appropriate for himself. (See also I 

Samuel 8:11-17). 
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