








CHAPTER 2


Historic Christian Theories of the Atonement





The term Òtheory of the atonementÓ has become commonplace in English-language theology for understanding the work of Christ.  However, Alister E. McGrath�xe "McGrath"� prefers to use the term Òsoteriology�xe "soteriology"�Ó (from the Greek soteria, Òsalvation�xe "salvation"�Ó) to refer to what was traditionally designated as Òtheory of the atonementÓ or Òthe work of Christ.Ó  But Òsoteriology�xe "soteriology"� embraces two broad areas of theology: the question of how salvation�xe "salvation"� is possible and, in particular, how it relates to the history of Jesus Christ; and the question of how ‘salvation�xe "salvation"�’ itself is to be understood.Ó�  Therefore, the subject of the theory of the atonement leads us to be more specific.  This Chapter deals with other theological metaphors and formulae,  therefore, it is divided as follows:


1. Theories of Sin


2. Theories of the Atonement


3. Theological Issues


4. Connections and Disconnections with Islam


5. Conclusion





Theories of Sin


In his Christus Victor�xe "Christus Victor"�, Gustaf AulŽn analyzes the different concepts of sin according to his three suggested historical schools of the atonement.  The first is the classic type, which regards sin as an objective power standing behind people, and the atonement as the triumph of God over sin, death, and the devil.  This school treats sin as an impersonal force and so weakens the idea of a direct relationship between GodÕs work and humankindÕs soul.  GodÕs victory�xe "victory"� is won over the objective power of evil.�


The second type is that of the Greek Fathers, called the Latin school�xe "Latin school"�, which abandons the dualistic outlook and no longer speaks of sin as an objective power.  It inaugurated the doctrine of a personal relation between God and the human being.  This school tried to clarify how grave sin is.  This school emphasized the deeper sense of sin and at the same time the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� of GodÕs justice in the form of payment in compensation for sin.�  This chapter will deal with the thought of this school about the atonement, but Chapters 3 and 8 will try to demonstrate the connections and disconnections between the Christian thought and the Muslim one.


AulŽn argues that, the Medieval scholasticism never escaped from moral�xe "moral"� interpretation, on which its doctrine evolved.  ÒIt further becomes evident that at the decisive point the Latin doctrine involves a materialised view of sin; the merits of the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� made by Christ for manÕs default are treated as transferred or imputed to men.Ó�


AulŽn compares the Latin idea with that of Luther who treated sin once again as an objective power; Òbut at the same time GodÕs claim on a person is so spiritually conceived that it cannot be summed up in obedience to any law, and the Latin idea of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� becomes impossible; here if anywhere, the idea of sin is fully personal.Ó�  AulŽn proceeds maintaining that:





In the third of the three types it is evident that the idea of sin has become altogether weakened.  This is the case not only in the theology of the Enlightenment, which regarded sin as little more than infirmity, but also in Liberal Protestantism generally.  The humanistic interpretation of the process of atonement has its ground in the failure of this theology to maintain the radical hostility of God to evil, and His judgment on sin.�


The Latin view regards the atonement as primarily the remission�xe "remission"� of the punishment or other consequences of sin, but not of the sin proper.  It is the sin itself that is overcome by Christ and annihilated; it is from the power of sin itself that people are set free.


Then AulŽn goes on to compare the classic school and the Latin �xe "Latin school"� with regard to the idea of sin.  The classic idea groups sin with evil and the curse of law, but the most common is the grouping of sin and death.  It is a merely physical or naturalistic doctrine, which takes the idea of sin to the moral�xe "moral"�istic� XE "moralistic" � level, or the idea of the forgiveness of sin to the level of mere remission�xe "remission"� of punishment.  On the other hand, this doctrine concentrates its attention on sin and its accompanying guilt.�





Historic Theories  of the Atonement


Following the atonement of Christ historically, we could trace four periods: Patristic�xe "Patristic"�, Medieval, Reformation, and Modern periods.  Each period has its important emphasis.  Therefore, this chapter will refer to the important names of the theories that indicate the dominant influences and it also deals briefly with these theories related to each period.





The Patristic�xe "Patristic"� Period


The dominant theme in this period is that of victory�xe "victory"�, and the deliverance of humans from the evil powers.  This victory�xe "victory"� is usually treated as accomplished through a ransom, so that this view is frequently called the ransom theory�xe "ransom theory"�.  It was held by most of the early church fathers and is often called the ÒPatristic�xe "Patristic"� theoryÓ of the ÒEasternÓ or ÒGreekÓ Church to distinguish it from the ÒWesternÓ or ÒLatinÓ view, which was fully developed by Anselm.�





Irenaeus (ca. 130-200) . . . taught that Jesus Christ as the second Adam, recapitulated the human experience, died as a ransom . . . wrested man free from the grasp of the devil and so opened up the possibility of an incorruptible life for mortal sinners. . . .  Tertullian (ca. 160- ca. 220)�xe "Tertullien"�, Clement of Alexanderia (150-215)�xe "Clement"�, and Origen (ca. 185- ca. 254)�xe "Origen"� added nothing of value to what Irenaeus had set forth [Origen�xe "Origen"�’s theory lasted for about a thousand years, until Anselm].�


Origen�xe "Origen"� raises the question as to whom the ransom was paid, affirming it as being paid to the devil.  It could be argued that in Origen�xe "Origen"� the ransom is a metaphor taken from the battlefield.  He adds that the ransom must be paid to the conqueror who is Christ, not the devil,� whereas Gregory of Nazianzus (329-389) protested against the doctrine of ChristÕs death as a ransom paid to either God or the devil.�


Athanasius (296-373) emphasizes deliverance from corruption and ignorance through the triumph of the Cross in his apology for orthodox Christology�xe "Christology"�, in the Incarnation of the Word of God�xe "Incarnation of the Word of God"�.�  Athanasius explores the idea of ChristÕs sacrifice in terms of the passover sacrifice of the lamb.  Jesus Òmight offer himself to the Father in our place, and redeem�xe "redeem"� us through his offering and sacrifice . . . .  This is he, who in former times, was sacrificed as a lamb, having been foreshadowed in that lamb . . . he was slain for us.  For Christ, our passover, is sacrificedÓ� (as in 1 Co. 5:7 and Rev. 5:6,12; 13:8).


In discussing the atonement in his Enchiridion and in the Trinity, Augustine (354-430) considers the significance of ChristÕs death as satisfying GodÕs justice.  He pictures the Cross as a mousetrap baited with the Savior�xe "savior"�’s blood�xe "Savior�xe "savior"�Õs blood"�.  He developed important terms such as the fall, original sin,�xe "original sin"� and justification�xe "Justification"�. Augustine argues that, Òthe cross was not the sole conceivable mode of redemption�xe "redemption"� but the mode most congruous with the total human situation . . . and fixed attention on the reality of JesusÕ manhood which enabled him to function as Savior�xe "savior"�.Ó�  The Cross was the demonstration of GodÕs love.  It is worth noting that AugustineÕs idea of soteriology�xe "soteriology"� was later appropriated by Thomas Aquinas.�


Augustine gives a Òdefinition of a sacrifice set out in City of God�xe "City of God"�: ÔA true sacrifice is offered in every action which is designed to unite us to GodÕ . . . . Augustine has no difficulties in speaking of ChristÕs death as a sacrifice . . . . Christ was both victim�xe "victim"� and priest.Ó�  (Later on Calvin�xe "Calvin"� espouses the same idea in a modified way.)  This period was characterized generally by perceiving Christ as Victim�xe "victim"�, Reveler and Reconciler, but faintly as Conqueror or Victor.


AulŽn maintains that the classic view was also the dominant one among the Western Fathers because it was found in Ambrose, Pseudo-Ambrose, Augustine, Leo the Great, Caesarius of Arles, Faustus of Rhegium, and Gregory the Great.  The basic idea was expressed, with a diversity of expressions, in the works of Origen�xe "Origen"�, Athanasius, Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, Cyril of Alexandria, Cyril of Jerusalem, and Chrysostom. �  At the same time, he recognizes that the Western Fathers were influenced somewhat by ideas of the Latin type.  The classic view in some form or another is found in the writings of all the previously mentioned theologians.�





The Medieval Period


Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) stands as the best of this period.  His Cur Deus Homo�xe "Cur Deus Homo"�? (Why was God Made Man?�xe "Why was God Made Man?"�) is a soteriological milestone that attempts to establish the necessity of the death of Christ, on which he builds his satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory� XE "Satisfaction Theory�xe "Satisfaction Theory"�" �.  Sin is an infinite affront to the divine glory�xe "divine glory"� that cannot be remitted simply by the mercy of God; God must vindicate himself in keeping with  the demands of his own holy nature, so that he might reach infinite satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.� 


Tertullian was the theologian who introduced the term Ôsatisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�Õ in reference to penance.  That became, after eight centuries, the central term in AnselmÕs conception.  Harnack considers it a point of weakness because Anselm makes the principles of the practice of penance the fundamental scheme of religion in general.�


AnselmÕs theological thought leads to a one-sided emphasis on the atoning death of Christ.  He understood the atonement as the sole purpose of the Incarnation, instead of considering the latter as the presupposition of the atonement.  The main purpose of the Incarnation is to reveal God.  For Anselm, ÒChristÕs life of obedience is taken for granted, and saving significance is attached solely to his death.  The resurrection�xe "resurrection"� has no vital place in AnselmÕs view of the atonement, and the life of Christ is significant only as the necessary prelude to his death.Ó�  Anselm fails, however, to clarify that the appropriation of the atonement is conditioned by faith union with Christ, dying to sin, and living unto righteousness.  He does not deal with the more radical problem of curing people of this sinfulness in a redeem�xe "redeem"�ed world.  In short his theory lacks the dynamic for a new life.�  V. Grounds�xe "Grounds"� concludes,





Thus the question Cur Deus Homo�xe "Cur Deus Homo"�, is answered with a logical conciveness . . . His critics have stigmatized his logic as illusory, his concept of sin as quantitative, his view of the divine human relationship as impersonally mechanical, his isolation of our LordÕs life and resurrection�xe "resurrection"� from his death as a misreading of the N T, and his slighting of  GodÕs love as an unchristian travesty of the gospel. Yet, even AnselmÕs critics recognize that his theory is fundamentally, even penetratingly biblical. It stresses the magnitude of sin.�


After declaring the gravity of sin�xe "gravity of sin"�, Anselm argues that the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� should be proportionate to the transgression, and no one can make it for himself.  ÒAnselmÕs formulation has supplied the matrix for both Roman Catholic and Protestant orthodoxy and his satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory in its essentials continues to find staunch protagonist wherever Scripture is accepted as the authoritative word of God.Ó� 


Peter Abelard�xe "Abelard"�Õs (1079-1142) view is that our LordÕs passion was to show GodÕs love, to set us free from the fear of wrath so that we may serve him with love.  He retains the early theory that considers JesusÕ death a sacrifice offered to the Father, and the Cross as a demonstration of GodÕs love that is the source of atonement.�


Abelard�xe "Abelard"�Õs emphasis upon the subjective impact of the Cross is distinctive.  He perceives the purpose of Incarnation to be Christ illuminating the world by his wisdom.  In addition, McGrath�xe "McGrath"� argues that Abelard�xe "Abelard"� restates the Augustinian idea of ÒChristÕs incarnation as a public demonstration of the extent of the love of God . . . evoking a response of love from humanity . . . [He] took our nature. . .  [and] teaches us by both word and example even to the point of death thus binding us to himself through love.Ó� 


But Abelard�xe "Abelard"� fails to justify the reason why ChristÕs death is a demonstration of GodÕs love.  His approach to the meaning of ChristÕs death brought home the powerful subjective impact of that death, totally ignored by contemporary writers such as Anselm of Canterbury.� By the same token, Culpepper argues, 





Whereas AnselmÕs view had been based upon an interpretation of the Trinity which emphasizes strongly three persons in the Godhead and tends towards tritheism, Abelard�xe "Abelard"�Õs view was based upon an interpretation of the Trinity which denied personality distinctions within the Godhead and tended toward Sabellianism�xe "Sabellianism"�.�


In his Summa Theologica, Thomas Aquinas (1225 - 1274) adds almost nothing of significance, but builds on previous theories.  He considers ChristÕs death as the most suitable mode of redemption�xe "redemption"�, if not intrinsically necessary.  He preserves the Greek FathersÕ theory of release from bondage to the devil but eliminates their notions that carry Greek sanction.  He attained the ethical impact of Abelard�xe "Abelard"� and at the same time held that, as our substitute, Jesus bore our punishment.�





Aquinas enriches it with his subtle distinctions; Thomist and Scotist alike start from it, and diverge only in the question whether the ÒSatisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�Ó offered by Christ was intrinsically equivalent to the requirements of the divine justice or availed for this purpose only through the gracious acceptance of God.�


As for Bernard�xe "Bernard"� of Clairvaux (1090 -1153), his view revived Origen�xe "Origen"�Õs idea of the atonement as ransoming humans from the power of the devil.  Bernard�xe "Bernard"� and Abelard�xe "Abelard"�, who were two contemporaries of Anselm, found difficulty in assimilating at once the newly framed doctrine of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.  Bernard�xe "Bernard"� ignored it in the interests of the old notion of a ransom offered to Satan�xe "Satan"�.  Abelard�xe "Abelard"� rejected it, in the interests of a theory of moral�xe "moral"� influence upon man.� 


Grounds�xe "Grounds"� summarizes the views of the medieval period as follows:





Mere ripples on the river of Christian theology were the views of the medieval nominalists, Scotus (ca. 1264-1308), Occam (ca.1300-ca.1349) and Biel (ca.1420-95).  No rational vindication of the cross, they maintained, could be projected: God arbitrarily decreed his SonÕs death as the ground of forgiveness . . .  A few centuries later Bishop Butler adopted, with modifications, to be sure, the agnostic idea of a divine Òacceptation.Ó Scripture plainly reveals that the death of Jesus saves; how it does so is not disclosed.�


Finally for this period, we have to discuss the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory and how it was developed.  And what was the reflection of the moral�xe "moral"� influence� XE "moral influence" � theory as follows: 





Satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� Theory�xe "Satisfaction Theory"�


Anselm was the first one to discuss scientifically and thoroughly the nature of the atonement on the basis of a satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� of the divine justice, in his Cur Deus Homo�xe "Cur Deus Homo"�? (1098).  As Warfield explains: ÒAnselm set it once for all in its true relations to the inherent necessities of the divine nature and to the magnitude of human guilt; and thus determined the outlines of the doctrine for all subsequent thought.Ó� 


Anselm considers sin as an infinite affront to the divine glory�xe "divine glory"� that cannot be remitted simply by the mercy of God.  God must vindicate Himself in keeping with demands of His own holy nature, so that He might reach infinite satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.�  


Anselm develops an argument for the necessity of the Incarnation on the basis of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�, which McGrath�xe "McGrath"� classifies within the approach called The Cross and Forgiveness.  The reason why Anselm developed this model �Òappears to have been a deep-seated dissatisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� with the Christus Victor�xe "Christus Victor"� approach, which seemed to rest upon a series of highly questionable assumptions about Ôthe rights of the devilÕ . . . .  [as if God were acting] with less than total honesty in redeem�xe "redeem"�ing humanity.Ó� 


AnselmÕs Cur Deus Homo�xe "Cur Deus Homo"�? is a sustained engagement with the question of the possibility of human redemption�xe "redemption"�, cast in the form of a dialogue.  It is a complex argument and it can be summarized as follows:


1. God created humans in a state of original righteousness, to be brought to a state of eternal blessedness.


2. That state depends upon human obedience to God.  Humanity, however, is unable to achieve this necessary obedience because of sin, and that appears to frustrate GodÕs purpose in creating humanity in the first place.


3. But it is impossible to frustrate the purpose of God; the situation can only be remedied by making satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� for sin.


4. Humanity is unable to provide such satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�; God possesses the resources required for it.


5. A ÒGod-manÓ would possess both GodÕs ability and the obligation as a human being to pay that satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.  The Incarnation takes place for the purpose of redeem�xe "redeem"�ing humanity.�


It is possible that Anselm was appealing to the existing penitential system of the church, where Òin pronouncing forgiveness, the priest would require that the penitent should do something, such as go on a pilgrimage or undertake some charitable work, as a satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.Ó� 





Moral�xe "moral"� Influence Theory 


Abelard�xe "Abelard"�Õs theory is the moral�xe "moral"� influence view, in which the atonement is best understood as a reaction against AnselmÕs satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory.  Anselm had set forth the necessity of the atonement on the basis of sheer logic making little reference to the love of God and the love it evokes in people.  Seeking to correct this deficiency, Abelard�xe "Abelard"� rejected the primary theme upon which AnselmÕs view had been built.� 


Abelard�xe "Abelard"� does not reduce the meaning of the Cross to just a demonstration of GodÕs love, as some of his interpreters suggest.  There are many other components�xe "components"� to Abelard�xe "Abelard"�Õs soteriology�xe "soteriology"� such as considering ChristÕs death a sacrifice for human sin.


       For Muslims, JesusÕ moral�xe "moral"� teaching could be accepted.  Therefore, we can demonstrate this approach as follows:  


1. The most important aspect of the Cross is that of demonstrating  GodÕs love of humanity.


2. The value of the Cross relates directly to its impact upon humanity; it has no transcendent reference or value.  Thus the Cross represent�xe "represent"�s a ÒsacrificeÓ only in terms of ChristÕs giving up his life.


3. The person who died upon the Cross was a human being, and the impact of that death falls on human beings.  That impact takes the form of inspiration and encouragement to model ourselves upon the moral�xe "moral"� example set in Jesus Himself.�


McGrath�xe "McGrath"� adds that this approach became enormously influential in rationalist circles in Europe in the nineteenth century.  The mystery and apparent irrationalism of the Cross had been neutralized.  What remained was a powerful and dramatic plea for the moral�xe "moral"� improvement of humanity, modeled on the lifestyle and attitudes of Jesus Christ.  Abelard�xe "Abelard"� rejected the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory, in the interests of a theory of moral�xe "moral"� influence upon humanity.  But Bernard�xe "Bernard"� ignored it in the interests of the idea of a ransom offered to Satan�xe "Satan"�.�  The purely Ômoral�xe "moral"�Õ theories are also defective because they seek the ethical motive only.





The Reformation Period


This period begins with Martin Luther and John Calvin�xe "Calvin"�, and extends to include others, such as Philip Melanchthon�xe "Melanchthon"�.





Martin Luther (1483-1546): The Dramatic Theory


Luther could be considered an exponent of the dramatic theory, who regards the atonement as a propitiat�xe "propitiat"�ory sacrifice for placating the law and the wrath of God.  Therefore, Christ propter nos punitur, was punished instead of us, tasting eternal death and suffering, what sinners have earned.�  Luther gives priority to GodÕs justice on account of his love.


Luther was the first theologian to speak with clarity and depth about Christ as our deliverer from sin and its guilt and from all that is evil.  The Protestant scholastic developed the doctrine of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� thoroughly and completely, making it the permanent possession of the church.  In its developed form, �Òit represent�xe "represent"�s our Lord as making satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� for us Ôby his blood, and righteousness,Õ to the justice of God, outraged by human sin, in bearing the penalty due to our guilt, in His own sacrificial death, and at the same time to the demands of the law of God.Ó�  The atoning work of Christ reconciled GodÕs righteousness.  It also shows the supreme manifestation of GodÕs love and eagerness to save, by gracious proclamation of full forgiveness of sin in the blood of Christ�xe "blood of Christ"�.


Luther is too extreme in his portrayal of ChristÕs victory�xe "victory"� over the devil and in his represent�xe "represent"�ation of Christ as the greatest sinner.  Luther describes the transfer of sin and guilt in a doubtful manner.  In his represent�xe "represent"�ation of the atonement, Luther emphasizes the love of God in delivering up His Son for us all.  AulŽnÕs interpretation of Luther finds a cleavage in his ideas between the Father and the Son, with the Father inflicting punishment and the Son enduring it.�


AulŽn argues that LutherÕs view is a revival of the old classic theme of the atonement as taught by the Fathers, but with more depth.� Before AulŽn, interpreters of LutherÕs thought maintained the existence of a continuity of tradition of the Latin type from Anselm to Luther.�


The weaknesses of AnselmÕs theory are overcome in LutherÕs inter-pretation.  Anselm failed to clarify that uniting with Christ by faith is the only way to gain this salvation�xe "salvation"�.  Anselm gives no significance to the resurrection�xe "resurrection"�, attaching atoning significance only to the death of Christ.  The note of victory�xe "victory"� is hardly heard in AnselmÕs treatment of the subject, but it rings through LutherÕs interpretation.  But even the Òdeficiency of the great reformer, if it may be regarded as such, was made up by John Calvin�xe "Calvin"�.Ó�





John Calvin�xe "Calvin"� (1509-1564): Sacrifice and Penal Substitution


Calvin�xe "Calvin"�Õs doctrine concerning the atoning death of Christ is clear and simple in his Institutes of the Christian Religion (Book II).  Calvin�xe "Calvin"� argues that the necessity for ChristÕs atoning death arises from the fact of sin and corruption which the whole human race has inherited from Adam.  Through their sin humans cut themselves off from God.  Therefore, the only way to bring them back to God is the way God Himself provided, by sending Christ as Mediator.  God in Christ was reconciling the world to Himself.  The Incarnation was for salvation�xe "salvation"� and for propitiat�xe "propitiat"�ing God.  The atoning death of Christ was to restore us to divine favor, so as to make us, instead of sons of men, sons of God; instead of heirs of hell, heirs of the heavenly kingdom.�


It was necessary for the mediator to be both truly God and truly human.  Since the redeem�xe "redeem"�er’s work was to swallow up death and conquer sin, He must be alive and righteous.  In fact, He must be God Himself.  In his infinite mercy God in Christ becomes our redeem�xe "redeem"�er, because He is the only one who can do that.  That view depends upon the fact that all people in the person of Adam had disobeyed God and fallen into sin.� Christ Òmade himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likenessÓ(Phil. 2:7).


In order to overcome the effects of this death, our Lord adopted Òthe person of Adam . . . that he might in his stead obey the Father; that he might present our flesh as the price of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� to the just judgment of God, and in the same flesh pay the penalty which we had incurred.Ó�


God cannot suffer and die, and human beings cannot conquer death; the Mediator endured death as the expiation of sin because divinity and humanity were combined in Him.  By conquering death, the mediator gained for us victory�xe "victory"� over it.�  The atoning death of Jesus Christ caused death of the ÒdeathÓ and set us free, because it was followed by the resurrection�xe "resurrection"�. 


The Protestant doctrine of soteriology�xe "soteriology"� took shape under Philip Melanchthon�xe "Melanchthon"� (1497-1560).  About the law, he said in his Loci Communes:  Òthe demands of the law have been met, the wrath of God has been appeased, and the soul of the sinner liberated from the curse.  But it is John Calvin�xe "Calvin"� . . . [who] definitively formulates the Protestant doctrine in his Institutes of the Christian Religion.Ó�  Calvin�xe "Calvin"� insisteded that the divine justice, not the divine honor (of Anselm),� must be satisfied.  This is an important point to be developed in AnselmÕs thought.


The reformation doctrine of justification�xe "Justification"� by faith threw its light back upon the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� that provided its basis, so that the doctrine came fully to its rights.�  This is clear in both Luther and Calvin�xe "Calvin"�.


Hugo Grotius (1583-1645), in his defense of the Catholic faith, considers the atonement as an administrative necessity laid upon God, if in his benevolence He would forgive human sin.  Jesus died not to expiate GodÕs justice but to manifest it, Òfurnishing a penal example which served prospectively as a deterrent from sin.  Once the safety of the ethical order was thus assured, God could forgive sin on the ground of His clemency.Ó� 





Developed Satisfaction�xe "Developed Satisfaction"��xe "satisfaction"�


Although Anselm was the first theologian to offer a scientific statement in his Cur Deus Homo�xe "Cur Deus Homo"�? it was completely developed by the Protestant scholastics.�  This  development took place in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.


The sacrifice of Christ is best recognized through this developed doctrine of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.  According to it, the atoning work of Christ is at its core a true and perfect sacrifice offered to God, of intrinsic value and ample for the expiation of our guilt.  It is a true and perfect righteousness offered to God in fulfillment of the demands of his law.  ChristÕs work was performed in such a manner as to convey to the hearts of people a profound sense of the indefectible righteousness of God and to give us a perfect revelation of His love.  By ChristÕs work God is reconciled to us, and we, under the quickening influence of the spirit, are reconciled to God, hence, making peace (2 Co. 5:18).  It is an external peace between an angry God and sinful humans, and an internal one exemplified in the response of the human conscience to the restored smile of God.�  The Christian understanding of the atoning work of Christ is best explained through the developed doctrine of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� in the Reformation period. 





Penal Substitution�xe "Substitution"��xe "Penal Substitution�xe "Substitution"�"�


Penal substitute means that Jesus did something on the sinnerÕs behalf, bearing their penalty.  We share in all the benefits won by Christ through his obedience upon the Cross.  This is a central idea to both Luther and Calvin�xe "Calvin"�Õs thoughts.  In order to clarify it, Luther makes it an image of marriage, between Christ and the believers (especially to explain Romans 6-7).  We can participate in all the benefits of the Cross because Jesus not only represent�xe "represent"�ed us, but He took our place as our represent�xe "represent"�ative or substitute.  Christ was crucified in our place as our substitute.  Sinners ought to have been crucified, on account of their sins.  But God allowed Christ to stand in our place, taking our guilt upon himself.  His righteousness won by obedience upon the Cross might now become ours.� 





The Modern Period


The sacrificial understanding of ChristÕs death became of Òcentral importance within Protestant Soteriologies.  Thus John PearsonÕs Exposition of the Creed (1659) insists upon the necessity of the sacrifice of Christ in redemption�xe "redemption"�, and specially links this with the priestly office of Christ.Ó�  The freedom from sin could not be bought without a propitiat�xe "propitiat"�ory sacrifice.  For the atonement there was the necessity of a priest.  Therefore, it was an important office of Christ.  The work of Christ could be summarized under three ÒofficesÓ:


Prophet, through which Christ declares the will of God.


Priest, through which He makes sacrifice for sin, offering himself.


King, through which He rules with authority over his people.�


The beginning of the Modern period was affected by the approach that sees the Cross as a sacrifice, as evidenced in John PearsonÕs and ChubbÕs ideas.  Brunner considers the offering of Christ as the expiatory penal Sacrifice of the Son of God.  The use of Sacrificial imagery has become less widespread since 1945, especially in German language theology.�


Thomas Chubb (1679-1747) argues that the idea of ChristÕs death as a sacrifice arises from the apologetic concerns of the early Christian writers, which led them to harmonize this religion of reason with the cult of the Jews.  He argues that even the apostles tried to make Christianity bear a resemblance to Judaism.�


Joseph Butler, the noted English critic of Deism, found difficulty in reinstating the notion of sacrifice in his Analogy of Religion (1736).  Given the strongly rationalist spirit of the age, he was obliged to concede more than he cared to.� 


The atoning work of Jesus initiates a God-consciousness in the members of the Patristic�xe "Patristic"� community.  This is what Friendrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834) explains in his Magnum Opus (the Christian faith).  Schleiermacher is often represent�xe "represent"�ed as teaching a view of the atonement as Lebenerhohung, a German term meaning a kind of moral�xe "moral"� elevation of life.  His distinctive ideas proved to be capable of being assimilated into the purely examplarist understanding, rather than represent�xe "represent"�ing a challenge to them.�


McGrath argues that Schleiermacher insists upon the religious value of the death of Christ opposing the purely moral�xe "moral"� approach.  Christ came to establish the supremacy of the consciousness of God in humanity.  He did not die to make or endorse a moral�xe "moral"� system.�  According to Schleiermacher, redemption�xe "redemption"� of the natural human (was in) God consciousness of the living influence of Christ.  McGrath�xe "McGrath"� continues,





redemption�xe "redemption"� consists in the stimulation and elevation of the natural human God consciousness through the Òentrance of the living influence of Christ.Ó He attributes to Christ Òan absolutely powerful God-consciousness.Ó This, he argues, possesses an assimilative power of such intensity that he is able to bring about the redemption�xe "redemption"� of humanity.


Schleiermacher seems to have in mind something like the model of a charismatic political leader; who is able to communicate his version with such clarity and power that it is both understood by this audience, and also captivates them in such a way that they are transformed by it, and come to be caught up in it. Yet it remains his idea, he has assumed others into it, without compromising his personal uniqueness, in that it is and remains his vision.�


Albrecht Ritschl (1822-1889) was more affected by reconciliation and justification�xe "Justification"� saying that, as founder of GodÕs Kingdom, Jesus suffered death in fidelity to his unique vocation.  But Emil Brunner interprets the atonement as the expiatory penal sacrifice of the Son of God in The Mediator.  In his Church Dogmatics, Karl Barth broke with an immanent liberalism that shriveled the value of the atonement to a subjective influence.�  While historic orthodoxy takes issue with neo-orthodoxy in a number of crucial points, it is nevertheless remarkable that some of the post liberal theologians insist upon central biblical events.


Horace BushnellÕs Vicarious�xe "vicarious"� Sacrifice (1866) illustrates the trend of the Cross as a sacrifice in the Anglo-American theology of that period.  Christ awakens our sense of guilt through his suffering.  His vicarious�xe "vicarious"� sacrifice demonstrates God awakening our sense of guilt.�  Having affirmed the Deity of Christ, Bushnell declares that, Òthere is a Cross in God before the wood is seen on the hill . . . it is as if there were a Cross unseen, standing on its undiscovered hill, far back in the ages.Ó�


McGrath adds that Hastings Rashdall is another eminent modernist who expresses the most significant statement of the examplarist approach in England in the 1915 Bampton Lectures.  Rashdall launches a vigorous attack on traditional approaches to the atonement in these lectures.  But the only interpretation of the Cross adequate for the needs of the modern age was that already associated with the medieval writer Peter Abelard�xe "Abelard"�.�  The churchÕs early creed, ÒThere is none other name given among men by which we may be saved,Ó may be translated: ÒThere is none other ideal given among men by which we may be saved, except the moral�xe "moral"� ideal which Christ taught us by his word, and illustrated by his life and death of love.Ó�


However, Abelard�xe "Abelard"� does not hold precisely the opinions that Rashdall attributes to him.  His argument is independent of this fact.  ÒIn an age which had discovered biblical Criticism, there was no longer any place for any understanding of ChristÕs death which was based upon an objective notion of sin or satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.Ó�


G. W. H. Lamp and John Hick are English writers who adopt similar approaches.  McGrath�xe "McGrath"� adds that Lamp launches a fierce attack on legal approaches, before commending an examplarist approach based on the paradox and miracle of love.�


John Hick argues that the ÒChrist-event is only one of the points at which God has been and still is creatively at work within human life, his distinctiveness relates solely to his being a  visible story and not an additional truth.Ó�  The purely Ôexamplarist approaches to the CrossÕ face a chief difficulty associated with their understanding of human sin.  The idea of sin seemed weak and inadequate in the light of atrocities of World War II, such as Auschwitz.  The belief in the fundamental goodness of human nature received a severe setback� because of that war.  McGrath�xe "McGrath"� adds that,





In response to this a number of major Christological and theological [points] may be noted.  Doctrines such as the incarnation, which imply a high profile of identification between Jesus Christ and God, are discarded, in favor of various degrees of Christologies.�





In addition, these degrees of Christologies, Òare more amenable to the reductionist program of Liberalism. This has important implications for soterio-logy�xe "soteriology"�, as will become clear.  A sharp distinction is drawn between the historical person of Jesus Christ, and the principles which he is alleged to represent�xe "represent"�.Ó�





Theological Issues


The historic theories of the atonement raise a number of theological themes.  We deal with these themes as follows.





Christology�xe "Christology"� and Soteriology�xe "soteriology"�


We dealt with redemption�xe "redemption"� as a biblical term that expresses the atoning work of Christ, but now we can deal with Christology�xe "Christology"� and soteriology�xe "soteriology"�.  These latter must not be differentiated as in the older works of theology, because the person of Christ is revealed through his work.  Albrecht Ritschl adopts this approach arguing that it was improper to separate Christology�xe "Christology"� and soteriology�xe "soteriology"�.  They can be seen as two sides of the same coin, rather than two independent areas of thought.  A separation between Christology�xe "Christology"� and soteriology�xe "soteriology"� is not possible, because both the soteriological interest and the interest in salvation�xe "salvation"� lead us to ask about the figure of Jesus.� 


Jesus is the savior�xe "savior"� of humanity, but the Old Testament affirmed that  there was only one savior�xe "savior"� of humanity, God.  On the other hand, the New Testament declared that Jesus saves his people from their sins (Mt. 1:21); He is the ÒSavior�xe "savior"� who is Christ the LordÓ (Lk 2:11); Òin his name alone there is salvation�xe "salvation"�Ó�(Ac. 4:12).  ÒGod made the author of our salvation�xe "salvation"� perfect through sufferingÓ �(He. 2:10).  In these affirmations, and countless others, Jesus is understood to function as God.  


Jews and Christians share a belief in the messianic�xe "messianic"� dimension within a theology of creation as well as the idea of the covenant and historical experience.�  The first Christian community realized a new peoplehood under God.  This Òmessianic�xe "messianic"� actualization by Jesus as the Christ was heralded by [the] Jewish faith . . .  [and] interpreted as transcending Jewry to embrace mankind.Ó� The messianic�xe "messianic"� fact may be a theme of lively controversy as to its affirmation or denial, but there is no doubt about the messianic�xe "messianic"� hope.  Cragg�xe "Cragg"� argues,





The Messiah�xe "Messiah"�, then, was to be an answer suitable for God and adequate to history.  The prophet-dimension in the surmise of Messianic�xe "messianic"� hope held  a  puzzling mystery.  Yet perhaps the puzzling of prophethood could hold a discon-cerning clue.  As suffering became steadily the mark of prophets, and most tellingly of Jeremiah, could it be that a personal travail, learning vicarious�xe "vicarious"�ly the wrongs of the people, might hold the costly secret of how Ôthe day of the LordÕ might come?� 


God is the Savior�xe "savior"� for his people throughout the Old Testament.  The Jewish Messianic�xe "messianic"� hope is emphatically confident about the sovereignty of God.  Therefore, one can ask, could the Messiah�xe "Messiah"� then be the Savior�xe "savior"�?


Humanity needs God to save it, and Jesus is the savior�xe "savior"� of humanity who acts as God.  ÔJesus Christ, Son of God, Savior�xe "savior"�Õ are  five Greek letters represent-�xe "represent"�ing a ÔfishÕ (( - ( - ( - ( - (), which was a symbol of faith to early Christians.�


The revelatory presence of God in Christ is a central element in Christian theology. Christ makes God known in a particular manner, distinctive of Christianity.  The radical statement of this conviction is found in BarthÕs thought.�  Jesus himself declared ÒI and the Father are oneÓ (Jn.10:30), and ÒAnyone who has seen me has seen the FatherÓ (Jn.14:9).  These words and others emphasize the belief that the father speaks and acts in the son.


Cragg�xe "Cragg"� argues that, Òthe fact of what he [Jesus] was telling of God, and his telling it, and its ground of truth in his assurance about it, and its evident power in human release from evil, meant that the kingdom of God was truly among his hearers.Ó�  Cragg�xe "Cragg"� argues that we can cite Paul in Galatians 3:26-28, ÒIn Christ . . . there is neither Jew nor Greek.Ó�  Then Cragg asked whether we could substitute ÒIn GodÓ for ÒIn Christ.Ó�  We could answer yes, meaning  that ÒGod in Christ,Ó universalizes his grace through the atoning work of Christ.


In looking at the prophets and other godly men of the Bible, the argument for humanity’s need of salvation�xe "salvation"� is clear.  For example, Job says that there is a mediator who will put his hand on both of us.  His situation needed a mediator to put his hand in GodÕs hand and humanityÕs hand.  Christ is the only one who can do that.


Salvation�xe "salvation"� is understood as being linked with the life, death, and resurrection�xe "resurrection"� of Jesus Christ.  Recent theological debate concerns the Cross, whether it is ÒconstitutiveÓ or Òillustrative.Ó�  The German theologian Martin Kahler raised a question with the same meaning concerning the theories of the atonement: ÒDid Christ just make known some insight concerning an unchangeable situation--or did he establish a new situation?Ó  In response to this question McGrath�xe "McGrath"� argues that there was a decisive activity of God that had always been going on, an activity that is before the creation itself.�


According to McGrath�xe "McGrath"� the Cross is illustrative not constitutive; the Cross of Christ illustrates the saving will of God.  He argues that the Oxford theologian Maurice F. Wiles adopts a similar approach.  He adds that, Òthe Christ-event is in some way a demonstration of what is true of GodÕs eternal nature.Ó�  Christ not only reveals something important, but He also achieves our salvation�xe "salvation"�.


Christian theology in the realms of “Cross” and “church” has much to gain from moving out of its traditional discussion of soteriology�xe "soteriology"� and ecclesiology (that could be found in the Judaic mind).�  This chapter shows the Christian under-standing concerning the fulfillment of the atonement in ChristÕs work, which has its basis in Jewish thought.  Cragg�xe "Cragg"� argues,





Our faith in the real, actual and  historical redemption�xe "redemption"� at the cross has much listening here. If we can bring it, it will deeply inform as well as inspire the response. This must be firmly linked with the other emotive area of Judeo-Christian relation . . . it was and is the Judaic unreadiness for Messiah�xe "Messiah"�ship according to Jesus crucified.�





Formulae 


In addition to the terminology raised by the historic theories of the atonement, there are some theological formulae.  The following section is dealing with them as follows.





ÒFor UsÓ and ÒAgainst UsÓ


Christ took our place as a substitute.  God in Christ exercises his righteous judgment by exposing our sin, by taking it upon Himself.  Therefore, the Cross speaks Òfor usÓ and Òagainst us.Ó�  It could be argued that: 





The Òfor usÓ of his death on the cross included and enclosed this terrible Òagainst us.Ó Without this terrible Òagainst us,Ó it would not be the divine and holy and redemptive and effectively helpful Òfor us,Ó in which the conversion to God has become an event.� 





The Death of God Formula


Jurgen Moltmann �xe "Moltmann"�argues that, 





many people feel disoriented when faced with the slogans ÔGod is deadÕ and ÔGod cannot dieÕ.  Nevertheless, within these public controversies, new converging trends . . . may lead us to expect a consistent Christian doctrine of God. . . . [some] have excluded the question of God from current discussion.  It is true that others have turned only to Jesus, his example and human features . . . following the political Ôdeath of GodÕ in modern times.  The new converging trends in theological thought today concentrate the question and the knowledge of God on the death of Christ on the cross and attempt to understand GodÕs being from the death of Jesus . . . to being with Christology�xe "Christology"� and thus to speak of God for JesusÕ sake, . . .  The theological traditions have always considered the cross and the resurrection�xe "resurrection"� of Jesus within the horizon of soteriology�xe "soteriology"�.�


Moltmann �xe "Moltmann"�also argues that, Òin Catholic theology since 1960, Karl Rahner has understood the death of Jesus as the death of God in the sense that through his death Ôour deathÕ [becomes] the death of the immortal God himself.Ó�


Moltmann �xe "Moltmann"�adds that, ÒHans Urs von Balthaser has similarly taken up the ominous formula Ôthe death of GodÕ and developed the Ôpaschal mysteryÕ under the title Ôthe death of God as the source of salvation�xe "salvation"�, revelation and theology.ÕÓ�


It is not the death of God but only a death in God.  Barth has consistently drawn the harshness of the Cross into his concept of God.  Therefore, Moltmann �xe "Moltmann"�argues that,





His [Barth] criticism of a one-sided Lutheran theologia crucis itself leads him to take up the theology of the cross and make it more profound, for only in connection with the resurrection�xe "resurrection"� of Jesus can the theology of the cross be theology . . . .  Because Barth thought consistently of ÔGod in ChristÕ, he could think historically of GodÕs being, speak almost in theopaschite terms of GodÕs suffering and being involved in the cross of the Son, and finally talk of the Ôdeath of GodÕ, de facto,  if not in those very words.�


Moltmann �xe "Moltmann"�clarifies saying, ÒJesusÕ death cannot be understood Ôas the death of God,Õ but only as death in God.  ÔThe death of GodÕ can be designated the origin of Christian theology . . . only the death on the Cross in God and God in JesusÕ death.Ó�  The Christian understandings of the talk about Ôthe death of GodÕ have lacked a dimension, the Trinitarian.  The symbolic expression of Cyril of Jerusalem is that, ÒOn the Cross, God stretched out his hands to embrace the ends of the earth.  He invites [to himself] the whole earth of the crucified Jesus and thus in God.”�





The Death of Christ in Relation to Forgiveness


How is the forgiveness of sins related to the death of Christ?  There are some models that could be used to understand the manner in which the forgiveness of human sins is related to the death of Christ.  Some of these models or approaches to the atonement were subject to  radical criticism.  We are in Christ, so we too participate in the risen Christ through faith.


It could be argued that Christ became what we are in order to give us the chance to be what He is.  For Paul, Christ shared all our experience, sin alone excepted, including death in order that we, by virtue of our solidarity with Him, might share his life.� 





Represent�xe "represent"�ation 


What Christ achieved through the Cross is available to the believers.  By His obedience upon the Cross, Christ represent�xe "represent"�s His covenant people and secures benefits for their sake.  By coming to faith, we come to stand within, and to share all the benefits won by Christ through his Cross and resurrection�xe "resurrection"�.  These benefits encompass the forgiveness of sins.�


Represent�xe "represent"�ation theory has been developed partly in opposition to substitution�xe "Substitution"� theory.  But they must not to be put in opposition to each other because they replace each other.  The concept of substitution�xe "Substitution"� is essential for an understanding of the atonement.  This concept is clear in the Pauline Epistles, where God is said to have given Christ for us all (Rom. 8:32); Christ became sin for us (2 Co. 5:21); God condemned sin in the flesh through ChristÕs death  (Rom. 8:3).� 





Substitution�xe "Substitution"�


Christ was crucified in our place as our substitute.  Sinners ought to have been crucified, on account of their sins.  But God allowed Christ to stand in our place, taking our guilt upon Himself.  His righteousness won by obedience upon the Cross might become ours.�  Criticism was directed against the doctrine of original sin�xe "original sin"�, the concept of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�, and the doctrine of imputation of righteousness of Christ.  The Enlightenment writers find the idea of the Ôoriginal sin�xe "original sin"�Õ unacceptable.  They reject it, believing that every human being is respon-sible for his or her own moral�xe "moral"� guilt.�  Therefore, this section deals with represent�xe "represent"�ation and substitution�xe "Substitution"� theories and their critics.  Then it tries to answer the question: could the judge be judged (as a substitute) in our place?  The substitution�xe "Substitution"�ary character is clear in the following argument:





What took place is that the Son of God fulfilled the righteous judgment on us, human beings by himself taking our place as a human being, and in our place undergoing the judgment under which we had passed . . . Because God willed to execute his Judgment on us in his Son, it all took place in his person, as his accusation and condemnation and destruction. He judged, and it was the judge who was judged, who allowed himself to be judged. . . . Why did God become a human being?  So that God as a human being might do and accomplish and achieve and complete all this for us wrongdoers, in order that in this way there might be brought about by him our reconciliation with him and our conversion to him.�


Exercising his righteous judgment, God took our sin upon Himself, hence, neutralizing its power.  The Cross speaks Òfor usÓ and Òagainst us,Ó� as was seen above.


Substitution�xe "Substitution"� and represent�xe "represent"�ation are the two traditional interpretations of JesusÕ role in redemption�xe "redemption"� which show the relationship of the dying Jesus to humankind.  The two terms express the idea that Jesus identified himself with sinners.  Substitution�xe "Substitution"� means that Jesus did something on the sinnerÕs behalf, bearing their penalty, but Òrepresent�xe "represent"�ation means that He did something not nece-ssarily identical with what sinners would have had to do themselves, but rather something which has the effect of releasing them from this obligation.  Jesus offered some kind of compensation to God but did not suffer the judgment,Ó� which the sinners had to bear.  Marshall proceeds along this same line as follows:





The concept of substitution�xe "Substitution"� has a long history, and its acceptance is a necessary mark of orthodoxy in various statements of faith and confessional writings. There is no doubt in my mind that it is present in the New Testament. Yet there are those who have sought to replace it by ideas of represent�xe "represent"�ation, expressed in various ways. It has been argued, for example, that in Jesus we see an expression of penitence and repentance toward God which is effective on our behalf and with which we can identify.�


Let us examine some critics of the substitution�xe "Substitution"� view.  The Enlightenment insists upon rationality and, perhaps above all, the moral�xe "moral"� dimension.  The transfer of guilt is moral�xe "moral"�ly suspect.  ÒThe Ôvicarious�xe "vicarious"� satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�,Õ was also regarded with acute suspicion: in what sense was it moral�xe "moral"� for one human being to bear the penalties due for another.Ó� 


The Enlightenment writers consider Jesus as merely a religious teacher of humanity, or perhaps the exemplar of a religious or moral�xe "moral"� principle.  McGrath�xe "McGrath"� calls this approach ÒThe Cross as a Moral�xe "moral"� Example.Ó But Jesus does not establish such principles; indeed their authority lies in their being recognized to be consonant with rational ideas and values.� There was a growing anxiety about Òthe plausibility of the Enlightenment view of sin [that] has brought in its wake a growing disenchantment with the Enlightenment notion of Ôredemption�xe "redemption"� through knowledgeÕ including examplarist approaches to the meaning of the death of Christ.Ó�  McGrath argues that in his System der reinen Philosophie (1778), G. S. Steinbart argued that historical investigation disclosed the intrusion of three Òarbitrary assumptionsÓ into Christian reflection on salvation�xe "salvation"�:


1. the Augustinian doctrine of original sin�xe "original sin"�;


2. the concept of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�;


3. the doctrine of the imputation of the righteousness of Christ.�


For such reasons, Steinbart felt able to declare the substructure of orthodox Protestant thinking on the person and work of Christ to be little more than a relic of a bygone era.�


Freud viewed the origin of guilt as a simple psychosocial projection.  But the collapse of the evolutionary moral�xe "moral"� optimism of liberal Protestantism in the wake of the first World War raised again the question of human guilt, and the need for redemption�xe "redemption"� through a source external to the human situation.� McGrath argues that a good represent�xe "represent"�ative of this type of writings is found in P. T. ForsythÕs Justification�xe "Justification"� of God (1916), that





represent�xe "represent"�s an impassioned plea to allow the notion of the Òjustice of GodÓ to be rediscovered. Forsyth is less concerned than Anselm for the legal and juridical aspects of the cross; his interest centers on the manner in which the cross is inextricably linked with Òthe whole moral�xe "moral"� fabric and movement of the universe.Ó The doctrine of the atonement is inseparable from Òthe rightness of things.Ó  God acts to restore this Òrightness of things,Ó in that he makes available through the cross means of moral�xe "moral"� regeneration something which the war demonstrated that humanity needed, yet was unable to provide itself.� 


The important point to be emphasized in this respect is Jesus appearing as the represent�xe "represent"�ative or agent of God.  At the same time Jesus is regarded as primarily represent�xe "represent"�ing humankind to God.  This is due to a strong tendency in current Christology�xe "Christology"� to think Òfrom below,Ó yet it is contrary to the emphasis of the New Testament concerning the way God sent Jesus,� or the way God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself (2 Co. 5:17 ).


Critics of a certain class have asserted that we owe the doctrine of the atonement to the apostles and especially to Paul.�  But Jesus during his life made frequent reference to his death, especially in the last months.  The Gospels make it very clear that death was in the mind of Jesus throughout his ministry, and it had for him a profound significance.�


For the represent�xe "represent"�ation and substitution�xe "Substitution"� theories, one may ask, could the judge be judged in our place?  In his Church Dogmatics,  Barth includes a crucial discussion of the theme of ÒatonementÓ or Òreconciliation.Ó�  The central section addressing the issue is significantly titled ÒThe Judge Judged in Our Place.Ó Christ is the judge who has represent�xe "represent"�ed me before the judgment (seat) of God and has taken away the condemnation. This section of Barth can be considered as a commentary, dealing with the manner in which the judgment of God was made known and enacted.�  It provides what Anselm had failed to integrate within a Trinitarian context.


In an attempt to affirm that sin is not a detachable aspect of human nature, Barth uses the term Ôperson of sin.Õ  In the Cross we can see God exercising His rightful judgment of sinful humanity.  In the Cross the Righteous Judge makes known His judgment of sinful humanity, and simultaneously takes judgment upon Himself.


It was a true insight that led the synoptic writers to record that as Jesus died there was darkness over the whole land.  It was one of the darkest moments in all human history, because His death was more than the death of a man.  With Him, also died the faith, vision, and values that He preached and lived.  Simon Peter followed by the other disciples went to do their usual work, fishing.  However, an event transpired, that is, the resurrection�xe "resurrection"� of Jesus from the dead, that transformed their lives and so changed the course of human history.�  The resurrection�xe "resurrection"� gave the death of Christ its real significance.


In the Cross we see primarily an action of God through God.  This can be understood on three levels.  God in Christ endures the worst that sinful human-kind can inflict on him, is not overcome by it, and loves to the very end.  According to this view, the Cross shows the ultimate victory�xe "victory"� of invincible love.� Marshall continues,





The second level [in] the cross is the place of GodÕs alignment with humankind in all its need and suffering. God in Christ endures the worst that ever falls to the lot of the human race, namely  suffering . . . on the side of justice and love, and will bring life out of death and joy out of suffering. . . . the third level . . . [is the] action of divine love which takes on itself the consequence of human sinfulness against God and exhausts them so that peace can be restored between God and humankind . . . conceptions which lie at the center of the New Testament imagery about the death of Jesus.�


The message of the Gospel is that of liberation to those who are oppressed, whether spiritually or politically.�  The ÒGood NewsÓ is that of liberation and forgiveness to those who are burdened by the weight of personal guilt.  





The Necessity of the Atonement


Why did Christ die?  Although Judas delivered Him to the priests, and the priests took Him to Pilate, and Pilate gave Him to the soldiers, the New Testament indicates both that the Father Ôgave Him upÕ and that Jesus Ôgave Himself upÕ for us.  Looking below the surface we can discover the implication of JesusÕ words in the upper room, the Last Supper, the Garden of Gethsemane and the cry of dereliction.�


It had already become evident that His death was related to our sins.  It is clear that there is a conflict between the gravity of sin�xe "gravity of sin"� and the majesty of God.  If we reject the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theories we will find that God must satisfy Himself.  That is, He cannot contradict Himself, but must act in a way that expresses His perfect character of holy love.  But how could He do this?  He substituted Himself in Christ for us.� We can affirm self-satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� by self-substitution�xe "Substitution"� as the essence of the Cross.


The arguments for Òthe necessity of the atonement are mostly of an inferential character, but are nevertheless of considerable importance.Ó�  The argument goes as follows: 


1. According to the Scripture, God cannot simply overlook defiance to His infinite majesty.  By virtue of His divine righteousness and holiness, He hates sin with a divine hatred.  Paul argues in Romans 3:25-26 that it was necessary that Christ should be offered as an atoning sacrifice for sin, in order that God might be just while forgiving the sinner.  The justice of God must be maintained; therefore the atonement is necessary because of His divine nature.�


2. The second argument is that the majesty and absolute immutability of the divine law, as inherent in the very nature of God, made it necessary for Him to demand satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�� of the sinner.  The transgression of the law inevitably carries with it a penalty.  The general principle of the law is expressed in Deuteronomy 27:26 (cursed be he that confirms not the words of this law to do them).  The sinner could not meet the demands of the law; therefore, there is a need for a vicarious�xe "vicarious"� satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� for the sinnerÕs justification�xe "Justification"�.�


3. The nature of sin as guilt is one cause of the necessity of a vicarious�xe "vicarious"� atonement.  Sin is not only a mere moral�xe "moral"� weakness, but goes far deeper than that.  Negatively, it is lawlessness, and positively, it is transgression of the law of God, and therefore guilt (1 Jn. 3:4; Rom. 2:25, 27).  Guilt makes one a debtor to the law and requires either a personal or a vicarious�xe "vicarious"� atonement.�  In scriptural language, GodÕs love bears sin, yet receives and regenerates sinners.�


4. While God is loving, He is likewise holy: Òhis self-integrity requires that he maintains and asserts himself as self-derived, self-sufficient, and self-giving . . . His glory lies in the creaturesÕ voluntary adoration of the CreatorÕs  holiness.  Ultimately then, it is GodÕs intrinsic nature which explains the  atonement.Ó�


5. God is a God of truth and cannot lie; we believe in His veracity (Num. 23:19 and Rom. 3:4).  According to Ezekiel 18:4 and Romans 6:23, death would be the penalty for disobedience.  The veracity of God�xe "City of God"� demanded that the penalty should be executed, and if sinners were to be saved, the penalty should be executed by the taking of the life of a substitute.�


6. God Himself provided an amazing sacrifice, which implies the necessity of the atonement.  God gave His begotten Son to be subjected to bitter suffer-ings and to a shameful death.  Therefore, it is impossible that God did this unnecessarily.  ÒThis sacrifice would be most painfully irrelevant if it were any-thing short of absolutely necessary . . . unless it be indeed the only possible means to the salvation�xe "salvation"� of sinful man.  God surely would not have made His Son a wanton sacrifice to a bare point of will.Ó�  The previous argument confirms the necessity of the atoning death of Christ.�  


Before the conclusion one can argue that the idea of salvation�xe "salvation"� is exceptionally complex.  The task of theory is to provide a critical analysis of the constituents of this idea.  The more difficult task is to contextualize the notion of salvation. �xe "salvation"� Therefore, the following section searches the possible connections.





Connections and Disconnections with Islam


This section deals with the theories of the atonement and the theological themes according to the connections and disconnections with Islam.  It begins with a comparison of the different views of the theories of sin to be compared with the Islamic view.


It could be argued that the different historical theories deal deeply with the idea of sin and its guilt.  Generally the Bible considers human nature to be sinful, but the QurÕan deals with human nature as good.  The QurÕan says, ÒWhatever misfortune happens to you, is because of the things your hands have wrought, and for many (of them) He granted forgivenessÓ (Sura 42:30).  In respect to this verse Yusuf Ali noted, Òall evil, all sorrow, all pain and affliction, are things not normal, things twisted from the pure and holy nature as created by GodÕs hands.Ó�  Now we can categorize the different theories as follows.





Ransom Theory�xe "ransom theory"�


Although there has been a debate about the ransom theory, the analogy of ChristÕs death as a ransom can be used as one of the most helpful illustrations in the Arab-Muslim context as mentioned above and as Chapters 3 and 8 will discuss.  


Rashdall argues that in Origen�xe "Origen"� the ransom is a metaphor taken from the battlefield as mentioned above.  However, for Muslims we can refer to Sura 37:107 (Òand We [God] ransomed him [the son of Abraham] with a momentous sacrificeÓ).  In respect to this verse, Yusuf Ali noted, ÒThe adjective qualifying ÔsacrificeÕ here, Ôazim, (great, momentous) may be understood both in a literal and a figurative sense.  In a literal sense it implies that a fine sheep or ram was substituted symbolically. . . .  the commutation of sacrifice, was made not by the man, but by God.Ó� 





Sacrifice Theory


Abelard�xe "Abelard"� retains the early theory that considers JesusÕ death a sacrifice offered to the Father, and the Cross as a demonstration of GodÕs love that is the source of atonement.  The problem with Abelard�xe "Abelard"� is his reducing the saving event to merely a tragic martyr�xe "martyr"�dom.  The Cross as interpreted by Abelard�xe "Abelard"� has no inexorable necessity.  In the moral�xe "moral"� universe, it is an epiphenomenon.�  The model of martyr�xe "martyr"� was adopted toward Jesus, rather than savior�xe "savior"�, within such circles.�


As for the metaphors used, Muslims may accept the ransom, but they could not be convinced that Jesus died as a sacrifice.  The verse of Sura 37:107 is understood to be only for the son of Abraham.  But for Muslims, Jesus could be a martyr�xe "martyr"�.  It may be used as an approach for reconciling the Muslim and Christian interpretations of the death of Christ as will be seen in Chapter 8.





Satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� Theory


Mankind cannot be saved without satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� for sin.  Anselm gives an illustration supposing a rich man holding in his hand a precious pearl that fell into the mud.  It is expected to see this man picking it out of the mud.�  He will wash that pearl, and God does likewise, keeping a person without sin.�


This analogy has its weaknesses, so we can exchange the “pearl” for a “bird” which has some will, and could be tempted.  Using such an illustration can be useful as a bridge, and Chapter 8 will deal with other connections.


Considering the gravity of sin�xe "gravity of sin"�, Anselm argues that the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� should be proportionate to the transgression.  No one can make it for himself.  (For Muslims this could be clearer, if we take into consideration that sin is committed by people as slaves against the king of kings, God, as will be seen in Chapter 3).


The sacrifice of Christ is best recognized through the developed doctrine of satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�.  The atoning work of Christ is at its core a true and perfect sacrifice offered to God, of intrinsic value and ample for the expiation of our guilt.  Also, it is a true and perfect righteousness offered to God in fulfillment of the demands of his law which people have broken.  By this satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� He set us free from the curse of our guilt as breakers of the law, and from the burden of the law as a condition of life.


However, Muslims would have problems with the satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� theory.  This theory seems to divide the one God to have one part satisfying the other one, or one person punishing the other one inside the same God.  For Muslims there is an unacceptable division in the Trinity between the Father and the Son.  They believe in the absolute unity of God.  (Sura 5:73 seems to refute the Trinity but Chapter 4 will deal with that idea.)


Although the formula Ôdeath in GodÕ can solve some problems, Muslims refuse such a solution because it talks about God as composed of components�xe "components"�.  It is the same problem for their understanding of the Trinity or the substitution�xe "Substitution"� theory.





Substitution�xe "Substitution"� Theory


The concept of substitution�xe "Substitution"� is essential for an understanding of the atonement.  However, as mentioned above, the Enlightenment writers find the idea of Ôoriginal sin�xe "original sin"�Õ unacceptable.  They reject it, believing that every human being is responsible for his or her own moral�xe "moral"� guilt.  The transfer of guilt is moral�xe "moral"�ly suspect.  ÒThe Ôvicarious�xe "vicarious"� satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"�,Õ was also regarded with acute suspicion: In what sense was it moral�xe "moral"� for one human being to bear the penalties due for another.Ó� 


Muslims have similar objections.  Every one is responsible for himself or herself.  However, the substitution�xe "Substitution"� idea could be connected to Shi‘isÕ thought, if it is compared with the suffering and death of al-Husain.  Mahmud Ayoub has made an important contribution in his book Redemptive Suffering in Islam, which  is a study of the devotional aspects of ÔAshura in Twelver Shi‘ism.  He argues that, Òlike other redeem�xe "redeem"�ing martyr�xe "martyr"�s before him, Husayn played the role of the Ôprince of peaceÕ, healing and redeem�xe "redeem"�ing human existence and the role of the terrible judge who metes out the awful punishment of strict justice with no mercy.Ó�  He adds, ÒHad the suffering servant of the Lord been introduced to Shi‘i Muslim, he would have found, we believe, a prominent place in the long drama of suffering in Shi‘i piety as well.Ó� 


As for the formulae, it could be argued that the mentioned formulae cannot be used as connections for Muslims.  However, it is the ransom that could be helpful, depending on Sura 37:137 as will be seen below.


As for the question, could the judge be judged in our place, it could be used as a bridge for some Muslims.  It is through metaphors and analogy as seen in Chapters 6 and 8.





Moral�xe "moral"� Influence Theory�xe "Moral Influence Theory"�


For Muslims, JesusÕ moral�xe "moral"� teaching could be accepted.  Therefore, if we can demonstrate this approach, it may be helpful.  The basic features of the approach considers Òthe Cross as a moral�xe "moral"� example.Ó  This example would be valid, but Muslims, as in the substitution�xe "Substitution"� theory, will question the Òmoral�xe "moral"�ityÓ of one dying for another.  However, it was not immoral�xe "moral"� because Jesus died according to His own will.


For the Muslim, Òwith his compelling Allah-consciousness, the ChristianÕs worship and theology fall short of radical transcendence . . . love of God is read as unwarranted trespass on the doing of his will, with which alone revelation is concerned.Ó�  This chapter shows the biblical understanding of the atonement, but in Chapters 4 and 5 the Muslim thought about ChristÕs death will be presented.  Cragg�xe "Cragg"� differentiates between these two outlooks as follows:





This inclusive question of transcendence between two theologies deeply involves the theme of Jesus, his status and significance.  Christian theology embraces, indeed requires, Christology�xe "Christology"�: Islamic theology forbids it.  Islam, therefore, encloses Jesus strictly within the dimension of prophethood the exclusive category, as the Shahadah tells, in the CreatorÕs relation to his human world and the acme of his mercy to it.  For Muslims, Jesus must be comprehended within rubric.  The other, theologically ampler, significance he carries for Christians must be rigorously disallowed.�


In addition, there are great differences between Islamic and Christian theologies around divine transcendence, prophethood and tragedy.  These reflect the absence of Christology�xe "Christology"� in the first case and its centrality in the other.  Cragg�xe "Cragg"� argues that there is a great need to recognize the nature of Christ and his redeem�xe "redeem"�ing work.  The world is manifestly unredeem�xe "redeem"�ed.  We must try to gather all hope and faith around a single Cross.�  


The absence of Christology�xe "Christology"� from Muslim thought leads to the absence of looking for redemption�xe "redemption"�.  There is no soteriology�xe "soteriology"� in Islam and the removal of sin can be done through good deeds as mentioned above (and as we will see in Chapters 3 and 8).


Jews and Christians share a belief in the messianic�xe "messianic"�, on the other hand the Islamic sense of divine sovereignty is connected to humanity only through messengers who demonstrate GodÕs power.�  In fact, ÒThe vital conjunction in theology is not, as in Islam, ÔGod and his prophetÕ: it is ÔGod and his people.ÕÓ�


One may ask, What does Òal-MasihÓ mean in the QurÕan?  The QurÕan says, ÒO Mary! God giveth thee glad tidings of a Word from Him: his name will be Christ JesusÓ (Sura 3: 45).  Yusuf Ali in respect to this verse noted, ÒChrist : Greek, Christos�xe "Christos"� = anointed: kings and priests were anointed to symbolise consecration to their office.  The Hebrew and Arabic form is MasihÓ�  However, for the MuslimÕs mind, the word ÔChristÕ is only a name.  It could be argued that in Islam there is no Christology�xe "Christology"�, but there is prophetology.








Conclusion


The death of Christ cannot be enclosed in the primitive categories of ritual sacrifice and penal satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� or a mere metaphor.  The New Testament gives no precise explanation, and the church does not sponsor any theory of the atonement to be the official one.  However, there is a general understanding that has several components�xe "components"�.  


The act of reconciliation involves GodÕs relation to the world as well as the worldÕs relation to God.  We must take the whole view from the New Testament (Rom. 3:25, 5:10, 11; 2 Co. 5:18-21, and countless other verses).


The New Testament does not develop a theology of the atonement.  However, a theology would not be possible if the New Testament did not provide the principles and lay down the lines of at least a partial solution of this mystery in order to give the general understanding of the atonement.


Each theory or expression explores a selection of the components�xe "components"� of this understanding, and indicates the situation in which it acquired a special appeal and relevance.  Salvation�xe "salvation"� could be expressed as moral�xe "moral"� perfection or deliverance from the bondage of this world.  The Father gave up the Son, and at the same time the Son gave Himself up willingly (therefore, it could not be considered immoral�xe "moral"�).


The substitution�xe "Substitution"�ary work of Christ has an essential moral�xe "moral"� influence, the significance and value of which proceed solely from the spiritual life and feeling of love which it reveals.  Jesus manifested GodÕs mercy, which is stronger than all our sins.


According to the New Testament, the motivation for ChristÕs death is the demonstration of the love of God the Father.  It was His will that the Son should suffer death for us.  The Son accepted the FatherÕs will in demonstrating His love.  The effect of that death is not only sacrificial atonement for sin, but it is also the means of justification�xe "Justification"� and reconciliation achieved by God in Christ.  Through faith in Christ, the believer benefits from His work.


While God is holy, He is also loving.  In His love, He wills to bear the suffering that the sin of humankind has produced.  Consequently, far from negating the basic truth of divine love, the death of Jesus Christ discloses it.  It is a love that in scriptural language, bears sin, yet receives and regenerates sinners.  It is the atonement that demonstrates and elaborates the very idea that God is love.  The sinner could not meet the demands of GodÕs law on his own, so God made vicarious�xe "vicarious"� satisfaction�xe "satisfaction"� as grounds for the sinnerÕs justification�xe "Justification"�.  Unless if it had not really been the only possible means for the salvation�xe "salvation"� of sinful humans, God surely would not have made His Son a sacrifice.  On the Cross Jesus reconciled GodÕs justice with His mercy (Ps. 85:10).


We are justified freely through the redemption�xe "redemption"� that came by Christ Jesus (Rom 3:21-31).  His work, while bringing forgiveness, conserves holiness, magni-fies law, and vindicates righteousness.  In the Cross, we see primarily an action of God through God, because of His love.


While the death of Christ is not only a necessity but also a historical fact, the QurÕan seems to deny it, as in the Verse of Controversy (Sura 4:157) as seen in Chapters 4 and 5.  For Muslims, the death of Christ is not a necessity.  For them, it did not happen, but He ascended to Heaven directly without death.  For the Ahmadiyya, Jesus was crucified but did not die, He survived.  Appendix II, will deal in detail with their view. 
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