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The Letter to the Hebrews, Lesson #7
Biblical and Historical Appraisal

 of the Doctrine of the Atonement

The word atonement, which is almost the only theological term of English origin, has a curious history.  The verb "atone," from the adverbial phrase "at one" (M.E. at one), at first meant to reconcile, or make "at one;" but later under the impact of Forensics and the teaching of St. Anselm it came to denote the action by which such reconciliation was effected, e.g., satisfaction for all offense or an injury (Cur Deus Homo).

Did Paul Use OT Vocabulary to Explain the Death of Jesus?

Romans and the Other Letters

“But now the righteousness of God has been revealed apart from the Law” (Rom 3:21-26)

Paul wants to say: The Law is not the source of God’s righteousness.  If the Law is the source of God’s righteousness no one will be saved according to Romans 3:20.

“Revealed,” the verb phneroun, should be understood not as a revelation as in Romans 1: 17) where the verb is apokalyptein, but as in 2 Corinthians 2:14, 4:2 and Romans 1:19 where it means “made known, manifested openly.”  The witness of the Law and the prophets is not disputed, but “witness” and “source” are not the same here.

The Righteousness of God 

Paul repeats this key phrase dikaiosyne theou as an attribute of God.  Here Paul does not use the verb dikaiosyne but uses other verbs such as “manifested.”   The absence of this verb emphasizes that the divine initiative stems from an aspect of God himself, or, to use the common old word in ancient Christian theology, “nature of God.”  Paul uses the phrase the righteousness of God in the same sense that he used in Romans 3:5, to which this verse clearly alludes.

The righteousness of God comes through faith in Jesus Christ.  According to the Greek, it can mean “through the faith of Jesus Christ.”  The sense of the Greek is disputed by NT scholars. 

1. Some commentators would understand it as subjective (Haussleiter, NKZ 2 [109-45, 205-30; Kittel, TSK 79 [419-36; Howard, HTR 60 [459-65; ExpTim 85 [212-1 5; Price, Int 28 (1974): 272-73; Williams, JBL 99 [272-78; CBQ 49 43 1-47; Johnson, CBQ 44 [77-90; Ramaroson, ScEsp 39 [81-92;40 [365-77; M.  Hooker, NTS 35 [32 1-42): “through the fidelity of Jesus Christ,” i.e., his obedience to his Father, even to death on the cross.  M. Hooker supports this interpretation by appealing to Romans 3:3, “the faith of God,” and to Romans 4:12, 16, “the faith of Abraham,” so these verses speak of the faith of God, not faith in God.

2. While this interpretation might seem plausible, it runs counter to the main thrust of Paul’s theology.  Consequently, many commentators continue to understand the genitive as objective, “through faith in Jesus Christ,” as in Romans 3:26; Galatians 2:16, 20; 3:22; Philippians 3:9; cf. Ephesians 3:12.  So also Martin Luther, Waugh 56.36; Luther Works, 25.31; Scholiast 3.22; Waugh, 56.256; and Luther Works 25.242: “fides in Christum,” so also Canfield, Romans, vole, 1,203; Baseman, Commentary, 94.  Indeed, as J. Dunn rightly notes (Romans, 166), Paul does not draw attention to Christ’s faithfulness elsewhere in the extended exposition of Romans, even where it would have been highly appropriate, especially in Romans chapter 4, where Abraham’s pistis or “faith” is the model for the believer.  Paul is not thinking of Christ’s fidelity to the Father; nor does he propose it as a pattern for Christian conduct.  Rather, Christ himself is the concrete manifestation of God’s uprightness, and human beings appropriate to themselves the effects of the manifestation of the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus.  Indeed, that divine righteousness of God is comprehended only by those who have the eyes of faith.  This means that since Jesus is himself that manifestation of the righteousness of God, there is no room for any Atonement Theory here.  It is not an event but a manifestation of the Person who is the righteousness of God 

Note: [Considering] Origen of Alexandria’s phrase, “the rightness of God is Jesus Christ” (Comment on Romans Bk, 3, 7,10), then Jesus as a person is not a tool but the very person who has the same righteousness of God being God Himself on the cross  

Comparison with Other NT Texts 

For a similar objective genitive with pistis, faith, see Mark 11:22, echete pistin theou, “have faith in God,” which stands in contrast to ten pistin tou theou of Romans 3:3 and also Acts 3:16, en te pistei tou onomatos autou, “through faith in his name [person]”; Philippians 1:27, te pistei tou euangeliou, “for faith in the gospel”; Colossians 2:12, dia tës pisteos tës energeias tou theou), “through faith in the power of God”; (cf 2 Thes 2:13; James 2:1; Rev 14:12).  Cotemporary with the NT is the Jewish Josephus, in Ant.of the Jews, 191.2 S16,  “furnishes much credibility of God’s power.” (C Moule, ExpTim 68, 1956-57: 157, 221-22.)  Note that in Romans10:9, 1 Corinthians 12:3, and 2 Corinthians 4:5,14, Jesus Christ is presented as the object of faith.  Does the verb “pastoring” ever have Christ as the subject in the NT?  Not even Hebrews 12:2, where Jesus is the Perfecter of faith.

**By grace, in Exodus 12:11, according to the LXX, grace is what is without silver, that which can’t be bought, this is confirmed by Romans 5:17, and “a sheer gift” (Rom 5:15)   

by his grace (Greek dorean) has been used by Paul to emphasize the gratuity of what has been achieved for humanity (cf.  Rom 5:15, 17, 20-21; 6:1; 1 Cor 15:10).  He is not merely thinking of the OT notion of hesed, “steadfast kindness,” the gracious root of Israel’s covenantal relationship with God, but rather of the new plan stemming wholly from a merciful benevolence of God.

This is so because it is a manifestation through the Person where a personal relationship is given as grace and by faith.

**Through the redemption that comes in Christ Jesus, the Greek could be translated, “through the redemption (that is) in Christ Jesus.” Again the Christ-event; is a person in whom the human beings are not only “justified” by Christ Jesus, but are also “redeemed” by him.  Jesus is not a tool because he is the very Person of the Son of the Father.

Christ Jesus by his death on the cross has emancipated or ransomed humanity from its bondage to sin.  If Paul extends the redemption achieved by God himself for Israel at the exodus (Ps 78:35) to all humanity, then this divine act, where in the OT God did not pay a ransom, must be taken as a model of divine redemption.   

The ransoming has already taken place at the death and resurrection of Christ (Rom 3:25), but its final phase is still awaited in the redemption of the body which is not part of a brakeage but is the liberation of the human body from corruption by the resurrection which has happened in Jesus but will be shared by the redeemed on the day of our resurrection (Rom 8:23). When Paul uses en Christo Jesou, he is expressing the mediation of God’s redemption “through Christ Jesus,” i.e., through the death of Christ (Rom 3:25; 4:25; 5:9-10; 2 Cor 5:19, 21), but not even Paul regarded his death as a tool; redemption takes place “in (the person of) Christ Jesus,” who stands for the human race.   The actuality of redemption is found in Christ already glorified to all who are “in Christ Jesus” who have become partakers of the righteousness of God of God through him.  The above note from Origen of Alexandria is supported by the very words of Paul, “we become the righteousness of God in Christ who Himself is our righteousness of God” (1 Cor 1:30). Through Christ a human being becomes a member of the people that God has acquired for himself, a member of the new people of God because God has made Jesus the source of life, “our righteousness and redemption” (1 Cor 1:30).

“Through His Blood”

There is no [word for] “through” in the Greek and literally “in his blood.”  This can mean by means of the shedding of his blood on the cross, or by the pouring out of that which signified his life.  “For the life of every creature is its blood” (Lev 17:14; cf. 17:10).  The last option is nearer to Paul Jewish mind.

There is no separation between the righteousness of God the Father and that of Jesus his Son. 

“God Has Presented Him as a Means of Expiating Sin.” 

Two important words must be considered.

The first is presented

The second is expiation 

If God presented or put forward his Son, as Paul says, then the second word and the rest of the text should not be a problem.

God “put forward,” which rules out a demand and even a necessity presented itself to God.  The work of the Redeemer has suffered from the Arian understanding of separating the Father from the Son.  Arianism (fourth century heresy saying Jesus was not divine)\ - ed.) has no place in the Letters of Paul.  A different translation of this part of the verse was given by Origen of Alexandria and is supported by Cranfield, “God designed him to be,” i.e., God proposed him, as God planned of old a new mode of human salvation.  God proposed him, i.e., set him forth or displayed him publicly.  Then it would be a reference not so much to the divine plan of salvation but to the crucifixion (cf. Gal 3:1, “before whose eyes Jesus Christ was publicly displayed as crucified.”  This verb “put forward” or “designed” was used in the LXX (Ex 29:23; 40:23; Lev 24:8; 2 Macc 1:8, 15) such as the setting out of the showbread.  This sense has been used by F. F. Bruce, Käsemann, and Sanday and Headlam; it is preferred because of other references to divine manifestation in this context.  In any case, the effects of justification, redemption, and expiation are ascribed to God the Father, who brings about such effects for humanity through the death of Christ displayed publicly on the cross.

Should We Translate the Greek to “Expiation” or “Propitiation”? 

The problem with the latter is that it invariably evokes the idea of appeasing God, whereas in Romans 3.25 Paul explicitly states that it is God himself who provided the hilasterion and did not demand it from humanity.  To appease means to offer something to God, but here it is God who put forward Jesus as atonement.

The Israelite worship did not know, as we can tell from the OT, that God was never “propitiated” or “appeased.” by a sacrifice.  The OT does not express this anywhere at all, and does not even hint that God’s wrath is averted by any sacrifice.  Sacrifices are offered to purify and to take away the sins as an obstacle between God and humanity.  The objective of the atoning act is rather the removal of sin – that is, either by purifying the person or object, or by wiping out the sin.  Atonement is characteristically made “for” a person or “for sin,” but not for God.  Thus it can be said that it is God himself who expiates the sin as in the LXX (Ps 24:11; 2 Kings 5:18 … See, Dictionary of NT Theology, vol, 3:315-17 and the comments on Romans 3:25 on pages 320-21).  Of course, the atoning act thus removes the sin, but it does so by acting on the sin rather than on God.  The imagery is more of the removal of a corrosive stain.  J Milgrom, a Jewish scholar in his extensive study of Leviticus (1-16, 1991), has argued that the sacrifice for sin should be called, “purification offering” and that the “blood is a purging element” (pp 254ff).  The text of Leviticus itself supports his exposition since this offering or sacrifice is called “most holy” (Lev 6:24).  Even whatever touches the flesh of this sacrifice shall be holy and when any of its blood is splashed on a garment, you shall wash it in a holy place (Lev 6:2).

It is necessary here to stress the fact that the NT uses the concept of purification of sins as the atoning act of Jesus in different places such as Hebrews 1:3; 2 Peter 1:9 and in particular the blood of Jesus which purifies [us] from our sins in 1 John 1:7,9.  More important, the “washing by water for purification” is a reference to Baptism (Eph 5:26). The same use of the verb in 2 Cor 7:1 betrays Paul’s Jewish mind.   

**What Is the Meaning of Hilasterion?

It is used twice in the NT (Rom 3:25 and Heb 9:5).  In the LXX the same word was used seven times in Exodus 25:6-7 and Leviticus 16:13-15 to translate the Hebrew, kapporreth, the Mercy Seat of the Ark.  This translation is supported by Philo the Alexandrian Jew (Moses 2:95.97 and other places in the writings of Philo).

We should stress the fact the most ancient commentaries on Romans by Origen (Rom. 3:8 PG 14:946C-952B), John Chrysostom (Homily 7:2 on Romans), Theodoret (Commentary on Romans 3:25), Cyril of Alexandria (Romans 3:21, PG 74:780B) – these fathers who all spoke Greek and wrote their commentaries in Greek, understood this Greek word as “the Mercy Seat.”   

More crucial, however, is the meaning of the word itself.  Because [the noun] hilasterion is related to the verb hilaskesthai (“appease, propitiate”) often used of appeasing angry gods in classical and Hellenistic Greek literature, many commentators think of hilasterion in this sense: God has set forth Christ as “appeasing” or as “a means of appeasing” his own anger or wrath.  Thus for L Morris and Cranfleld (Romans, 201, 214-18), Paul identifies Christ as a “propitiatory sacrifice.”  But this interpretation of hilasterion finds no support in the Greek OT or in Pauline usage elsewhere.  Part of the problem is that Paul used the word only here [and nowhere else].  It was used in Hebrews 9:5, where the meaning supports the reading of the fathers of the church, “the mercy seat.” 

Consequently, hilasterion is better understood against the background of the LXX usage of the Day of Atonement rite, so it would depict Christ as the new “Mercy Seat,” presented or displayed by the Father as a means of expiating or wiping away the sins of humanity, indeed, as the place of the presence of God, of his revelation, and of his expiating power.  This is also supported by the Coptic NT reading of Romans 3:21-25. The Coptic translation rendered the whole text; Whom God before set as a Forgiver … (The Coptic Version of the NT, 1905), and also Luther’s German translation of Romans 3:24.  

The Christians of Rome, to whom Paul is writing, almost certainly would have read the OT in the Greek LXX.  The Greek word hilasterion would have been known to them. Again, why should we deprive Paul of the possibility of using “Mercy Seat” in a symbolic or figurative sense, which is precisely what he seems to be doing, even though he insists as well on the public display of Christ crucified on Calvary and not in the hidden Holy of Holies.

Conclusion

1.  Paul does not say that the Son appeased God the Father and averted His anger or wrath because wrath does not appear in the verses.  There is no text in the entire Pauline letters and in particular Romans which even hints to averting God’s wrath by the death of his Son on the cross.

2.  Nowhere does Paul speak of the Son offering a sacrifice to God the Father in Romans.  In fact, in 2 Corinthians 5:17ff, where the main point is the new creation, Paul says, “God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself, not charging their trespasses to them”  if  Paul wanted to say that God was charging the trespasses on the account of Jesus Christ here in Romans 3:21 ff, this is the best place for such an idea in the entire NT.  But because God was in Christ, there is no place for any other interpretation.  By saying “that was God in Christ” rules our any possibility of another god appeasing God the Father. 

3.  When sinners “become the righteousness of God” in Christ, there is no room and no possibility for that to happen if we imagine that God the Father punished his Son or asked for his blood or that Jesus paid a price to God the Father.  Here are the reasons:

a) 
If sinners who are justified by grace become possessors of righteousness of God, this can not happen as a result of appeasement or price or exchange of the sinner’s place with the Son because God the Father and God the Son because both have the same Righteousness.

b) 
Sinners who are counted as having the Righteousness of God the Holy God, who has one and the same Holiness of  the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit, can not become the Righteousness of God except by an act of infinite love and mercy.

c) 
Sin cannot divide the One and undivided Trinity and that means not only as matter of simple logic but also in the light of the great apostolic proclamation that nothing can separate us from the Love of God in Jesus Christ our Lord (Rom 8:39).  Consequently, nothing can separate the Father from the Son and in particular on the cross which put an end to our separation.  No one should imagine that the end of our separation from God came as result of a separation of the Son from the Father because the Son is in the Father and that God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself and this last word himself proves not only the presence of the Father in the Son on the cross but also that the Father was there to put an end to all forms of separation.     

Christ Made ‘Sin’ in the Ancient Commentaries

On 2 Corinthians 5:21 and related passages, “Christ who knew no sin was made sin,” Origen thinks, when he took upon himself the burden of our sins and their penalty, he is like the Man of Sorrows of the Fourth Servant Song (Is 53).  More often, however, Origen sees in atoning Jesus God, “the lamb sacrificed for our sins.”

Reflecting on Romans 8:3, Origen wrote that Christ was made a “victim” (or “sacrifice”) for sin “and that he was offered for the expiation of sins.   All the Scriptures testify, mainly Paul, writing to the Hebrews, “this he did once for all in offering up himself” (7: 27) and also, “he who has not spared even his own Son but has delivered him for us all” (Rom 8: 32).  By this sacrifice of his flesh, which is called “sacrifice for sin,” “he has condemned sin in the flesh” (Rom 8: 3), as the Apostle says elsewhere, that “he has appeared for the destruction of sin by the sacrifice of himself” (Heb 9: 26) and the prophet says: “our sins he bore, our iniquities he carried” (Isa 53).  “For sin” then (Rom 8:3), that is, by the sacrifice of his flesh, in order that the justification of the Law might be fulfilled in us (Rom 8:3f).  For by this sacrifice of the flesh, which was offered for sin, he condemned sin, that is, he expelled it and took it away (Commentary on Romans, the Latin translation by Rufinus, IV: 1 on Rom 8:3. 

Cyril of Alexandria 

Paul then says of the Father: “For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no sin, so that in him we might become the righteousness of God” (Cor 5:21).  It is as if he said: he

wanted him who had never sinned to suffer what the great sinners must suffer, in order to reveal us as just, we who have received faith in him; because he has borne the cross, “despising the shame “(Heb 12 : 2); one dies for all, he who was worth as much as all of us (ho panton antaxios … in 2 Cor 5:21, PG 74, 974).

More meaningful perhaps is what follows in the same context.  Christ has not sinned, explains Cyril, but he has been given up for our sins, for Scripture calls also “sin” the “victim (offered) for sin,” as in Hosea 4: 8 “They feed on the ‘sin’ of my people, and are greedy for their guilt.”  This is apparently a reference to the sacrifice for sin which was eaten by the priests in the ancient temple so “sin” = “offering for sin” is explicitly connected with 2 Corinthians 5:21.  Several decades previously the Latin Commentator Ambrosiaster of the Latin tradition had proposed a similar interpretation, with a reference to Isaiah 53.

Having again quoted Hosea 4:8, Cyril comments in Letter 41 to Acacius”

“According to the Scriptures then, Christ has been made a victim (sphagion) for our sins. Hence the very wise Paul writes: him who knew no sin God has made to be “sin” … that is, God made him a victim for the sins of the world (Isa 53; 1 Pet 2:24; Rom 5: l0) … In fact the Word of God, good and merciful, was made flesh, man that is, like us who are under the yoke of sin; he has accepted our lot [Heb 2:5] and has given his life in exchange (antallagma) for the life of all.” (PG 77, 209)

In an early writing Cyril links 2 Corinthians 5:21 and Romans 8:3 to conclude: Christ was made “sacrifice for sin” (thuma huper hamartias), “for Christ, our Passover, has been sacrificed” (1 Cor 5:7).  Then Cyril explains his statement by quoting Leviticus 6:25-30 (the ritual of the sin-offering) and asking: “Do you understand that Moses has commanded to immolate the ‘sin,’ that is, the ‘sacrifice for sin?’  This ram,” he continues, “was a figure of Christ, who for our sake has been made sin” (2 Cor 5:21), was “reckoned among the wicked” (Isa 53:12), crucified with the robbers, and called “curse”: “Cursed is everyone who hangs on a tree” (Gal 3:13; Deut 21:23).  

Commenting on John 1:29, Cyril mentions that we were in Christ when he gave his life as a ransom for all; “As we were in many sins, subject therefore to death and corruption, the Father gave up his Son as a ransom (antilutron) for us.  One for all, because all are in him and he is better than all; who, because of us and for our sake (huper) died and rose again.” (On John, PG 73, 103) 
Theodoret of Cyrus

Theodoret goes on to add to the aforesaid the dishonor of the passion: “After all, the one who did not know sin he made sin for our sake so that him we might become the righteousness of God” (5:21): though free of sin he underwent the death of sinners in order to undo people’s sin, and bearing the name that we have he gave us the name what he himself is – that is, he regaled us with the riches of righteousness.”

Commentary on the Letters of Paul, Vol, 1, 274

Edited by R Hill 2001

The Ransom Paid to the Devil

The first Christian writer to introduce the idea of payment was Origen of Alexandria. 

“If then we were ‘bought with a price,’ as also Paul asserts, we were doubtless bought from one whose servants we were, who also named what price he would [pay] for releasing those whom he held from his power.  Now it was the devil that held us, to whose side we had been drawn away by our sins.  He asked, therefore, as our price the blood of Christ.  But until the blood of Jesus, which was so precious that alone it sufficed for the redemption of all, was given, it was necessary that those who were established in the Law should give each for himself his blood (i.e. in circumcision) as it were in imitation of the redemption that was to be.” (Commentary on Romans 2:13)

And again, “To whom did He give His life ‘a ransom for many’?  It cannot have been to God.  Was it not then to the evil one?  For he held us until the ransom for us, even the soul of Jesus, was paid to him, being deceived into thinking that he could be its lord, and not seeing that he could not bear the torment of holding it.” (Commentary on Matthew 16:8)

Yet, it must be made clear that this was not a common idea among other Christians, and it was only a personal opinion. 

Gregory of Nyssa

Gregory of Nyssa says, “For as they who have bartered away their freedom for money are the slaves of those who have purchased them … on the same principle, now that we had voluntarily bartered away our freedom, it was requisite that no arbitrary method of recovery, but the one consonant with justice should be devised by Him who in His goodness had undertaken our rescue.  Now this method is in a manner this: to make over to the master of the slave whatever ransom he may agree to accept for the person in his possession.” (Catechesis 22)

Gregory says that the devil, urged on by “his own special passion of pride,” was very ready to accept a price more valuable than the souls which he held in bondage, and such a price was offered to him in Christ, the Deity being veiled in flesh so that the devil might feel no fear in approaching Him.

“To have devised that the Divine power should have been containable in the envelopment of a body, to the end that the dispensation on our behalf might not be thwarted through any fear inspired by the Deity actually appearing, affords a demonstration of all these qualities at once – goodness, wisdom, justice.  His choosing to save man is a testimony of His goodness; His making the redemption of the captive a matter of exchange exhibits His justice, while the invention whereby He enabled the enemy to apprehend that of which he was before incapable, is a manifestation of supreme wisdom.” (Catechesis 23)

The result of this play is stated by Gregory in a strange form: “In order to secure that the ransom in our behalf might be easily accepted by him who required it, the Deity was hidden under the veil of our nature, that so, as with ravenous fish, the hook of the Deity might be gulped down along with the bait of flesh.” (Catechesis 24)

Gregory is quite aware that some may feel that such an act of deception is wholly unworthy of God, and devotes a chapter to its justification.  He argues that two things are involved in justice and wisdom.  First, that all should have their due; and second, that, while justice is done, kindness should not swerve from the aim of the love of man.  In the redemption wrought by God both conditions are fulfilled.

“So in this instance, by the reasonable rule of justice, he who practiced deception receives in return that very treatment the seeds of which he had himself sown of his own free will. He who first deceived man by the bait of sensual pleasure is himself deceived by the presentation of the human form.  But as regards the aim and purpose of what took place, a change in the direction of the nobler is involved; for whereas he, the enemy, effected his deception for the ruin of our nature, He who is at once the just, and good, and wise one, used His device, in which there was deception, for the salvation of him who had perished, and thus not only conferred benefit on the lost one, but on him too who had wrought our ruin.” (Catechesis 26)

Rufinius

As a typical statement of the theory in the writers following Gregory of Nyssa we may take the explanation of the Cross given by Rufinus (4th century Byzantine historian – ed.) in his Commentary on the Apostles’ Creed.  In the first place he sets out to explain why the Cross was chosen for the Savior’s death.  It was, he says, a token of victory over “things in heaven and things on earth, and things under the earth” (Phil 2:10).  By being lifted up in the air He displayed His victory over the supernatural and celestial powers. By stretching forth His hands He made protestation to unbelievers and invited believers. By the part of the Cross sunk in the earth He signified the subjecting to Himself of the kingdoms of the nether world. 

Rufinus then goes more into detail: “When God made the world in the beginning, He set over it and appointed certain powers of celestial virtues, by whom the race of mortal men might be governed and directed.  But some of these, as he who is called the Prince of this world, did not exercise the power which God had committed to them according to the laws by which they had received it, nor did they teach mankind to obey God’s commandments, but taught them rather to follow their own perverse guidance.  Thus we were brought under the bonds of sin … Under that bond then every man was held by those most wicked rulers.” (Commentary of the Apostles Creed. 15)
Over these rulers the Cross of Christ is a triumph, while to mankind it is an example of obedience.

The Cross of Christ, then, brought those who had wrongfully abused the authority which they had received into subjection to those who had before been in subjection to them.  But to us, that is mankind, it teaches first of all to resist sin even unto death, and willingly to die for the sake of religion.

The actual triumph over the Prince of this world is stated thus, in language obviously based upon that of Gregory of Nyssa: “For the object of that mystery of the Incarnation which we expounded just now was that the divine virtue of the Son of God  - as though it were a hook concealed beneath the form and fashion of human flesh – might lure on the Prince of this world to a conflict, to whom offering His flesh as a bait, His divinity underneath might catch him and hold him fast with its hook, through the shedding of His immaculate blood.  For He alone who knows no stain of sin hath destroyed the sins of all, of those, at least, who have marked the door-posts of their faith with His blood.  As, therefore, if a fish seizes a baited hook, it not only does not take the bait off the hook, but is drawn out of the water to be itself food for others, so he who had the power of death seized the body of Jesus in death, not being aware of the hook of divinity enclosed within it, but having swallowed it he was caught forthwith, and the bars of hell being burst asunder, he was drawn forth as it were from the abyss to become food for others.” (Commentary of the Apostles Creed. 16)

It is not necessary to pursue this strange metaphor through its later forms. As it stands in Gregory of Nyssa and Rufinus it is perhaps suggested by Job 41:1, “Canst thou draw out leviathan with a hook?” which is actually quoted by Rufinus as a prophecy of the snaring of the devil by the Cross.  The metaphor occurs again in connection with the same passage in Gregory the Great: “He immediately announces the coming of the Lord’s Incarnation, saying, in his eyes He will take him as with a hook.  Who can be ignorant that on a hook the bait is shown, the point is concealed?  For the bait tempts that the point may wound.  Our Lord, therefore, when coming for the redemption of mankind, made as it were a kind of hook of Himself for the death of the devil. (Moral Duties 33:7)
Sometimes the metaphor takes curious forms. It will suffice here to quote two:

1. Gregory the Great compares the Cross to a net for catching birds: “The Lord deceived him like a bird when in the Passion He displayed before him His only-begotten Son as bait, but hid the noose.”(Moral Duties 33:15)

2. And the strangest variation of all occurs in one of the sermons of St. Augustine, who compares the Cross to a mouse-trap, baited with Christ’s blood: “As our price He held out His Cross to him like a mouse-trap and as bait set upon it His own blood.”(Sermon 130:2; 134;5)

Later Writers

It is clear that these later statements of what originated as a Ransom theory cannot have been in any degree adequate to the real thought of the writers who made them.  The metaphor is now little more than a metaphor, and is only of service in so far as it throws into clear relief the utter hostility of God to the powers of evil.

This metaphor became a regular part of the stock-in-trade of later writers.  Leo the Great, for example, refers to it more than once, (Letter 104:7 and also sermon 22:4) and Anselm considered it of sufficient importance to criticize it in his Cur Deus Homo? Book 1:7. This suggests to us that it was well known.

The Rejection of the Payment by Gregory of Nazianzus: 

“To whom was that blood offered that was shed for us, and why was it shed? … We were detained in bondage by the evil one, sold under sin, and receiving pleasure in exchange for wickedness.  Now, since a ransom belongs only to him who holds in bondage, I ask to whom was this offered, and for what cause?  If to the evil one, fie upon the outrage!  If the robber receives ransom not only from God, but a ransom which consists of God Himself, and has such an illustrious payment for his tyranny, a payment for whose sake it would have been right for him to have left us alone altogether.  But if to the Father, I ask first how?  For it was not by Him that we were held in bondage.  And next, On what principle did the blood of His Only-begotten Son delight the Father, who would not receive even Isaac, when he was being offered by his Father … ?  Is it not evident that the Father accepts Him, but neither asked for Him nor demanded Him; but on account of the providential plan, and because humanity must be sanctified by the Humanity of God, that He might deliver us Himself, and overcome the tyrant, and draw us to Himself by the mediation of His Son, who also arranged this to the honor of the Father, whom it is manifest that He obeys in all things?  So much we have said of Christ; let what is more be reverenced in silence.” (Oration 45:22)

Nothing could be more explicit than this repudiation of the Ransom theory as usually stated.  Gregory is clear-sighted enough to see that that theory is invalidated by the conception of God which results from it, and is daring enough to reject it, even though he has no alternative to offer.  

Why Is Payment to the Father by the Son Impossible?

1. If we look at the benefits which such a payment may secure, we can see that it is a treatment aiming at: God’s honor (St. Anselm), an appeasement to an angry God (Middle Ages and J Calvin, M Luther, J Edwards and others).  So the cure is for God not for humanity.  The blood of Jesus as a payment was given to the Father to avert his anger, but for how long?  What will happen to his anger when more sinners come to the world? 

2. If the payment is once for all (Hebrews chap. 10:1ff), then is it reasonable to think that Jesus paid for the sins that will be committed in the future and thus this opens the door for universalism.  Calvinists answered by saying that Jesus died for the Elect and even today Piper says the blood of Jesus does not profit anyone who is going to hell and so he and other Calvinists created a new doctrine, “Limited Atonement” which was defined by John Owen's triple choice; "The Father imposed His wrath due unto, and the Son underwent punishment for, either: 
First, All the sins of all men. 

Second, All the sins of some men, or 

Third, Some of the sins of all men. 

"In which case it may be said: 

That if the last be true, all men have some sins to answer for, and so, none are saved. 

That if the second be true, then Christ, in their stead suffered for all the sins of all the elect in the whole world, and this is the truth. 

But if the first be the case, why are not all men free from the punishment due unto their sins? 

"You answer, "Because of unbelief." 

"I ask, is this unbelief a sin, or is it not?  If it is, then Christ suffered the punishment due unto it, or He did not. If He did, why must that hinder them more than their other sins for which He died? If He did not, He did not die for all their sins!" (The Death of Death in the Death of Christ, Book 3, Ch. 3) 

3. This attitude was put in these Letters: TULIP which stands for:

Total depravity

Unconditional election

Limited Atonement

Irresistible Grace

Perseverance of the Saints 

Total depravity
The doctrine of total depravity (also called "total inability") asserts that, as a consequence of the fall of humanity into sin, every person born into the world is enslaved to the service of sin.  People are not by nature inclined to love God with their whole heart, mind, or strength, but rather all are inclined to serve their own interests over those of their neighbor and to reject the rule of God.  Thus, all people by their own faculties are morally unable to choose to follow God and be saved because they are unwilling to do so out of the necessity of their own natures. (The term "total" in this context refers to sin affecting every part of a person, not that every person is as evil as possible.)

 Unconditional election

The doctrine of unconditional election asserts that God's choice from eternity of those whom he will bring to himself is not based on foreseen virtue, merit, or faith in those people.  Rather, it is unconditionally grounded in God's mercy alone.

The doctrine of unconditional election is sometimes made to stand for all Reformed doctrine, sometimes even by its adherents, as the chief article of Reformed Christianity. However, according to the doctrinal statements of these churches, it is not a balanced view to single out this doctrine to stand on its own as representative of all that is taught. Unconditional election, and its corollary in the doctrine of predestination are never properly taught, according to Calvinists, except as an assurance to those who seek forgiveness and salvation through Christ, that their faith is not in vain, because God is able to bring to completion all whom He intends to save. Nevertheless, non-Calvinists object that these doctrines discourage the world from seeking salvation.

Limited atonement
Also called "particular redemption" or "definite atonement," the doctrine of limited atonement is the teaching that Jesus' substitutionary atonement was definite and certain in its design and accomplishment.  The doctrine is driven by the concept of the sovereignty of God in salvation and the Calvinistic understanding of the nature of the atonement. Namely, Calvinists view the atonement as a penal substitution (that is, Jesus was punished in the place of sinners), and since, Calvinists argue, it would be unjust for God to pay the penalty for some people's sins and then still condemn them for those sins, all those whose sins were atoned for must necessarily be saved.

Moreover, since in this scheme God knows precisely who the elect are and since only the elect will be saved, there is no requirement that Christ atone for sins in general, only for those of the elect.  Calvinists do not believe, however, that the atonement is limited in its value or power (in other words, God could have elected everyone and used it to atone for them all), but rather that the atonement is limited in the sense that it is designed for some and not all.  Hence, Calvinists hold that the atonement is sufficient for all and efficient for the elect.

Irresistible grace
The doctrine of irresistible grace (also called "efficacious grace") asserts that the saving grace of God is effectually applied to those whom he has determined to save (that is, the elect) and, in God's timing, overcomes their resistance to obeying the call of the gospel, bringing them to a saving faith.

The doctrine does not hold that every influence of God's Holy Spirit cannot be resisted, but that the Holy Spirit is able to overcome all resistance and make his influence irresistible and effective.  Thus, when God’s sovereignty purposes to save someone, that individual certainly will be saved.

Perseverance of the saints
Perseverance (or preservation) of the saints is also known as "eternal security."  The word saints is used in the Biblical sense to refer to all who are set apart by God, not in the technical sense of one who is exceptionally holy, canonized, or in heaven (see Saint).  The doctrine asserts that, since God is sovereign and his will cannot be frustrated by humans or anything else, those whom God has called into communion with himself will continue in faith until the end.  Those who apparently fall away either never had true faith to begin with or will return.

This doctrine is slightly different from the Free Grace or "once saved, always saved" view advocated by some evangelicals in which, despite apostasy or unrepentant and habitual sin, the individual is truly saved if they accepted Christ at any point in the past; in traditional Calvinist teaching, apostasy by such a person may prove that they were never saved.

Conclusion

a) Not understanding correctly the OT words such as ransom, which are used in the Law for human legal relationships and the same words when they are used for God their meaning is totally different.

b) Putting the whole problem on one side who is God who needs redemption from his anger and thus ignoring the heart of the problem which is human death.

c) Defining divine Justice or Righteousness in legal terms which in the Law the Offender must provide the Satisfaction rather than the Injured.  To go round this legal defect, St. Anselm claimed that man was not able to provide the Satisfaction and  therefore God the Injured One paid the Satisfaction.(St. Anselm, did not claim that the Father punished his Son).  This takes the whole idea outside the Bible.  God never asked for a Satisfaction from David or the whole people of Israel whose history is full of immoral defects and heinous sins. 

d) Christians who say that Jesus our Lord died to pay the price for our sins never considered that sin and death can’t be separated.   Sin brought death into the world (Rom 5:12ff).  But the Biblical teaching is clear.  Our Lord accepted our death in his flesh to abolish death by his death and re-institute or re-establish life, free from death and no longer under condemnation.  Jesus died to put an end to death and thus to end the Royal Reign of sin and death, the throne of sin is death, but if the throne of sin is destroyed, then sin is also destroyed.   

Please read (Rom 5:12ff) carefully and pay attention to what Paul himself is saying:

The origin of sin and death (V12), “Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned … ” 
Sin reigned with or without the law (V13 – 14), “sin indeed was in the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there is no law. Yet death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sins were not like the transgression of Adam, who was a type of the one who was to come. 


How did Jesus change the problem? (V15), “But the free gift is not like the trespass. For if many died through one man's trespass, much more have the grace of God and the free gift in the grace of that one man Jesus Christ abounded for many. 

Did you notice that the main problem is sin-death? (V16-17) “And the free gift is not like the effect of that one man's sin.  For the judgment following one trespass brought condemnation, but the free gift following many trespasses brings justification.  If, because of one man's trespass, death reigned through that one man, much more will those who receive the abundance of grace and the free gift of righteousness reign in life through the one man Jesus Christ. 


It is grace that brought life and there is not a word on forgiveness of sins (V 18-19), 

“Then as one man's trespass led to condemnation for all men, so one man's act of righteousness leads to acquittal and life for all men.  For as by one man's disobedience many were made sinners, so by one man's obedience many will be made righteous. 

The law increased sin and with sin is death, but no comparison between the law and grace (v 20) “Law came in, to increase the trespass; but where increased, grace abounded all the more sin, 

The death of Jesus is the reign of grace for eternal life, (V21) so that, as sin reigned in death, grace also might reign through righteousness to eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.       
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