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Healing & the Atonement 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the thesis is to examine the doctrine that 

physical healing is provided in the atonement. This is 

defined as "the view that Christians may claim healing from 

sickness on the grounds that Christ has already carried that 

sickness for them just as he has carried their sins". 

The theological and literary origins of the doctrine are 

traced and developments and modifications noted, particular 

reference being made to the Classical Pentecostal groups among 

which the doctrine is largely to be found. The New Testament 

passages used to support the doctrine are identified. These 

include Matthew 8: 17,1 Peter 2: 24, Galatians 3: 13,1 

Corinthians 11: 29-30, James 5: 14-15, and Mark 16: 15-18. The 

conclusion is drawn that none of these passages supports the 

doctrine as it was originally propounded. 

The doctrine is also examined in the light of a possible 

relationship between healing and salvation, healing and the 

Gospel, sickness and sin, sickness and Satan, and sickness and 

suffering. The bearing on the doctrine of New Testament 

references to sick Christians and to the art of medicine is 

also considered. The examination of these themes leads to a 

conclusion that a modified form of the doctrine might well 

find a basis in the New Testament. 

Theological difficulties dealt with include the problem of 

relating the word "atonement" to sickness and the notion that 

Bible verses are "promises" to be "claimed". Practical and 

pastoral difficulties are also considered. In the final 

chapter a modification to the doctrine is proposed. Healing 

may be understood to be in the atonement both ultimately and 

indirectly. This is based on the Pauline teaching that those 

in Christ are to be clothed with an incorruptible body at the 

Parousia. Meanwhile healings occur as a work of the Spirit 

who is given to Christians as an & &j3c v of their inheritance. 
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PREFACE 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the doctrine that the 

healing of physical sickness is provided for Christians in the 

atonement. Since, as I shall show later, this doctrine is 

embraced largely by Classical Pentecostal groups, I feel it 

appropriate to declare at the outset my interest in Classical 

Pentecostalism. I have been a Pentecostal minister since 

1962. Since 1978 I have served as Principal of Mattersey 

Hall, the official Bible College of British Assemblies of God, 

and for several successive years have been appointed as 

Chairman of the Assemblies of God Executive Council. I am 

also a member the Executive Committees of both the Pentecostal 

European Fellowship and the World Pentecostal Conference. 

My interest in the subject of this thesis is thus more than 

academic. Indeed the denomination with which I hold 

ministerial credentials (Assemblies of God in Great Britain 

and Ireland) has embraced the doctrine as one of its 

'Fundamental Truths'. Yet, as will become apparent as I 

develop my thesis, the doctrine, at least in the form in which 

it was originally propounded, has sometimes been challenged 

even by leaders from within Classical Pentecostalism itself. 

The main purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to discover 

whether or not the doctrine may rightly be held to find a 
legitimate basis in the New Testament. The conclusion I have 

drawn will, I trust, offer clarification to those who are 

seeking it and challenge those who are not. 

Sincere thanks are due to my supervisor, Dr. John Muddiman 

(now of Mansfield College, Oxford) for his thought-provoking 

comments and warm encouragement over the past four years. I am 

also extremely grateful to my colleagues at Mattersey Hall 

(faculty, staff, and students) for their interest and patience 

-I have not always been as available to them as I might have 

been! Special thanks are due to Dr. William Kay who has been 
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a constant encouragement to me and who has greatly assisted me 
in the final stages in transferring the text of the thesis 
from a personal word processor to a computer. This has 

greatly enhanced the quality of the presentation. 

Finally, my heartfelt thanks to my wife, Eileen, who has 

patiently borne my sometimes lengthy absences and has on 

occasion foregone the domestic assistance that she might 

otherwise have expected from her husband. 
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INI'R IXJCr Ia 

Much has already been written about 'divine healing' [1]. The 

subject of this thesis, however, is not merely 'divine 

healing', but the doctrine that divine healing is provided in 

the atonement. 

In its simplest form [2] this doctrine teaches that Christ 

bore not only our sins but also our sicknesses when he died on 

the cross. Passages such as Isaiah 53: 4-5, Matthew 8: 17, and 

1 Peter 2: 24 are adduced as evidence for this. As a result, 

it is taught that Christians may claim their healing on the 

grounds that they need not have the sickness because Christ 

has already carried it for them substitutionally. Once this 

is understood faith will appropriate the healing which has 

already been accomplished at Calvary. Why should I suffer 

pain if Christ has already carried my pains and sorrows? 

Thus Gloria Copeland, commenting on Matthew 8: 17, makes the 

following statement: 

'When Jesus bore away our sins, He also bore away our diseases. 

The cross pronounced a double cure for the ills of mankind. 

The Church of Jesus Christ has been made just as free from 

sickness as it has been made free from sin. A Christian may 

continue to sin after he has been born again, but he does not 

have to., Sin shall no longer lord it over him unless he allows 

it (Rom. 6: 14). 

ýf' 

A Christian may continue, to be sick after he has been born again 

but he does not have to,, He has been redeemed fron sickness. 

The price has been paid for his healing. Sickness can no longer 

exert dxninion over him unless he allows it. 

e r< ' 
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' "Introduction 

Most believers have 
only 

known a part of their redenction. Their 

faith will operate to the degree of their knowledge of God's 

Word. They would have begun to live in divine health long ago if 

they , had realised that healing belonged to them. 

As you accept the fact that as surely as Jesus bore your sins. He 

also bore away your disease, weakness. and pain, your days of 

sickness will be over" [3J. 

This rather lengthy quotation adequately summarises the 

teaching of those who hold the doctrine that divine healing is 

provided in the atonement. Accordingly I offer as a working 

definition of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement 

the view that Christians may claim healing from sickness on the 

grounds that Christ has already carried that sickness for them 

just as he has carried their sins [4]. 

The major purpose of this thesis is to examine this doctrine 

in the light the relevant New Testament passages. This will 

be undertaken in PART 1VtO where the key passages will be 

considered in detail and exegetical difficulties with the 

doctrine dealt with as they arise. PART ThREE will be devoted 

to an examination of New Testament themes which relate to the 

doctrine. 

First, however, it will be helpful in PART CNE to trace as far 

as possible the theological and literary origins of the 

doctrine [5], to discover how the doctrine has developed and 

been modified within Pentecostal groups [6] among whom the 

doctrine is largely, though not exclusively, to be found [7], 

and thus to identify the various forms in which it is held. 

After the relevant New Testament passages and themes have been 

examined in PARTS M& TREE, I shall consider in PART FCUR 

-2- 
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what I consider to be the major difficu1Ities with the 

doctrine. I shall argue that if the doctrine is to be 

retained it may be best viewed against the background of the 

Pauline understanding of the relationship between the Spirit 

and eschatology. This will facilitate the view that healing 

may be understood to be in the atonement only in an indirect 

and ultimate sense, a view which will, I trust, prove to be a 

helpful modification not only from a theological, but also 

from a practical and pastoral perspective. 

-3- 
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NOTES 

1. 'Divine healing' is a term frequently used by writers to refer to what is 
believed to be the action of God in healing the sick. As such it. is to 
be distinguished from healing by medical means. See, for example, 
Horton, H. 'The Gifts of the Spirit', London, Assemblies of God, 1954. 

pp 112-113. Titles listed in the Bibliography containing 'Heal', 

'Healing', or 'Health' are included either because they are written 
directly on the subject of 'divine healing' or because they contain 

specific reference to it. 

2. I shall offer evidence of more sophisticated forms of the doctrine later. 

See pp 12-24,33-54. 

3. Copeland, G. 'God's Will For You', Fort Worth, KCP, 1972, pp. 126-127. 

4. More sophisticated forms of the doctrine reject the precise parallel with 

sin, however. See for example the quote from Gee on p. 44. Cf. note 2. 

5. It is not my intention to examine the broader social and historical 

background. This has already been extensively covered. See, for 

example: 

Harrell, D., 'All Things Are Possible: the Healing and Charismatic 

Revivals in Modern America', Bloanington, Indiana University Press, 1975 

and 

Chappell, Paul G., The Divine Healing Movement In America', 

unpublished Ph. D. Dissertation, Drew University. 

6. For an excellent and brief explanation of 'Pentecostalism' see 
Livingstone, E. A. (Ed. ), The Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian 

Church, Oxford, 1986, p. 391. See also notes 1 and 2 on p. 25 of this 

thesis. 

7. See Appendix, p. 373. 
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PART WE 

THE DOCTRINE IN RELATION TO CLASSICAL PENTECOSTALISM 

In this part of the thesis I propose to examine the doctrine 

that divine healing is provided in the atonement with 

particular reference to Classical Pentecostalism [1]. 

In Chapter One I shall first offer a brief rationale for so 
doing and shall then seek to trace the origins of the doctrine 

demonstrating that it in fact came into existence before the 

formation of those Classical Pentecostal groups by whom it is 

largely, though not exclusively embraced today.. Finally I 

shall draw attention to the major teachings'on the subject of 
divine healing offered by some of those who first held; the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement. 

In Chapter Two I shall demonstrate that the doctrine was 

adopted by certain Classical Pentecostal groups and still 

continues to be held, by some at least, in very much its 

original form. -I shall also show that some Classical 

Pentecostals have attempted considerably to modify the 

doctrine and I shall compare their teaching with, that of the 

early teachers of the doctrine. 

In Chapter Three I shall offer evidence that the doctrine in; z 
both its original and modified forms is, also held outside,, j) 
Classical Pentecostalism, partly among the Neo-Pentecostals 

[2] and partly by certain 'Faith Teachers' [3] some of whom 

would not be accepted within Classical Pentecostalism. I 

shall also note the views of some who reject the doctrine. 

It is not, my- intention to attempt an evaluation of the 

doctrine at this stage. This will be reserved until the 

relevant New Testament passages and themes are considered in 

Parts Two and Three after which a concluding assessment of the ,., 
doctrine will be offered in Part Four., :, I;;., - 

-5, 



Chapter one 

. 14 

CHAPTER @4E: THE DOCTRINE PRIOR TO CLASSICAL PIIITEWSTALISM 

Rationale for relating the doctrine 

to Classical Pentecostalism 

My reason for examining the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement in particular relation to Classical Pentecostalism 

is twofold. 

First, because the doctrine is formally stated in the 

Declarations of Faith of large Classical Pentecostal groups 

such as the Assemblies of God and the Church of God 

(Cleveland, USA) [4]. 

Second, because although the doctrine, as I hope to show 

shortly, first emerged in the Holiness Movement (in which also 

the Pentecostal Nbvement itself appears to have its origins), 
[5] the Holiness Nbvement has not retained the doctrine [6]. 

It is, therefore, all the more significant that at least some 

of the denominational groups within Classical Pentecostalism 

have retained it. 

The validity of this second aspect is, however, dependent on 

the assumption that the origins of Pentecostalism lie in the 

Holiness Movement. Since this has not been acknowledged by 

all, the matter merits brief discussion before proceeding 
further. I 

The immediate origins of Pentecostalism 

Historians of the Pentecostal Nbvement generally trace its 

inmediate origins to the Holiness Movement of the nineteenth 

century and to that movement's use of the phrase 'the baptism 

with the Holy Spirit' to refer to a second experience of 

entire sanctification [7]. Indeed for Conn, the official 
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historian of the Church of God of Cleveland, Tennessee, 

Pentecostal doctrine, is simply, an extension of Holiness 

teaching: 

'Roots of the Pentecostal faith are laid in the holiness revival 

that appeared during the last half of the nineteenth century. In 

reality the Pentecostal en, hasis is simply an extension of the 

earlier holiness concepts. Its adherents stoutly maintain that 

Pentecostal and holiness precepts are inseparable and regard 

themselves different from other holiness believers only in the 

further spiritual experience they have received. The history of 

the Pentecostal faith must necessarily begin with the history of 

holiness separation' [8]. 

It is perhaps not surprising that Conn takes this view for it 

reflects the doctrinal stand of his denomination [9]. 

However, not all historians of the Pentecostal Movement have 

acknowledged a. connection with the Holiness Movement. 

Frodsham (an American Assemblies of God author) makes no 

special reference to the Holiness lvlovement. He rather draws 

attention to several nineteenth century cases of speaking in 

tongues [10]. Similarly, Brumback, who lists seven "positive 

conditions" in the Church that helped prepare the way for the 

Pentecostal Movement, makes little reference to the Holiness 

Movement [11]. Like Frodsham he particularly emphasises the 
increasing desire for a restoration of the supernatural and, 
like Gee, the influence of R. A. Torrey's teaching of_ the 
Baptism in the Holy. Spirit as an enduement with power for 

service, as the major factors contributing to the rise of the 
Pentecostal Movement [12]. 

But if Conn's history, appears to be coloured by his 

denominational affiliation it, seems equally likely that 
Frodsham's and Brumback's failure to acknowledge 

ea connection F 
with the Holiness 

. 
Nbvement is a result of,, theirs [13]. 

Neither Frodsham nor Brumback deny the connection but the 

apparent. attempt to be dissociated from Holiness doctrine 

- 7. 



Chapter One 

should not have been allowed to cloud historical objectivity. 
It may well be possible to argue that the doctrine of the 

Baptism in the Holy Spirit as an enduement with power for 

service, distinct from regeneration, is theologically 

independent from the Holiness doctrine of a crisis experience 

of entire sanctification, but it would be misleading to 

suggest that historically there is no connection. Dunn. 

commenting on the use of the phrase 'Baptism in the Holy 

Spirit', is almost certainly right when he claims that: 

'Towards the close of the nineteenth century, particularly in 

America; the emphasis in the use of the phrase gradually shifted 

from the idea of sanctification and holiness ....... to that of 

empowering for service...... At the same time in the United 

States there was a growing interest in spiritual gifts, and 

several prominent Holiness leaders taught that these could and 

should be in operation within the Church. It was directly fron 

this context that Pentecostalism sprang... ' 1141 

It appears, 'therefore, that the latter part of the nineteenth 

century saw the'emergence of a sort of proto-Pentecostalism in 

which certain groups of Christians sought to receive "The 

Baptism in the Holy Spirit" as an enduement with power for 

service and at the same time expected to see a restoration to 

the Church of spiritual gifts such as tongues, prophecy and 
healing. But it would be wrong to assume that it was here 

that the 'doctrine that healing is in the atonement began. 

Rather the doctrine that healing is in the atonement appears 

to have preceded the Pentecostal understanding of the Baptism 

in the Holy Spirit as an enduement with power for service 

[15). 

Before attempting to demonstrate that the doctrine came into 

existence before the formation of the Pentecostal Movement, 

however, I shall briefly consider the theological and 

literary background to the doctrine starting with John Wesley. 

-8- 
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The rise of the healing movement 

The decision to start with Wesley is based on the 

understanding that reformers such as Luther [16] and Calvin 

[17] had both relegated the gift of healing to the apostolic 

era and that this "dispensational" view had become-the assumed 

position of the Puritans by whom Wesley was deeply influenced. 

Wesley's Journal, on the other hand, as advocates of, divine 

healing are quick to point out [18] often mentions events that 

would today count-as miraculous healings. Wesley's attitude, 
however, was far; more detached , than that of the intense 

advocacy of modern faith healers for when challenged on 

reports of'healings in answer to prayer, Wesley replied:,;,. 

But what does- all this prove? Not that I claim any gift above 

other men, but only that I believe that God now hears and answers 

prayer even beyond the ordinary course of nature' [19]. 

Probably more important, however, as far as the origin of. the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement is concerned was 

Wesley's view of salvation as the "double cure" (justification 

and sanctification). Dayton summarises Wesley's major . 
influence onfthe-later Divine Healing Movement. thus: 

"Wesley's strong sense of the power of God to', restore-, the fellen- 

creation cast a new light on his concern for physical health 

(evidenced not-only in the Primitive Physic but also in his work 

for health. care . and dispensaries for, the poor) and would 

eventually help raise more insistent questions about the extent 

to which healing and restoration of health would be included in 

the benefits of grace. to be expected in this life. If. indeed, 

we'might be fully restored spiritually to the full image of God, 

to what extent might physical restoration also be expected, since _., .. 

disease is ultimately to be traced to the sin of Adam? 

-9- 
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These questions were not directly pursued by Wesley with the 

intensity with which they would be probed in the next century' 

(201. 

But Wesley's doctrines were not the only source from which the 

healing movement of the nineteenth century sprang. Pietism 

also produced a doctrine of healing through prayer and faith 

[21]. John Albert Bengel, in his Gnomon of the New Testament, 

convaenting on Mark 16: 17, remarks: 

Even in our day, faith has in every believer a hidden power of a 

miraculous character: every effect resulting from our prayers is 

really miraculous, even though that miraculous character be not 

apparent...... Signs were in the beginning the props and stays of 

faith: now they are also the object of faith. At Leonberg, a 

town in Wirtemberg-[A. C. 1644, thirteenth Sunday after Trinity), 

a girl of twenty years of age was so disabled in her limbs, as 

hardly to be able to creep along by the help of crutches; but 

whilst the Dean [Raumeier was his name] was, from the pulpit. 

dwelling on the miraculous power of Jesus' name, she suddenly was 

raised up and restored to the use of her limbs' [22]. 

Similarly, on James 5: 14-15 he comments that "the only design 

of that anointing originally was miraculous healing..... given 
by God with this intent, that it might always remain in the 

Church..... " [23]. It is interesting that both these 

statements are produced in abridged form in Wesley's 

Explanatory Notes on the New Testament [24]. 

More significant, however, was the work of Johann Christoph 

Blumhardt, (whom-Dayton describes as 'a "latter day" Pietist 

of the nineteenth century' [25]). Blumhardt argued that sin 

is the cause of sickness and that therefore "the forgiveness 

of sins and healing stand in an inner relationship to one 

another" [26]. According to-Dayton, 

- 10 - 
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'Blumhardt'sKampf in! v tt1ingenwaawidelyreportedandbroughthimto 

the'attention of many who sought his help. Such demands and his 

own interest led him in 1852 to Bad Boll, a Württemberg spa, 

where he established a cmmunity for those seeking spiritual and 

physical help. Meanwhile a similar home was emerging under the 

ministry of Dorothea Trudel of the Swiss village ofMinnendorf on 

Lake Zürich - in spite of local resistance, including 

prosecutions and fines, to her claims of healing and miracles. 

Reports of the work of Trudel, (end her successor, Sanuel, Zeller) 

and Blumhardt began to circulate during the 1850s through the 

English-speaking world, where developments of, another sort had . 

drawn new attention to the `prayer of faith" [271. 

y} 

Dayton proceeds by, referring to the work of George , Mller in 

England and to-the evangelist Charles G. Finney-in America who 

insisted that in order to 'prevail in prayer'. one -nnist. 'pray 

for a definite object',. 'pray in faith', and 'expect to obtain 

the blessing'., These convictions led Finney to the conclusion 

that Paul had -not, really prayed 'in faith' in, order to be 

relieved of his 'thorn in the flesh' [28]. 

It was Charles Collis, however, an Episcopalian homeopathic 

physician in Boston who did "more than any other man to bring 

healing by faith to the attention of the church in the last 

century" [29]. Cullis, who founded a home,, for incurable 

consumptives committed to the . 
faith principles of George 

Müller, became a major leader of the broader, Holiness movement 
in the wake of the revival of 1857-58 and moved toward the 
doctrine of faith healing by considering whether the work of 
faith to which he had been called . should extend to the, cure of, 
the disease as well as the alleviation of the miseries of the 

afflicted [30]. 1-.,,. 

"The key text in James 5: 14-15 prompted Cullis to enquire- sarong,,, r 
'earnest Christians' about 'instances. of answers to prayer for, 

the healing of the body'. In the midst of this search a book 

- 11 - 
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!* 

about Dorothea Trudel fell into his hands. He inmedlately put 

out his own expanded version of the book and in 1873 made his own 

pilgrimage to M nnendorf, then announced in his annual report 

'the call of the Lord which had cane to him to use his faith In 

praying for the healing of the sick' and included testimonies of 

those healed under his ministry' 131). 

And so a belief in divine healing had arisen within the 
Holiness Movement. But it is among the followers of Cullis 

that the doctrine that healing is in the atonement may be 

clearly seen to have emerged. 

The full emergence of the doctrine 

W. E. Boardman, a Holiness writer who publicized the work of 
Cullis, came to the conclusion that healing through faith is 

"itself'part and parcel of the Gospel", of the redeniption to 
be sought in Christ [32]. A footnote, added by Dr. Robert 

McKilliam, a surgeon who read the manuscript of Boardman's 

book, is particularly significant. He notes: 

an interesting order of manifestations of Himself by the Lord to 

His child. First, as the sin-bearing and pardoning Saviour; next 

in the ever-abiding presence as the Deliverer from present sin 

and its power, and as the keeper of the heart in perfect peace; 

and lastly, as'the`Deliverer from all the consequences of sin. 

and fron all the heritage of sinful flesh - disease, eta. 

Something like this, I believe, will always be found in the 

experiences of those who are going in to prove the fulness of God 

in Christ" [33]. 

In the search for the origin of the doctrine that healing is 

in the atonement' it is also significant to note that 

especially important for Boardman'. was Psalm 103: 3, the Hebrew 

- 12 - 
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parallelism of which he understood to bring healing and 

forgiveness together [34]. 

Of even greater interest for the purpose of this thesis, 

however, is the life and work of Carrie Judd Montgomery, where 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement can not only be 

clearly seen but can be seen to have transferred from the 

Holiness movement into the proto-Pentecostalism of her day. 

'Healing and holiness were even more-closely connected in work of 

Episcopalian Carrie Judd Montgomery, who through the influence of 

Mrs. Edward Mix, a black woman, turned quickly to Dr. Cullis and 

became part of the network of those advocating faith healing. As 

Carrie F. Judd she founded Faith Rest Cottage in Buffalo in 1882 

and in 1880 authored The Prayer of Faith, which saw many private 

editions. It was also published in this country (sc. USA) by 

Fleming H. Revell, the dominant publisher associated with the 

Moody revivals, and in England by the Christian Herald and was 

translated into at least four European languages. After her 

marriage to George Montgomery she moved to San Francisco and then 

to Oakland to found the Home of Peace and finally was swept into 

Pentecostalism in the wake of the Azusa Street Revival' 1351. 

The Prayer of Faith written in 1880 just one year before 

Boardman's The Lord that Healeth Thee contains some of the 

earliest expressions of the doctrine that healing-, is in the 

atonement [36]. The columns of her magazine Triumphs of Faith 

also carried 

"one of the most systematic developments of the analogy of 

spiritual and physical healing under the series title Gospel 

Parallelisms; Illustrated in the Healing of Body and Soul by R. L. 

Stanton, a former President of Miami (Ohio) University and a.., 

moderator of the general assembly of the Presbyterian Church.,... 

Stanton argued that 'the atonement of Christ lays a foundation 
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equally for deliverance from sin and for deliverance from 

disease; that complete provision has been made for both'. 

Stanton appealed to the same Hebrew parallelism that lay at the 

root of Boardman's thought - though this time as found in Isaiah 

53: 3-5 and quoted in Matthew 8: 16-17 - to argue that 'the healing 

of the sick was one of the blessings which Christ's atonement was 

designed to provide for' 1371. 

Other notable contributions on the subject in the 1880s came 
from Robert Kelso Carter, A. J. Gordon, and A. B. Simpson. 

Gordon's popular The Ministry of Healing first published in 

1882 contains the statement that "in the atonement of Christ 

there seems to be foundation laid for faith in bodily healing" 

[38] although he carefully avoided the Holiness doctrines of 
entire sanctification and second blessing but "clearly 

paralleled sanctification and healing as the twofold work of 
the Spirit whose benefits may be at least partially (my 
italics) received in this life" [39]. 

Simpson's major work on the subject, The Gospel of Healing, 

(1885), differs little in its approach from others of the 

period. Perhaps most significant is his conclusion that if 
healing is in the atonement of Christ then the use of medical 
"means" is to be rejected in favour of divine healing: 

'If that be God's way of healing, then other methods must be 

man's ways, and there must be some risk in deliberately 

repudiating the former for the latter.... for the trusting and 

obedient child of God there is the more excellent way which his 

Word has clearly prescribed" 1401. 

'Having became fully persuaded of the %brd of God. the Will of 

God, and your own personal acceptance with God, NWO MlIT 'UR 

BODY 1U HIM AND CLAIM HIS PRCMISE OF HEALIM In the none of Jesus 

by simple faith ...... From that moment doubt should be regarded 

as absolutely out of the question, and even the very thought of 
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retreating or. resorting to old 'means' inadmissible. Of course 

" auch a person will, at once abandon all remedies and medical 

treatment' (my italica), [411. 

However it is Carter's book, The Atonement for 
. 

Sin and 

Sickness; or, Full Salvation for Soul and Body, (1884), that 

perhaps more than any other reveals the Holiness roots of the 

healing doctrine. Carter argued that the Atonement is a basis 

for 'pardon for all past sins' and the 'cleansing, from, all 
inbred sin' before 

, 
developing his argument for 'bodily 

healing, as, provided for, in the Atonement'. For Carter it was 

'only in the Wesleyan view of the matter' that, the Atonement 

is believed to be instantaneous in its application to 

unrighteousness, or inward depravity' [42]. This became the 

model for healing because 'the Atonement has provided for, the 

body all that it has provided for the soul' [43]. Thus. he, 

who 'finds in 
, 
Jesus the perfect cleansing of the soul and the, 

keeping power against all sin, can be equally consistent in. 

placing his body beneath the same wonderful salvation' [44]. 

But the connection with Holiness teaching is seen perhaps even 

more clearly in the following sweeping generalisation: 

"It is a remarkable fact that no-one hag been known,, to seek the 

healing power without receiving a distinct spiritual baptism; and 

further, that everyone known to the writer (a very, large number), 

who has been entirely healed in body. is or has become,, a -believer, 
in and professor of, entire sanctification of soul" [45]. 

, 

This understanding of healing as being intimately connected 

with Holiness (the Atonement being equally the basis for both) 

also led to the. extreme position that continuing sickness nest 
be a sign of continuing sin or lack of faith and that, as A. B. 

Simpson also taught, medical help was to be avoided as a sign 

of lack of faith [46]. 

, ýý. .ý 
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It is noteworthy, however, that by the end of the century 
Carter had modified his position. In 'Faith Healing' Reviewed 

after Twenty Years, published in 1897 he expressed the wish to 

postpone some of the effects of the Atonement which previously 
he had seen as inmediate: 

"That the Atonement of Christ covers sickness and disease as wall 

as sin is but to say that the effects are necessarily embraced In 

the root cause. There was and could be no error there. But to 

claim that ALL the results of the Atonement are POW open to the 

present living Christian is a grave mistake...... we may art. and 

have erred, in endeavoring to appropriate at the present time 

some of the final fruits of that sacrifice' [471. 

Carter's new position was, as we shall see later [48]. similar 

to that adopted by certain Pentecostal writers in the 

twentieth century, and the reason for the change was also 

similar = there were very real practical problems associated 

with the outworking of the former position [49]. Carter's 

second book is also of note in that it 

also provided an interesting sunrnary of the state of the healing 

doctrines at the turn of the century with regard to these 

questions, distinguishing between the 'extreme' position of his 

earlier book ('Healing in the Atonement') and the more moderate 

'special providence' view of the latter book. He reported that 

Cullis had never been as extreme as ninny of the followers; he had 

always given medicine and continued to suffer from a severe heart 

problem, though his preaching often sounded more like the extreme 

view. A. B. Simpson was considered to have 'practically' occupied 

a similar position. sanething of a crisis having been forced on 

him and the Christian Alliance by the 'failure of the holiest 

missionaries to withstand 'the African fever purely by faith'. 

Carrie Judd Wntyamery 'does not like anyone to attend tauch 

modification of the theory', but her husband had ill health and 

she continued to wear glasses' (50]. 

- 16- 
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This insight into the 'practical' position of A. B. Simpson and 

Carrie Judd Montgomery is extremely valuable as it is by no 

means apparent in their own writings. A. B. Simpson, whose 

first work, The Gospel of Healing, was primarily an anthology 

of tracts that circulated widely before being collected in 

1885, clearly adopted the more extreme position as we have 

already seen. Further, in a chapter entitled Principles of 

Divine Healing he makes the following statements: t 

"If sickness be the result of the Fall, it must be included in 

the atonement of Christ, which reaches 'as far as the curse is 

found" 1551]. 

Our healing becomes a great redemption right, which we simply 

claim as our purchased inheritance through the blood of His 

cross' [52]. 

., ýýý ,>. 
'Everything that camas through Christ must come as grace. There 

can be no works mingled with justifying faith. Even so, our 

healing must be wholly of God, or not of grace at all. If Christ 

heals He must do it alone. This principle ought to settle the 

question of. using 'means' in connection with faith for healing., 

The natural and the spiritual, the earthly and the heavenly,, the 

works of man and the grace of God, cannot be mixed, any more than 

you could expect to harness a tortoise with a locamotive', 153]..., 

Carrie Judd Montgomery also maintained the same position. The 

Prayer of Faith which,, according to Dayton [54],,, was written 
in 1880, expresses., the- same. view of Atonement and, of the use 

of medical 'means': ,ý 

"Jesus Himself, -has said. , 
'According to your faith-, be; It unto 

you'. This surely means that just. as many of the: benefjts of; His 

atonement as we choose to accept by faith.... may: be, ours" (55]. 
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'If we trust fully to His finished wort. sickness shall not be 

able to bold us captive. for Christ 'Himself took our 

infirmities, and bare our sicknesses' Matt. viii. 17)" L561. 

"Holding on to the medicine certainly implies a lack of faith. 

and by a careful and truthful examination of the motives which 

lead any one to use it, after prayer has been offered. we shall 

see that most of them proceed fron the sin of unbelief' (57J. 

But the discussion of the appropriateness of resorting to 

medical 'means' for those who believe that healing is provided 

in the atonement, important though it is, is only one example 

of the implications of the doctrine for those who hold it. 

The doctrine carried with it other implications, some 

doctrinal and others practical, which it will now be 

convenient to consider. In this connection I propose to 

investigate the work of Carrie Judd Montgomery and of A. B. 

Simpson, both of whom, as we have already seen, were among the 

earliest major proponents of the doctrine, and outline the 

major aspects of their teaching on divine healing. Then, in 

the next chapter, I shall consider to what extent those 

teachings have been retained or rejected by twentieth century 

Pentecostalism. 

Major teachings on the subject by some of the earliest 

proponents of the doctrine 

Carrie Judd Nbntgomery's-The Prayer of Faith is by no means a 

systematic treatise on the subject of divine healing. It is 

rather a collection of letters which testify to the reality of 

miraculous healing and which are strung together by various 

exhortations from the author to the reader to believe in God's 

willingness and power to heal the sick today. Despite this, 

however, the underlying doctrine is clearly discernible. 
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Fundamental to the teaching is-, the=author's faith in the Bible 

as being literally God's Word: 

"We are not apt to accept the Bible at literally as we ought. We 

get into a dangerous habit of considering its exhortations as in 

a great degree figurative or sacredly poetic, or as relating to 

past generations and not to our own...... 

If we would accept every command contained in the Bible as a 

direct comnand to us from our Lord, and obeyed them all as 

literally as they are intended to be obeyed, we should find 

inestimable blessings attending such a course" [581. 

Accordingly Bible verses are seen as 'promises' which are to 

be 'claimed' by faith: 

"I can encourage you by the Word of God that 'according to your 

faith' so be it unto you; and besides you have this promise. 'The, 
_-, 

prayer of faith shall save the sick and the Lord shall raise. him 

up'...... God has promised to raise up the sick ones.... Now this 

promise is to you as if you were the only person living., Now if 

you can claim that promise, I have not the least doubt that you 

will be healed' (my italics throughout) [S9]. 

The writer goes on to explain how such a 'promise', (James 5: 14 

ff. ) may be 'claimed': 

"I want you to pray for yourself, and pray believing, and then - 

act faith. It makes no difference how you feel, but, get right, 

out of bed and<begin to walk by faith. 
, 

Strength will come, 

disease will depart: and you will be trade whole" [60]. 

This understanding of faith as being belief in the 'promises' 

of the Bible which must, be -believed against all contrary,.. 

evidence is a recurring emphasis throughout the book:.. 
,�,. 

"_ 
wý? 3a. 
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'Faith is belief, and the question is not how nich we mast 

believe God's W6rd, but whether we accept it as true or not; 

whether we deem it as reliable or not reliable. There is so 

neutral ground between faith and unbelief' 161). 

'Having faith in God is believing His %%brd without looting at 

probabilities or possibilities..... without regarding natural 

circumstances..... ' 1621. 

'The great point to remember.... is that God's %%rd is true and 

we nest believe it despite every apparent contradiction' 1631. 

"Should Increased suffering come to us. after prayer has been 

offered for our healing, we oust believe that it is because of 

the healing power which is making us whole' (641. 

There is a brief concession to the view that true faith must 

be imparted by the Holy Spirit, but the emphasis swiftly 

returns to that of human responsibility and determination: 

We all have the germ of faith In the power to believe 

intellectually. but it requires the quickening of the Holy Spirit 

to change a more intellectual belief into that living faith by 

which the promises are nude real to us. We ntiat first use the 

God-given powers of our mind and determine to believe, praying at 

the sane time for the Spirit to enable us to do so' [63j. 

Even here, however, we must assume from the overall tenor of 

the book that the author believed that the Spirit would enable 

faith once the appropriate prayer for it had been offered, for 

great emphasis is placed on 'promises' such as Mark 11: 24 

[66]. 

One final point to be noted in Mrs. Montgomery's teaching on 

divine healing is the insistence that sickness is not God's 

will for his children. In a chapter entitled "God's Blessed 
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Will for His Children" she concedes that God has a purpose in 

allowing sickness [67], but 

".... would this tender loving Father.... refuse to deliver us 

from affliction, when His purpose is accomplished, and we are 

ready to trust fully in Him? 

How plainly are we shown throughout the Bible that it is not the 

Lord's will to put sickness upon us, If we will only obey His 

eannande and have faith in His prmnisea..... 

If we trust fully to His finished work, sickness shall not be 

able to hold us captive, for Christ 'Himself took our infirmities 

and bare our sicknesses' (Matt. viii. 17)' [681. 

Thus the teaching of Carrie Judd Montgomery on the subject of 
divine healing may be summarised as follows. The Bible 

. 
is, 

God's Word and its verses are treated as 'promises' made to. 
Christians. Verses such as James 5: 14ff promise that God; will 
heal the sick. This is only to be expected because Christ has 

already carried our sickness substitutionarily on the cross. 
All a Christian needs to do to appropriate healing is to 

'claim' the promise, and act in faith ignoring all contrary 

evidence and symptoms. Any resort to medical 'means' niest be 

construed as a lack of faith [69]. 

A. B. Simpson's The Gospel of Healing teaches essentially. the 

same things. However his treatment is more systematic and, as 

the title suggests, expresses more clearly the thought only 
briefly alluded to in Mrs. M ntgomery's book [70] that�healing 

is a part of the Gospel:, - 

'Faith must ever rest on the Divine VYord; and the most Important 

element in the 'prayer of faith' is a, full and firm persuasion 

that the healing of disease by simple faith in God is a part of 

the Gospel and a doctrine of the Scriptures" [711. 
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Simpson sees sickness as a result of the Fall [72] and 
therefore as something "to be embraced in the provisions of 
Redemption" [73]. It is in this sense that healing is a part 

of the Gospel. The message of God's healing promise to those 

who are redeemed is foreshadowed in the Old Testament and made 

explicit in the New Testament. Since it is a part of our 

redemption, healing was not intended to cease with the 

apostolic era but should continue in the Church [74]. It is, 

therefore, possible to give clear directions to Christians 

today as to how they may obtain their healing [75]. 

With reference to the Old Testament Simpson points out that 

God's promise to heal his people (Exodus 15: 26) comes after 
their passing through the Red Sea which Simpson sees as 
"distinctly typical of our Redenation" [76] in evidence of 

which he cites-1 Corinthians 10: 11. Further, he sees Psalm 

105: 37 and Psalm 103: 2-3 as evidence that this promise of 
healing was kept [77]. Thus even in the Old Testament the 

promise of healing is seen as one of the benefits of 

salvation. 

This, Simpson believed, is made explicit in the New Testament 

in the life and ministry of Jesus "in whose words and works we 

may surely gather the full plan of redemption" [78] and in 

such verses such as Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24 both of 

which quote from Isaiah 53: 4-5. With reference to these 

verses Simpson states: 

'That one cruel 'stripe' of His " for the word is singular 

summed up in it all the aches and pains of a suffering world; and 

there is no longer need that we should suffer what He has 

sufficiently borne. Thus our healing becomes a great redemption 

right, which we simply claim as our purchased inheritance through 

the blood of His Cross' 1791. 
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But, Simpson argued, if healing is a part of the Gospel it 

follows that it should continue in the Church rather than be 

seen to have ceased with the apostolic era. Jesus, had 

promised that those who believed in him would do greater works 

than he had done (John'14: 12) [80], and this would include the 

healing of the sick (Mark 16: 15-18) [81]. The 'spiritual 

gifts' (1 Corinthians 12: 8-10) include 'gifts of healing' [82] 

and provision is made for the healing of sick Christians in 

James 5: 14ff [83]. In this passage Simpson also sees further, 

evidence that healing is a part of the Gospel in that the 

forgiveness of sins is mentioned along with the healing of the 

body. Indeed for Simpson there is a strong relationship 
between spiritual and physical health as his understanding of 

3"John 2 also indicates: 

i 
"John. the last of the Apostles. and the one who beat knew the 

Master's heart, has left this tender prayer by which we may know 

our Father's gentle care for our health as well as for our souls. 

And when God breathes such a prayer for us, we need not fear to 

claim it for ourselvea. But, as we do, we must not forget that 

our health will be even as our soul prospereth" 1841. 

Yet for Simpson-this 'claiming' of divine healing was not only 
to be based on Christ's work on the cross but also on the 

power of his resurrection life. The Christian is spiritually 

united with Christ and from that union may draw spiritual life 

which will sustain his physical body. Simpson uses verses 

such as Romans 8: 11,2 Corinthians 4: 10-11, and Ephesians 5: 30 

to support this view [85]. 

Thus Simpson saw healing as available, to all Christians if 

they would have the faith to claim it. Accordingly he did not 

hesitate to give practical directions which may be 

conveniently sumnarized as follows: 
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1. Be sure that God's Word teaches Divine Healing [861 

2. Be sure that it is God's will to heal you [87] 

3. Be sure you are right with God [88] 

4. Claim your healing [89] 

5. Act your faith (and renounce medical 'means') [90] 

6. Be prepared for trials [91] 

7. Use your new strength and health for God [92]. 

These instructions are clearly very mich In keeping with the 

advice given by Carrie Judd Montgomery and, indeed. Sin son'& 

teaching, " though rather more systematic than hers, is 

evidently in very much the same mould. The work of these two 

writers having now been carefully examined, the implications 

of the doctrine that divine healing is provided in the 

atonement have now been clearly identified. For those who 
first held it, at least, the doctrine meant that there is a 

strong correlation between sickness and sin; that it cannot be 

God's will for Christians to be sick; that Christians do not 

need to be sick; that if a Christian is sick it is a result of 

either sin or of a lack of faith; that the use of medicine is 

not necessary and that to resort to it is an indication of 
lack of faith. The view also carries with it the implication 

that divine healing should not be understood to have ceased 

with the apostolic era. 

The practical difficulties that arise from some of these 

implications are evident. We have already noted that one 

nineteenth century proponent of the doctrine had revised his 

opinion after twenty years [93]. But it was the twentieth 

century Pentecostal Movement that inherited the doctrine and 

in the next chapter the extent to which that movement has 

retained, revised or rejected the doctrine will be considered. 
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NOTES 

1. I shall use the term 'Classical Pentecostals' to refer to individuals or 

groups who are considered to be specifically Pentecostal. 
Such groupings include the Assemblies of God, the Church of God in 

Christ, the Elim Church, The New Testament Church of God, and many 
others. The Classical Pentecostals are thus to be distinguished fron 

the Neo-Pentecostals (see note 2). The Classical Pentecostals are also 

sometimes referred to as 'The Pentecostal l ovement'. In this thesis I 

shall confine the use of this latter term to refer to Classical 
Pentecostals. I shall use the term 'Pentecostalism' (without the 

epithet 'Classical' or the prefix 'Neo-') when referring to 
Classical and Neo-Pentecostals as a whole. 

2. The term 'Neo-Pentecostals' is used to refer to individuals or groups 
within the main Christian denominations whose adherents share in many 
respects the views of Classical Pentecostals. Unlike the latter, 

however, they have remained within their own denominations. 

3. For an explanation of 'Faith' teaching, see pp 79ff of this thesis. 

4. See Appendix on pp. 373-4. Cf. note 7 on p. 4. 

S. See below. 

6. The Church of the Nazarene, for example, which is one of the largest 

sections of the Holiness Movement (among whom the doctrine, as I shall 
show shortly - see pp. 12ff - first emerged) does not adhere to the 
doctrine. 'See Ford, J., 'In the Steps of John Wesley', Kansas City, 

Nazarene Publishing House, 1968, pp. 202-204. 

7. e. g. Dunn, J. D. G. 'Baptism in the Holy Spirit', London, SCM, 1970, 

pp 1-2. See also Gee, D. 'The Pentecostal Movement', London, Elim, 
1949, pp 2-8. 

S. Coaa, C. W. 'Like aMlghty Army', Cleveland, Pathway, 1977, p. xxiii. 

9. ibid p. 400. 

10. Frodsham, S. H. 'With Signs Following', Springfield Mo., GPH, 1946, pp 
9-16. 

11. Brumback makes brief reference to the Holiness Movement on p. S. See 
Brumback, C. 'Suddenly From Heaven', Springfield Mo., GPH, 1961. 

12. Ibid pp 6-10. 

13. Both are Assemblies of God historians. Unlike the Church of God, 
Assemblies of God does not believe in an experience of entire 
sanctification after regeneration. The Assemblies of God are thus, in 
Hollenweger's terminology, 'two-stage Pentecostals', in that they 
believe in regeneration followed by baptism in the Holy Spirit. The 
Church of God are 'three-stage Pentecostal. ' because they believe in a 
sanctification experience between regeneration and baptism in the Holy 
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Spirit. For further clarification of this distinction, ses HollsnweSer. 
W. 7., The Pentecostals', London, SG4,1972, pp 69-71.513-522. 

14. Dunn, op. cit. p. 2. An outstanding example of this is Cattle Judd 
Ubntganery whose teachings we shall examine later in this chapter. Her 
life alone is at least one very clear evidence that the origias of 
Pentecostalism lie in the Holiness M. vement. 

15. For this insight I am particularly indebted to D. W. Dayton. whose recant 
work on the theological roots of Pentecostalism, unlike other histories 

of the movement which concentrate largely on glossolalis and the 

understanding of the Baptism in the Holy Spirit. also offers an analysis 
of the rise of the healing movement. Dayton rightly points out that the 

celebration of miracles of divine healing as part of God's salvation and 
as evidence of the presence of divine per in the church Is perhaps 
even more characteristic of Pentecostalism than the doctrine of the 
Baptism In the Holy Spirit. He therefore sees the rise of the healing 

movement as one of the theological roots of Pentecostallam. See 
Dayton, D. W. 'Theological Root: of Pentecostalism'. Grand Rapids. 
Zondervan, 1987, pp. 115-141. 

16. In a letter to the Elector of Brandenburg. dated 4th December 1539, 

quoted by B. B. Warfield, 'Counterfeit Miracles'. New York. 

Charles Scribner's Sons, 1918, reprint, London, Banner of Truth. 1972, 

p. 306, Luther wrote: 

For Christ did not make anointing with oil a Sacrament, not do St. 
James' words apply to the present day. For in those days the sick were 

often cured through a miracle and the earnest prayer of faith, as we see 
in James and Mark 6'. 

17. On James 5: 14-15, Calvin coaments: 

The Lord is indeed present with his people In every age; and he heals 

their weaknesses as often as necessary, no less than that of old; still 
he does not put forth these manifest powers, nor dispense miracles 
through apostles' hands. For that was a tenßorary Sift and also quickly 

perished'. 

John Calvin, 'Institutes of the Christian Religion', Library of 
Christian Classics Edition, ed. John T. McNeill, Philadelphia. 

Westminster Press, Book 4, ch. 19, sect. 19, p. 1467. 

18. Kelsey, M. T. 'Healing and Christianity In Ancient Thought and Moden 
Times', New York, Harper and Row, 1976, p. 235, especially the list of 
citations in footnote 44. 

19. Letter of 16 November 1762 to Dr. Warburton, Bishop of Gloucester. In 

the Telford edition of Wesley's letters, 4: 344. 

20. Dayton, op. cit. p. 119. 

21. See, for example, Endre Zeindely, 'Krankheit und Heilung Im dlteren 

Pietismus', (Zurich, Zwingli Verlag, 1962) especially section 3C on 
'Gebetsheilung Im Pietismus'. 

- 26 - 



Healing & the Atonement 

22. Bengel, J. A. 'Gnomon of, the New Testament', rev. and ed. Andrew 
Faussett (Edinburgh, T. and T. Clark, 1857), 1: 573-76. 

23. ibid 5: 39-40. 

24. Dayton op. att. p 120. 

23. ibid p 120. 

26. William a. Bodamer, Jr., 'The Life and Work of Johann Christoph 
Blwnhardt' (Ph. D. diaa., Princeton Theological Seminary, 1966), 

ppl6l-171. 

27. Dayton, op. cit. p. 121. See also Dayton's footnotes 21 & 22. 

28. Finney, C. C., 'Lectures on Revivals of Religion', Leavitt 
Lord, 1835, critical edition ed. William a. McLoughlin, Cambridge Mass., 
Harvard University Press, 1960, pp 52-58. 

29. Carter, R. Kelso "Faith Healing" Reviewed', Boston and Chicago, 
Christian Witness, 1897. 

30. See Dayton, op. cit. p. 123. 

31. ibid p 124. See also Dayton's footnotes 29 and 30, op. cit. p. 139. 

32. Boardman, W. E., The Lord that Healeth Thee'. London,? brgan and Scott, 
1881, pp 10-11. 

33. ibid p. 11. 

34. Boardman, Mary M. 'Life and Labors of the Rev. W. E. Boardman', New York, 

D. Appleton, 1887, p. 232. 

35. Dayton, op. cit. pp 125-126. 

36. Montgomery, C. J., 'The Prayer of Faith', London, Victory Press, 1930 

edition, pp 37,38,41,47. I do not have access to the original 
edition but it seems probable that the statements concerning healing in 

the atonement contained in the pages referred to above were in. fact,, a 
part of the original edition. Certainly Mrs. Montganery held to that 
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CHAPTER 'NCO: TIE DEVEL, OR T OF THE DOCTRINE WITHIN CLASSICAL 

PENTECOSTALISM, WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO TIE USA & BRITAIN 

The purpose of this chapter is to show that the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement was formally adopted by certain, 

though not all, Classical Pentecostal groups at their 

inception, and that it has continued to be held by some 

Classical Pentecostals in very much the same form as it was 

originally taught. However I shall also demonstrate that 

others, both from the groups that formally adopted the 

doctrine and from those groups that did not, have modified it 

considerably and shall compare their teaching with that of the 

early teachers of the doctrine. I shall confine my attention 

to American and British groups because I consider these groups 

to be fairly representative of Classical Pentecostalism 

worldwide [1]. 

In the Appendix I have listed some of the major Classical 

Pentecostal groups whose Declarations of Faith affirm belief 

in the doctrine. I have also listed some of those who do not. 

With reference to the former I shall demonstrate that the 

doctrine has been and continues to be held and taught by some 

in very nsich the same form as it was originally held and 

taught by writers such as Carrie Judd Montgomery and A. B. 

Simpson [2], but that others have sought to nx difyand restate 

the doctrine. With reference to the latter I shall show that 

even though the doctrine has not been formally adopted by 

those groups it has nevertheless been embraced at times by 

individuals within those groups. I shall also note any 

modifications to the doctrine proposed by individuals within 

those groups. 

The doctrine formally adopted by Classical Pentecostal groups 

C. W. Conn, 'the first official Church historian' of the Church 

of God (an American Pentecostal group) [3], states that: - 
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"Until 1910, the Church had no published declaration of faith or 

articles of faith - or even a formal outline of its teachings. 

During the summer of 1910, the August 13 issue of the Evangel was 

dedicated to the doctrines of the Church, in which a canmittee 

listed some of the prominent teachings...... 

...... These teachings were accepted..... by the Assenthly of 1911, 

and in 1912 were published in the Minutes, where. with only 

slight amendments, they have been published ever since' 14]. 

Item 13 in the list of these 'teachings' reads: 

'Divine healing provided for all in the atonement' (51. 

William W. Menzies in his history of the Assemblies of God 

(USA) relates how the First General Council of Assemblies of 

God took place in April 1914 [6]. However 'no attempt was 

made to formalize a precise doctrinal statement' [7], and a 

statement of faith was not voted upon until 1916 'and then 

only out of very evident necessity' [8]. Menzies does not 

quote the original statement because: 

".... after all these years the Statement of Fundamental Truths 

..... has remained virtually unchanged, with but minor rewording 

for the sake of clarification in recent years' 19). 

That Statement, with regard to Divine Healing, reads as 

follows: 

"Divine healing is an integral part of the gospel. Deliverance 

from sickness is provided for in the atonement, and is the 

privilege of all believers (Isaiah 53: 4-5, Matt. 8: 16-17, James 

5: 14-16)" [101. 
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In February 1924 the newly formed 'Assemblies of God of Great 

Britain and Ireland' followed suit. The Minutes. of the 

inaugural meeting read as follows: 

"A preliminary Meeting of leaders and elders of Full Gospel, 

Pentecostal and Church of God meetings was held at Birmingham on 

the tat February, 1924, and it is with joy that we acknowledge 

the wonderful blessing of God upon our first meeting, 

The following Resolutions, Statement of Fundamental Truths, and 

Minutes were unanimously patted.... ' (11). 

The Statement of Fundamental Truths reads, with regard to 

Divine Healing, as follows: 

"Divine Healing - Deliverance from sickness is provided for in 

the Atonement. Isaiah 53: 4-5, Matt. 8: 16-17' [12]. 

Thus both the Church of God and the Assemblies of God 
, 
in the 

USA and the Assemblies of God in Great Britain and Ireland 

from their conmencement adopted the position that healing is 

in the atonement. It is now my intention to show that, the 

doctrine has been retained not only in the wording of formal 

doctrinal statements but that it has been and continues to be 

promulgated, at least by some within the groups in question, 

in much the same form as it was originally propounded by A. B. 

Simpson and Carrie Judd Nbntgomery. ,-., 

The continuation of the doctrine in its original form 

In Chapter 1 of this thesis I noted that for those who first 

held it the doctrine that healing is in the atonement meant 

that there is a strong correlation between sickness and 
, 
sin; 

that it cannot be God's will-for Christians to be sick; that 

Christians do not need tobe sick; that, if a Christian is sick 

it is a result of either sin or of a lack of, faith; and that 
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the use of medicine is not necessary and to resort to it is an 

indication of a lack of faith [13]. 

It is not difficult to demonstrate that similar views have 

continued to be held and taught by Classical Pentecostals in 

both the United States and Great Britain. It will be 

sufficient to consider the writings of American authors 

T. L. Osborn and Hugh Jeter, and of British writers J. Nelson 

Parr and R. W. Hicklin. 

The American Pentecostal evangelist T. L. Osborn has written 

several books on the subject of divine healing [14] of which 

Healing' the Sick appears to be the longest and most thorough 

exposition of his views. The author acknowledges his 

indebtedness to the writings of other 'healing evangelists' 

(notably F. F. Bosworth and E. W. Kenyon) upon whose work he 

draws heavily [151 and his work is thus in many ways 

representative of theirs. His chapter entitled Healing In the 

Atonement [16] makes reference to the classic texts (Isaiah 

53: 4-5, Matthew 8: 16-17,1 Peter 2: 24) and makes the usual 

correlation between sickness and sin. Referring to I Peter 

2: 24 he states: 

By these Scriptures we see healing for the BCIN in the saar 

atonement as we-see salvation-for the S(UL. HEALINA IS INTIM 

ATcNad Nr. % HAVE HEALINO IN RFDBWTIW. If we are saved we 

should be healed. If we are healed then we should be saved. Our 

Lord could not be satisfied with a half salvation' 117). 

Accordingly, Christians do not need to be sick: 

"When one can realise that healing, just the same as salvation, 

is his..... he has learned that if Jesus bore t. R infirmities and 

UJR diseases, 1A¬ NO UN GER NE 70 BEAR THEM ....... Let me say it 

again: CHRISTIANS IX)'M7T NEED 10 BE"SICK' 118]. 
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Indeed, if a Christian has the right kind of faith God will 

always heal him: 

'FAITH IN GOD'S W1 D IS NEVER ICNDRID BY THE FATHER. Instead, IT 

ALWAYS BRINGS HIS aQvIPLETE ANS' . This is the faith He longs to 

see you exercise. It will become a part of you........ God said, 

'I AM THE LORD THAT HEAI. EM TIEE'. If three million people could 

believe it and find PERFECT HEALMI AND STUMM1 under the law. 

can we not also, who are living under grace, mercy and truth, be 

a healthy body of Christ? " [19]. 

Osborn does not state explicitly that if a Christian is not 
healed it is because of lack of faith but the suggestion is 

implicit throughout. And although he does not refer to the 

use of medical means as an evidence of lack of faith, the 

clear implication is that such means are unnecessary in the 

light of Christ's redemptive work. In this respect Osborn's 

teaching reflects substantially the views of the early 

proponents of the doctrine. 

There is, however, an additional element in his presentation 

which appears to take the doctrine a stage further. The fact 

that faith is lacking may not be the fault of the individual 

but of church leaders who have failed to teach the truth that, 

healing is in the atonement. In particular, they have failed 

to teach God's people rightly to 'discern the Lord's body' at 

the Lord's Supper. Osborn develops this theme in a chapter 

entitled Why Christians are Sick [20] in which he states that 

"Sickness is due to, failure to be taught about the BODY of Christ 

as we have been taught about the blood of Christ' [211. 

Christ's blood, he argues, was shed for the forgiveness of 

sin, but his body was broken for the healing of sickness [22]. 

Clearly Osborn's exegesis is highly questionable here, and 

merits further discussion in Part Two of this thesis [23]. It 
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is sufficient to note here that his understanding of 1 

Corinthians 11: 27-34 adds a new dimension to the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement. 

Osborn's presentation of the doctrine appears to be fairly 

representative of the teachings of other independent healing 

evangelists of his generation [24], but as Menzies and others 

have pointed out [25] the 'Salvation-Healing' nwvement of 

which they were a part fell into disrepute with Classical 

Pentecostal denominational groups like Assemblies of God. 

This, however, was because of questions over fund-raising 

methods and because of the difficulties experienced in 

verifying some of the testimonies of healing associated with 

the mass meetings conducted by the healing evangelists [26]. 

The Assemblies of God doctrinal-view that healing is in the 

atonement remained unaltered. This is evident from the 

writings of Hugh Jeter an Assemblies of God missionary and 

Bible College lecturer. 

Jeter's By His Stripes subtitled A Biblical Study on Divine 

Healing was written in 1977 and is published by the Gospel 

Publishing House of American Assemblies of God. It is 

probably their major current publication on the subject [27]. 

A chapter entitled Healing in the Atonement acknowledges that 

"Whether or not physical healing was provided for the believer 

through the atoning death of Christ has been a subject of great 

controversy for many years" [28]. 

The author then proceeds to argue for the doctrine by 

reference to the usual passages [29] and commenting on 1 Peter 

2: 24 concludes that 

'Christ does not have to suffer again to provide forgiveness of 

sin or heating of the sick. The work has already been done. It 

is now up to us to accept the finished work of Christ and 
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appropriate by faith the forgiveness-or healing that we need' 

(30]. 

Jeter's work, like that of Osborn,: exhibits throughout the 

same sympathy with the views of A. B. Simpson and Carrie Judd 

M ntgomery, although Jeter does include a chapter on the use 

of medicine [31], in which he is far less condemning. than the 

early promulgators - of. the doctrine. Nevertheless his 

sympathies clearly lie with Simpson whom he quotes as saying 

that there is no point in giving up 'remedies' if one does not 
have faith but that people who have real faith in Christ will 

not want remedies. [32]. Moreover it seems likely that his 

concessions to the medical profession are based on his respect 

as a Christian for the Jaws of the United States rather than 

on a conviction"that. medical means might at least sometimes be 

appropriate for a-Christian. He acknowledges that, 'it should 
be the sick per. son. himself who decides whether he should give, 

up his medicine or not' and then points out that 'if. you tell 

him to do so you can be accused of practicing medicine without 

a license' [33]. Further, 

'Civil laws may. make it necessary at times to call for medical 

assistance, for members of our, family. In such cases we are to, 

remember that the Bible tells us to obey the laws, This should 

not be because of a lack of faith, but to, comply with such laws 

and to, set a good example as a Christian. 
. Sometimes-we would 

gladly, trust the, Lord for, ourselves, but our children, may not 

have the same` faith and may resent a forcing (as, they,, see it) of 

our beliefs on them. After raising our own five children on the 

foreign mission-field and, seeing God heal them time. after time,. I 

am glad to report that all of them have a strong faith in the, 

Lord as their Healer ', [34], 
I, -w '.. _ : _% ,. ; ', ., 1_ 

Jeter hash, thus. modified in, practice , the. more,,, extreme 
implications of Simpson,, s; teaching,, but, the doctrine itself is 

essentially the same. Indeedhe adduces additional, Bible 
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passages to support the doctrine. , Like Osborn he interprets 

Paul's statement that the Corinthians were sick because they 
did not rightly discern 'the Lord's body' (1 Corinthians 

11: 29-30) as meaning that they did not rightly understand that 

Christ's body had been broken on the cross so that they might 
be healed of their physical infirmities [35]. He also 

understands Galatians 3: 13 to mean that on the cross Christ 

redeemed us from sickness in that since sickness is one of the 

curses contained in Deuteronomy 28 it is part of the 'curse of 
the Law' from which Christians have been redeemed [36]. I 

shall challenge this exegesis in Part Two of this thesis [37]. 

but for the present it is sufficient to note that the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement is still presented in the USA 

in very much the same form as it was when originally 

propounded. The practical application of the doctrine, 

especially with 'regard to the medical profession. may have 

been modified, but the doctrine itself is not only intact but 

its proponents believe that they have found further Biblical 

evidence to support it. 

The doctrine has also continued among Classical Pentecostals 

in Britain. John Nelson Parr, one of the founder-members of 
Assemblies of God in Great Britain and Ireland [38], wrote a 

series of articles in Redemption Tidings, the official 

magazine of British Assemblies of God, which was later 

published by Gospel Publishing House in the USA as a book 

entitled Divine Healing [39]. The author conveniently 

summarises his understanding of the subject as follows: 

"(1) The origin of sickness, disease and death is sin, and the 

author of sin is Satan. 

(2) Sickness may cone upon the most godly believers even if they 

have not sinned. 

(3) Sickness may be the result of'sin, neglect or abuse of the 

body, disgraceful disorder (willful or careless) at the Lord's 

Table, or other forms of evil in a believer. 

-38- 

kL 



Healing A the Atonement 

(4) There, do not appear to be any Instructions whatever in the 

Scriptures for the sick to resort to drugs or to submit to the 

surgeon's knife. 

(S) There is not a single instance in the Scripture of a sick 

person being healed through drugs or earthly physicians. 

(6) His Name (Jehovah-Ropheks) reveals the Lord as our Healer. 

(7) The mission of the Lord Jesus and His attitude towards those 

"oppressed by the Devil" (Acts 10: 38) with diseases and other 

things reveal Him as the Healer. 

(8) The Complete Commission of the Lord Jesus to His Church 

before leaving them, as revealed in the three (sic) Gospels, 

reveals Him as the Healer. 

(9), The Miracles and beatings wrought in the early days of the 

Church, as recorded in the Acts, reveal the Lord as the Healer. 

(10) There Is not one sentence in the New Testament which 

indicates that physical healing was a temporary manifestation. 

which would ultimately cease. 

(11) Gifts of Healing were set in the Church by the Lord and- 

there is not a single Scripture which supports the assertion that 

the gifts were to cease before the end of the church 

dispensation. 

(12) If sickness has come upon believers r, -though sin, 

disobedience. or some other cause, it is unscriptural to seek 

help from drugs or physicians in order to escape the chastisement 

or discipline of the Lord. 

(13) The explicit Instructions contained in the Epistle of James 

have never been countermanded, and reveal the course we should 

follow when sickness canes upon us. 

(14) The sick are Instructed to call for the elders of the church 

to minister to, them In the Name of. the Lord" [40]., 

It is interesting,, that the author's summary of, his own 

teaching makes' no explicit reference , to healing,, 
-in 

the, 

atonement although Parr clearly believed the, doctrine, as the 

following passages reveal: 
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'He healed because, it was prophesied that He would bear our 

sicknesses and pains (Isaiah 33: 5. Matthew 9: 16.17).... 

..... We do not of course say that the healing of sickness 

constitutes to important a part of the mission of the Lord Jesus 

as the salvation of the soul. but It was and Is undoubtedly 

included in it. Those who have grasped the truth that believers 

are identified with Christ in death and in resurrection know that 

upon the Great Burden Bearer have been laid the Infirmities of ` 

both soul and body' (41]. 

The sole ground upon which God healed this nun (Be. the cripple 

in Acts 3) was the redenttive work of One who had died and was 

raised'`fr«n the dead; or, in the words of Acts 4: 10, 'In the Name 

of'Jesus Christ of Nazareth..... crucified ...... raised from the 

dead, event in Him doth this nun stand here before you whole'. 

....... all blessings, including Divine Healing. are ours only 

through the merits of the finished atoning work of the Saviour. 

...... If Peter included healing in 'being saved' (Acts 4: 9) 

(sesostai, Gk., also note the same word in verse 12 twice), are 

we not justified in teaching that physical healing is included in 

the salvation purchased for us by the Prince of Life? ' 1421. 

I find Parr's contribution to the discussion extremely 

interesting for, although he -clearly contends in these 

passages for the doctrine that healing is in the atonement, 

his emphasis differs'a little from the traditional approach of 

the American writers whose work we have been considering. 

First, it seems significant that, as I have already pointed 

out, Parr makes no explicit reference to the doctrine in his 

sunmary of his teaching. Such an omission would be unthinkable 

in the work of A. B. Simpson or T. L. Osborn for whom the belief 

that Christ", bore=our sicknesses, on the cross is fundamental to 

a right understanding of the doctrine of divine healing [43]. 

Second, in the passages quoted above, Parr makes reference to 
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the resurrection as well as to the death of Christ with regard 

to physical healing. This may reflect the influence of other 

British Classical Pentecostals of his generation, especially 

the views of L. F. W. Woodford whose contribution I shall 

consider later [44]. Third, Parr's use of Acts 4: 9-12 appears 

to add a new dimension to the discussion which will require 

further comment in Part Three of this thesis [45]. Fourth, it 

is noteworthy that Parr's exegesis of 1 Corinthians 11: 29-30 

differs considerably from that of Osborn and Jeter [46] and is 

much more in line with a proper understanding of the passage 

as I shall demonstrate in Part Two [47]. Finally, Parr's 

attitude to the use of medicine, though similar in practice to 

that of" Simpson. and Jeter. [48], is based on an entirely 

different argument which centres around the use in the New 

Testament of (papµaxeia and its cognates [49]. This too will 

merit discussion in Part Three of this thesis [50]. 

Despite these differences,. however, Parr's teaching is 

essentially very similar to that of the early proponents of 

the doctrine. Christ's redemptive work has dealt with 

sickness as well as sin and obedient Christians do not, need to 

resort to a doctor. Faith in Christ as Healer and obedience 

to - the instructions in James 5: 14ff will prove to be a 

sufficient remedy for Christians who become sick. . 

A more recent example of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement is to be found in a series of articles by British 

Assemblies of God evangelist Ron Hicklin [51].. Hicklin adopts 

a very positive stance with regard to God's willingness to 

heal the sick. The slogan:. ._ ."s, 11 ,,, ý., m. 

'aV WISHES TO FEIL. T SICK: ALL OFT RvI: ALWAYS',. 1 -, u .: ', 

is repeated at intervals throughout his-, articles,, [52],; for:, 

, 
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"God is not arbitrary, willing to heal one day but not the next, 

willing to heal one but not another. His Kbrd... propounds 

principles to apply and gives promises to claim which..... 

guarantee success' [53]. 

The evidence for God's willingness to heal is that healing Is 

in the atonement. Hicklin compares Matthew 8: 16-17 with 

Isaiah 53: 4-5 and argues that Matthew 

-saw Christ heal the sick, knew Isaiah had foretold this and 

realised that, in the same passage. Isaiah spoke of the death of 

Christ and, connecting the facts. states: QRIST A1CNM KR UR 

BODIES at Calvary as well as for our souls. His body bought 

healing for ours' (54]. 

Further, in an article attempting to deal with Paul's 'thorn 

in the flesh', Hicklin argues that the thorn could not have 

been a sickness on the grounds that 

'since Christ bought healing for Paul, God could not in justice 

refuse it' [SS]. 

As in the early writers on the subject there is also in 

Hicklin a strong correlation between sickness and sin. Those 

intent on health, he says, will learn the unpalatable 

principle: 

'SIC14NESS SPRINGS FROM SIN' (S6]. 

Hicklin proceeds to liken a Christian's. sins to 'weeds' which 

need to be 'hoed' from his life before he can receive healing. 

Such 'weeds' include: 

'UNDUE DEPENDENCE ON ThE DOCInR' [571 

'LAC OF DESIRE FOR HFALIK3 -a deep-tooted weed' (38] 
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"DISOBEDIENCE -a 'great stinging nettle" (59] 

and 

The %%br. t Weed - DEFECTIVE SPIRITUALI'TY' [60]. 

It is noteworthy that 'undue dependence on the doctor' is 

listed (and is listed first) among the 'sins' which Hicklin 

sees as preventing healing. In this respect Hicklin is by far, 

the most extreme of the four writers whose work we have 

considered in this section as the following remarks reveal: 

"We are told to judge ourselves to stop God sentencing us - to 

sickness (1 Corinthians 11: 31). Go into the witness-box and 

cross-examine yourself: 

A. Do you always send for the minister, as God comnands, before 

you send for the doctor? (James 5: 14). f 

B. Do you rely on God to heal even 'trivial' sicknesses and so 

give your faith practice? 

C. Do you pray seriously only when the doctor can no longer help? 

If so, God I. jealous. The easy availability of medical help 

under the National Health Scheme is a major enemy to Divine 

Healing" [61]. 

The fact that Hicklin was widely criticised "for- these views 

[62] is an indication that his understanding of the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement, though. probably closer. to 

the views of-A. B. Simpson and Carrie Judd Montgomery, differed 

considerably from that of many of his contemporaries. ., A more 

moderate approach to the doctrine had already been offered by 

several British. Classical Pentecostals and their more balanced 

understanding is reflected in the correspondence from 

Hicklin's critics [63]. In "this connection'! it nowayseems 

-43- 



Chapter Two 

6! 

appropriate to turn to an examination of the views of those 

who have sought to modify and restate the doctrine. 

The doctrine modified and restated 

Attempts to modify the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement have arisen from both a pastoral and theological 

motivation. Donald Gee's Trophimus I Left Sick, first 

published in 1952, is dedicated to: 

"that large number of men and women all over the world who have 

came to the author with their personal problems concerning Divine 

healing' [64]. 

Clearly concerned for the many who have been taught that 
healing is available in the atonement and yet who seem to have 

been unable to appropriate it, Gee seeks to modify the 
doctrine in such a way that the doctrine remains intact but 

yet is not interpreted in such a way as to cause embarrassment 

and a sense of guilt among those who are not healed. 

"A doctrinal basis for the conception of Divine beating as being 

unquestionably in the will of God for all has been provided by 

most Pentecostal denominations in their official statements of 

faith ....... That a powerful and important truth Is embodied In 

these statements with their scriptural reference to Isaiah 33: 4.3 

interpreted on the authority of Matthew 8: 16-17, few will deny 

who love the message of full salvation in Jesus' Name. But that 

it needs the wisdom that only the Spirit of Truth Himself can 

give In its application seems equally evident. To assert that 

healing for our bodies rests upon an identical authority with 

healing for our souls in the atoning work of Christ out Saviour 

can involve serious problems of personal faith and confidence for 

those weak in the faith if, and when, they see manifest cases 

where Divine'bealing, though 'claimed', has not been received' 

[65]. 
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Gee goes on to comment that it is. idle to blind ourselves to 

the fact that such cases exist and argues that the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement 'reaches its maximum value 

when physical sickness is the result of our personal sin' 

[66]. Those who advocate the doctrine, he says, occasionally 

neglect the accompanying truth that 

'sometimes Divine love and wisdom permit a measure of suffering 

as a result of sin, In order to teach us to sin no more' (671. 

However Gee seems to be saying here nothing essentially 
different from the early teachers of the doctrine [68] who saw 

personal sin as one of the causes of sickness and taught that 

true repentance would always lead to healing. Where he 

differs from those teachers, however, is in his understanding 

of the 'precise measure of our present deliverance from all 

the effects of the Fall' as the following rather. lengthy 

quotation makes clear: 

The doctrine that since sickness is in the human race as a 

result of the Fall the atoning work of Christ provides full 

deliverance here and now is attractively logical. The precise 

meaiureof our, present deliverance fron all the effects of the 

Fall. whether in soul or body, is a matter upon which, there must 

be careful discrimination. Some 'Holiness' doctrines seem to 

have gone a little, astray here. and a parallel fallacy attacks 

doctrines of Divine healing. Thank God that for the eternal. 

future there is no question of our perfect redemption; and we 

have it now potentially in Christ. 

It is in the personal-application to the individual Christian who 

happens to, fall, sick that; our doctrine of sickness as a result of 

min can be most shockingly misapplied., and, misinterpreted. To 

hastily attribute, personal , sickness , to personal sin was the 

precise�folly of Jobs three friends that drew, upon them the 

anger of theAlmighty. (Job, 42: 7). Many; cruel things are being 
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said on similar lines by hasty and dictatorial exponents of very 

imperfect doctrines of Divine healing. Usually they are those 

who have suffered little themselves, or also have had just one 

experience of Divine healing on just one line, upon which they 

base all their ideas. It is only in the broadest sense that we 

can teach that sickness in the human race stems from sin in the 

race. In the case of many faithful believers In the Lord Jesus 

Christ it would seem more correct to regard them as innocent 

victims of our common human frailties until the atoning work of 

Christ comes to Its glorious conswrnation in She fulness of she 

Kingdom of God (my italics). 

Extravagant claims for immunity from physical weakness and pain 

here and now are corrected by noting such words as those used by 

Paul in Romans 8: 16-25 and 2 Corinthians 5: 1-3. Although 

Christians have the 'first-fruits of the Spirit' they still groan 

within themselves. 'waiting for the adoption, to wit. the 

redemption of the body'. Such passages effectively dispel the 

airy and fanatical claims of same that they are enjoying even now 

their 'resurrection bodies'. The scriptural truth is that the 

choicest saints on earth still have times when they 'groan, 

earnestly desiring to be clothed upon with our house which is 

from heaven'. The teaching of these passages is not a claiming 

of Divine healing from the cause of the groaning or sighing 

consequent upon infirmities of the flesh, but rather having the 

comfort of hope that there is a fuller life, and a better body (a 

'building' rather than a 'tent') waiting for us In the life to 

Come. 

The doctrine that deliverance from sickness by Divine healing is 

provided for in the Atonement is securely based upon a scriptural 

foundation, but it needs interpreting in the light of the whole 

of the Vuord of God. To apply it indiscriminately and blindly is 

to plunge multitudes of good people into most grievous problems. 

....... Our problems of Divine healing impose upon us the 

responsibility for a courageous and frank examination of the 
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applications we make of out doctrines, even though we need not 

question the basic facts laid down in our statements of faith. 

Intellectual dishonesty forfeits the guidance of the Spirit of 

Truth" [691. 

I have quoted Gee at some length partly because of the great 

respect he has commanded as a leader within worldwide 

Classical Pentecostalism [70] but largely because this part of 

Gee's writings contains noteworthy emphases which . are 

significant with respect to this section of this thesis and 

which will become even more significant in Part Four [71]. 

For example, although Gee's motivation for writing is clearly 

pastoral, it seems to me that the paragraphs quoted display a 

theological perceptivity not found in the work of the other 

Pentecostal writers whose contribution we have thus far 

considered. This is indicated. by his understanding, based on 

Romans 8, that there are certain aspects of the atonement the 

outworking of which are yet future and his suggestion that 

Paul's understanding of the Spirit as 'first-fruits' is a 

possible key to a balanced understanding of the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement. At this point Gee's position 

comes remarkably close to my own, although, as I shall make 

clear later, I believe that Gee has not gone far enough [72]. 

Further, it. is interesting that Gee clearly desires,. to uphold 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement and although his 

understanding brings a radically different emphasis to the 

doctrine - almost to the point: of refuting it - he obviously 

has no wish to deny it. Y ; This. is possibly because his 

ministerial credentials with, Assemblies of God would have been 

in jeopardy had he decided to do so, [73], although in the light 

of his forthright pleat for- intellectual. honesty [74] 
- this 

seems unlikely. =A more probable explanation.,, is that Gee 

genuinely accepted that Matthew. 8: 16-17; indicated that healing 

is in the atonement [75]but that"he saw the outworking of the 
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atonement, at least with regard to the physical body, as yet 
future. 

In this respect Gee's contribution is also significant in that 
in acknowledging the possibility that the outworking of the 

atonement with respect to healing might be deferred until the 

resurrection (when Christians, he believes, will receive 'a 
better body') he admits that the basis for 'claiming' divine 
healing immediately has now been removed [76]. In so doing he 
is adopting a position very similar to the revised view of 
Robert Kelso Carter whose change of heart we noted in Chapter 
One of this thesis [77]. However, Gee was by no means the 
first Classical Pentecostal to adopt such a position, for, as 

we shall see when we consider Classical Pentecostal groups 
whose Statements of Faith do not include the doctrine that 
healing is in the atonement [78], the Elim writer Percy G. 
Parker expressed a similar view some twenty years before Gee 

wrote Trophimus, although Parker saw healing as in the 

atonement-only 'indirectly' [79]. 

Finally, 'it is noteworthy that Gee's understanding made room 
for the use of medical 'means' of healing although he seemed 

anxious not to offend those who firmly repudiated such means 

as the following quotation reveals: 

"We seem to have unreasonably refused any place for physical 

healing to be ministered to us in the will of God except by 

entirely supernatural and miraculous means. It is necessary to 

express ourselves with great carefulness on this point. for it 

touches the devotion and zeal of many choice fellow-believers. 

Their accepted corollary for their faith in Divine healing seems 

to have been the firm repudiation of the use of any natural 

'means' of healing whatsoever as inconsistent with faith. The 

help of medicine or surgery, and the assistance of doctors or 

nurses, has been frowned upon and denounced in the strongest 

possible terms. Some of these earnest souls have literally died 
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for their faith because they refused to compromise in the matter. 

Let us honour their magnificent consistency, even if we 'feel 

compelled to question their sound judgment. 

For others of us it seems reasonable to trust God for the healing 

of our bodies in a way that does not necessarily and arbitrarily 

rule out any thought of-Divine providence and love being 

ministered to us through human intermediaries. and by means of 

naturally acquired skill in the art of healing' 180J. 

Gee's attempt at a modification of the doctrine that healing 

is in the atonement, therefore, carried with it the highly 

significant corollary that it is admissible for Christians to 

resort to medical means without feeling that they are in some 

way lacking in faith. 'Nevertheless this aspect of his work 

lacks a theological rationale, a lack which was to be supplied 

by L. F. W. Woodford four years later. 

Woodford's paper, Divine Healing and the Atonement -A 
Restatement, which is perhaps the most sophisticated attempt 

on the part of a Classical Pentecostal to restate the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement, was delivered to the 

Victoria Institute on 13th Februaryý1956. Woodford, who, held 

ministerial credentials with British Assemblies of God, and 

who, therefore, like Gee, would have found it embarrassing to 

deny the doctrine [81], seeks to 'define in fresh terms divine 

healing in relation to the atonement' [82]. He . outlines, the 

position of A. B. Simpson and others and proceeds to challenge 

the view that lack of faith and disobedience are the only. two 

reasons for unhealed sickness [83]. He begins by insisting 

that in the New-Testament atonement always relates to sin: 

"Vhen the New Testament sets forth the interpretation of, the 

death of Christ, in the sense of atonement, it is always, without 

exception, related to, the putting away of, sin and the resulting 

effects of that work. From-whatever. aspect the atonement is 

-49 - 



Chapter Two 

4; 

viewed it is fundamentally related to sin. Thus: it was a work 

of propitiation - of expiation of sin (Hebrews 2: 17,9: 26-2E, 

10: 12). It was a work of reconciliation through the sin-bearing 

of Christ (2 Corinthians 5: 18-21, Romans 5: 10f RV). It was a 

work of justification through the sufferings for sins of the 

Righteous One (Ranans 3: 23-26,4: 25, S: 18f. I Peter 3: 18). It was 

a work of redemption from sin of the Lamb of God, Mo bore the 

sin of the world (John 1: 29,1 Peter 1: 18f, Titus 2: 14).... 

and everywhere the stress is laid repeatedly upon the fact 

that His death was fundamentally and essentially concerned with 

stn' [84]. 

The second aspect of Woodford's argument is that atonement is 

related not only to Christ's death but also to his 

resurrection: 

'But the work of atonement was not consumnated by His death. 

Apart from His triumphant resurrection His death alone would not 

have possessed atoning value. His resurrection from the dead is 

an integral and inseparable part of the evangel (e. g. Romans 

10: 8f. 1 Corinthians 15: 3f). The work of propitiation on the Day 

of Atonement was not completed until the blood of sacrifice was 

presented in the holiest by the high priest (Lev. 16), the New 

Testament truth thus typified being act forth in Hebrews 9: 7-28. 

The efficacy of our Lord's atoning death was assured by the 

triumph of His resurrection on the third day' 1851. 

Further, 

'The New Testament makes clear that the death and resurrection of 

the Lord Jesus have a wider significance than atonement for sin, 

a significance touching God's creation at all points..... 

.... Sin, at the very root of the disordered creation, has been 

put for ever away by His atoning sacrifice; the devil has been 
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deprived of his authority, and cast out, having been brought to 

nought and his works destroyed; the powers of darkness have been 

completely overmastered and thrown off by the Lord of life and 

power; death has been brought to nought, its sting (sin) removed 

and life and incorruption have been brought to light through the 

gospel; 'the Lord 'Jesus', from His -throne, has all authority and 

power to administer the fruits of His atoning sacrifice and 

victorious resurrection' and ascension,. in the salvation of 

mankind. 

We have the definite promise that this "disordered creation will 

be restored, on the basis of our Lord's death and resurrection: 

delivered from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of the 

glory of the children`of God (Romans 8: 21)" [861. 

Having argued, therefore, that in the New Testament atonement 

always relates to sin and is related to the resurrection as 

well as to the death, of Christ, and that Christ's death and 

resurrection have a wider significance than atonement-for sin, 

but touch creation at all points, Woodford then enquires 'in 

what way sickness and disease have been fully met and covered 

by the death and resurrection of the Lord Jesus' [87]. - < The 

following quotations adequately illustrate his findings: 

"Sickness and disease are clearly universal manifestations 

present in our existing disordered creation, affecting the animal. 

and vegetable kingdoms as well as mankind. They were not present 

in the original creation pronounced very good (Genesis 1: 31); 

they will not *be present in the future New, Creation, to be4,, 3 

pronounced perfect: 'I make all things new' (Revelation 21: 5). 

They are manifestations originating with-sin and are part of that-, 

bondage of corruption which awaits-the deliverance of-God- The 

atonement of the Lord Jesus dealt- with the sin. behind: this 

corruption, thus providing the basis for the deliverance from, 

and elimination' of, its manifestations min' His -due: time and; 

purpose` [88J. s.! 
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'Sickness and disease, as non-moral and non-spiritual 

manifestations on the plane of the physical and natural. did not 

require atonement as a basis for any forgiveness or 

reconciliation; they required - of themselves - removal by 

authoritative intervention. The Scriptures declare, as noted 

above, 'that the Lord did not atone for the devil and his works, 

or for death; He conquered them all. Similarly, He did not atone 

for sickness and disease; He conquered them as elements present 

in a world of corruption' [891. 

"Sin has thus been expiated by the atoning sacrifice of the Lord 

Jesus; sickness and disease have been conquered by the victorious 

resurrection and ascension of the Lord Jesus, who lives in the 

power of an endless life and who, having all authority within His 

hands, as the Lord of life releases that life to meet the need of 

man (Hebrews 4: 15,7: 16,25)" [901. 

By the atoning death of the Lord Jesus and His triumphant 

resurrection all the disorder of creation caused by sin has been 

dealt with - Including sickness and disease - and overmastered by 

the power and authority of His risen life. Their removal fron 

God's creation are all within the supreme administrative 

authority of the Living Christ, in the all-embracing purpose of 

God. The first-fruits of this victory, in delivering and healing 

power over sickness and disease, are being shared by the living 

Church, and the basis of this ministry from the Throne of God Is, 

His grace and compassion' [911. 

'Deliverance from sickness, disease, and demon power is most 

frequently granted by God through a mediated ministry possessing 

delegated authority from His throne. This renders it therefore 

an entirely different matter from that of the forgiveness of sins 

(my italics), for a mediated ministry is subject to the sovereign 

will and grace of God for its operation. Such gifts are 'grace- 

gifts' (charismata) set in the Church and dispensed in His will 

as He pleases (1 Corinthians 12: 4.11,12: 28, Hebrews 2: 4) - thus. 
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the operation of gifts of healing., the laying on of hands, and 

the prayer of faith (which is subject to the laws of. prayer 

common to every other exercise of prayer) (Mark 16: 18, James 

5: 13-18)" 192]. 

Woodford's position may, therefore, be briefly summarised as 
follows. Healing is not in the atonement inasmuch as 

atonement deals with sin. Sickness does not need-to be atoned 
for in that it is a non-moral manifestation of the corruption 

of the world. It needs to be authoritatively removed. 
Christ's death and resurrection, in dealing with sin (which 

Woodford sees as the root-cause of sickness in the universe) 

provided not only atonement for sin but victory over sickness. 
As a result of that victory the ascended Christ delegates 

healing authority to his church through charismatic gifts, such 

as the gifts of healing (1 Corinthians 12: 9) which are 
distributed subject to his sovereign will. Such gifts are a 

part of the first-fruits of that victory and are a token now 

of the future perfect New Creation. 4 

Woodford's position, although rather-more sophisticated than 

that of Gee. differs essentially, very little, from it except 

that Woodford deals with the, passages which.. are held to teach 

that healing is in the atonement (Matthew 8: 16-17,, 1, Peter 

2: 24) and submits that rather,, than supporting the healing in 

the atonement view they are in harmony with the main line of 

thought advanced in his paper [93]. Woodford's understanding 

of these passages is, in, fact very close to the view which I 

express in Part -Two , of., this thesis , 
[94]... Woodford also, 

unlike Gee, offers a theological rationale for the view, which 
he shares with Gee.. [95],., that supernatural divine. healing' 

may be reconciled with healing through the given, resources of 

nature' [96]. ; This I shall examine in_Part, Three. [97]. - 

Finally, before, turning. to, the, views of,, those within Classical 

Pentecostal groups whose Statements of Faith do., not include 
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the doctrine, it seems appropriate to refer to the recent work 

of Dr. Robert Baldwin, a medical doctor and a minister of 
British Assemblies of God whose views appear to reflect in 

some respects the more moderate approach of Gee and Woodford 

and yet who clearly still holds quite literally to the old 
healing in the atonement view: 

"Jesus sees the forgiveness of our sins and the healing of our 

bodies on the same level. One is no different from the other as 

far as our Saviour it concerned....... 

....... When He cried out on the cross, 'It is finished', It did 

not just mean as far as sin was concerned, but included all our 

sickness as well, as Peter indicates when he quotas this verse in 

his epistle (1 Peter 2: 24)' [981. 

Despite this, however, Baldwin concedes elsewhere that healing 

may take place by medical means [99] and that in some cases 

may be deferred until the resurrection of the dead [100]. But 

the synthesis of the old healing in the atonement view with 

these more recent acconmwdations is, in my opinion, 

unconvincing. A theological reappraisal of the original 

doctrine (such as that of Woodford) is essential if views such 

as the acceptance of medical means and the postponement of the 

outworking of divine healing until the resurrection are to 

carry credibility. 

Classical Pentecostals whose 'Statement of Faith' 

does not Include the doctrine 

As a sample of Classical Pentecostal groups who have not 

formally embraced the healing in the atonement view I have 

selected the Elim Pentecostal Church whose Statement of Faith 

with regard to divine healing is listed in the Appendix. Even 

within that group, however, modified versions of the healing 

in the atonement doctrine have been accepted by some. For 

-54- 



Healing & the Atonement 

example, 'Principal' George Jeffreys, described as 'Founder 

and Leader of the Elim Foursquare Gospel Alliance' [101], was 

a firm believer in the doctrine: 

The atoning and redeeming nvrk of Christ on the cross is the 

sovereign remedy for all the evil results of the first Adam's 

disobedience. The future benefits of the last Adam's death on 

the cross include the destruction of the Aast enemy, which is 

death, the deliverance of the animal kingdom from the bondage of 

corruption, the removal of the curse that rests upon the earth, 

and the superseding of mortality by inmortality. The present 

benefits of His atoning and redeeming work include deliverance 

fron sin and healing for the mortal body" (102]. 

It is noteworthy that Jeffreys, while acknowledging here that 

some benefits of Christ's death are for the future, 

nevertheless firmly places healing for the body in the 

category of present benefits. The following chart which 

clearly reflects the Pre-millennial eschatology prevalent in 

Classical Pentecostalism [103] is Jeffreys' own sunmary [104]. 

Original Condition 
and Results 

of First Adam's 
Disobedience 

as described in 
the Word of God. 

Present and Ultimate 
Benefits 

of Last Adam's 
Obedience 

definitely promised in 
the Word of God. 

Original 
Condition 

Present Condition 

confirmed by 

experience 

Present Benefits 

confirmed by 

experience 

Future 
Benefits 

No sin Sin Deliverance from sin 
No death Death ------- Death 

destroyed 
No bondage in Bondage In the -------- Animals 

animal kingdom animal kingdom delivered 
No curse on Curse testing on ------- Curse 

the earth the earth removed 
No mortality Mortality ------- InmortaIIty 
No bodily Bodily sickness Bodily healing 

sickness 
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From this it might be assumed that Jeffreys' position is very 

similar to that of A. B. Simpson and the other early proponents 

of the doctrine. The inclusion of healing for the mortal body 

in the same category as deliverance from sin as a 'present 

benefit' of the atonement would certainly seem to indicate 

this. However, a closer examination of Jeffreys' work reveals 

certain major differences of emphasis from that of Simpson 

[105] and that he is, in fact, much closer to the position of 
Gee and Woodford [106]. 

First, although Jeffreys states that healing is in the 

atonement, it is interesting that he does not quote Matthew 

8: 16-17 or 1 Peter 2: 24 in this connection [107]. Rather, his 

view of healing in the atonement is based on the understanding 

that 

'The Saviour of fallen humanity is the Lord Jesus Christ...... 

who came into the world to ..... save mankind by His atoning 

death on the cross, and to make it possible for the suffering 

creation to be delivered' (108). 

Jeffreys adduces Romans 8: 20-21 as evidence that the creation 
is suffering because of Adam's sin [109] and reaches the 

conclusion that 

"Sin, sickness, death, mortality, the curse upon the earth and 

the bondage of corruption from which the animal creation suffers 

came into the world as a result of the first Adam's disobedience' 

[1101 

although he acknowledges that 

"there is no definite scripture to thew that sickness and disease 

came into this world as a result of the first Adam'a 

disobedience' (1111, 
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On the assumption, then, that sickness entered the world 
because of Adam's sin, "Jeffreys proceeds to argue that 

"the atoning and redeeming work of Christ on the cross is the 

sovereign remedy for all (my italics) the evil effects of the 

first Adam's disobedience' [1121 

but that 

'while we can claim deliverance from part of these effects in the 

present, we have to wait until some future time before the full 

benefits of the atoning and redeeming work of Christ on the cross 

can be realised* [113]. 

As his chart reveals, Jeffreys believed that 'bodily healing' 

is a 'present benefit' which is 'definitely promised in the 

Word of God' [114]. His evidence for this is that 'Scripture 

abounds in testimonies of those who enjoyed the inmediate 

benefits of bodily. healing' and that. 'our Lord distinctly 

included bodily healing as an inmediate benefit among, the 

miraculous signs that were to follow them that believe' [115]. 

In this connection Jeffreys cites Mark 16: 15,18 and James 

5: 14-15. But at best-F, this evidence supports the view that 

healing is a present benefit, not that it is a present benefit 

of the atonement. Further, Jeffreys at no point fully 

clarifies the apparent anomaly implicit in. his teaching that 

healing is a present benefit available because of the 

atonement and yet may be a benefit for which we have to wait. 
He clearly does not, want to say-. that, we must wait for it and 

yet he concedes, as,. I -shall- show, shortly,, that, in this life 

saints suffer, no-one is, imnune from sickness, that healing is 

an 'earnest' of the Christian's future inheritance, and that 

sickness can be in the will of God. 

In a section headed Deliverance;. from mortality when Christ 

comes Jeffreys states,,., 
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"Saints and sinners alike grow old, the eye becomes dim, the back 

bent, and the effects of mortality, %hich does not necessarily 

mean sickness and disease (my italics). are marked upon all, even 

those who take a stand for the truth of Divine healing. 

Nevertheless, how consoling it is to know that the bodies of 

believers are the present dwelling place of God. They were 

included in the great purchase price, not that of corruptible 

silver and gold. but the precious blood of Christ. Thus the 

benefits of His atoning and redeeming work will be seen In the 

complete redemption of the mortal body' [116]. 

Jeffreys then quotes Romans 8: 23,1 Corinthians 15: 51-55 and 
Philippians 3: 20-21 as evidence. From this it would appear 

that Jeffreys believed that Christians must expect to 

experience the usual symptoms of old age and must wait for the 

Parousia for a new incorruptible body. But what is he saying 

with regard to sickness? His next section, which follows 

immediately after the passage quoted above, is entitled Bodily 

healing from sickness and disease a present-day experience. 

This would seem to indicate, as also does his chart which 
forms a part of that section [117], that Christians do not 

need to wait for Christ's coming for the healing of their 

sicknesses. However the use of the word 'necessarily' in the 

italicised clause in the above quotation possibly indicates 

that Jeffreys believed that in some cases healing of sickness 

might be delayed until the Parousia, yet at no point does he 

explicitly say so. 

The anomaly in Jeffreys position is further evident in that, 

although he sees bodily healing as a present benefit of the 

atonement, he nevertheless recognises that Christians are not 
inne from sickness: 

"The fact that no member of the human family, whether saint or 

sinner, is immune from sickness, disease and decay, proves that 

all suffer from the limitations of fallen human natural 1119). 
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Indeed sickness may even be in the will of God for some 

Christians: 

"There is no authority in Scripture for the view that every saint 

who is suffering from sickness and disease is out of line with 

the will of God. The most devoted saints, such as Paul, Timothy 

and Epaphroditus, suffered in body, but were certainly not out of 

God's will. The reason why God sometimes allows His saints to 

suffer is that they may be schooled and disciplined in the things 

pertaining to the kingdom of God" [1191. 

This theme is developed later with reference to Paul's thorn 

in the flesh: 

'Although bodily healing is one of the present benefits of the 

atoning work of Christ on the cross, the Scripture definitely 

shows that all who truly seek bodily healing do not find it. It 

is possible for a person to be suffering fron some physical 

infirmity, and yet be in the will of God (2 Corinthians 12: 9-10)' 

(1201. 

Accordingly, although unhealed sickness may be attributable to 

lack of faith or personal sin [121], these are by no means the 

only causes since, for Jeffreys, although healing is in the 

atonement and to be placed in the same category as deliverance 

from sin, sickness may be in the will of God for some 

Christians. There is clearly a certain inconsistency, in this 

position, but it is by-no means clear that Jeffreys was aware 

of it. If he was, he appears to have made no attempt to 

resolve it. His view of healing in the atonement is thus 

radically different. from that of A. B. Simpson and Carrie. Judd 

Nbntgomery and this is reflected. in his attitude to + medical 

means: 
fi oft 

"When we came to consider the human creation, we find that God in 

His love and mercy has provided the, means of healing for all, 
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mankind, saints and sinners alike (my italics), by the operation 

of a natural law which is inherent in the human organism. 

Physicians and nurses through much study have became acquainted 

with this natural law of healing; consequently they can 

intelligently assist nature to heal ...... and it is the duty and 

privilege of every Christian to pray for them in their work' 

[1221. 

'It is a huge mistake on the part of many devout believers in the 

truth of Divine Healing to ignore natural healing. Same earnest 

saints have regarded the work of physicians and nurses who 

minister in the natural realm as being distinctly evil or carnal. 

A few have gone so far as to disregard the essential laws of 

hygiene, to ignore natural curative means, and even refuse the 

absolute necessities of the body, in ease they should manifest 

unbelief and dishonour God. Such indiscretion has hindered many 

from taking a stand for the truth, and often resulted in the work 

of God being brought into disrepute. It is most necessary that 

the truth of bodily healing should be viewed from the right 

perspective, and that its presentation be sane, sound, and 

balanced' [123J. 

It now seems appropriate to summarise Jeffreys' position, 

inasmuch as it has been possible to discern it thus far, 

before drawing attention to one final aspect of his doctrine 

which may shed some light on his understanding of the 

relationship between the present and future outworking of the 

atonement with regard to physical healing. 

In short, Jeffreys believed that healing is in the atonement 

although he based his argument on the understanding that 

sickness has its origin in the Fall (and that Christ's atoning 

death has dealt with the Fall) rather than on proof-texts such 

as Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24. Some benefits derived from 

the atonement are available already. Other benefits will not 

come into effect until Christ returns. 'Present benefits' are 
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deliverance from sin and healing for the body. All other 
benefits are future. However, although healing is a present 
benefit, some may have to wait for it for sickness may be the 

will of God for , them as it was for Paul. Medical healing 

should not be refused by those who believe in supernatural 

divine healing. 

A possible solution to the apparent tension in Jeffreys' 

teaching that healing is a 'present' benefit for which some 

may nevertheless have to wait until the Parousia might be 

found in his understanding that divine healing is the 

'earnest' of the Christian's inheritance (cf. Ephesians 1: 14). 

Jeffreys appears to understand Romans 8: 11 to refer to divine 

healing [124] and argues from 1 Corinthians 6: 19-20 that the 

Christian's body has been purchased and that, therefore, the 

'purchased possession' in Ephesians 1: 14 'certainly means the 

mortal body'. The writer,, he says, refers to the mortal. body 

as 

'having received an earnest of the inheritance, in view of the 

full redemption that was to care. The earnest of the inheritance 

is undoubtedly the quickening of the mortal body by the Spirit' 

[12S] 4; 
yYL 

That by this Jeffreys is-. referring to 

apparent in that= he goes, on to criticise 

'this quickening of; the body to the secom 

[126]. His position with regard to this 

pages later when he, says:, .. < 1, 

divine healing is 

those who relegate 
d coming of. Christ' 

is developed. a few 

The glory of the King's advent : shall , 
be seen by the once, blind 

eye, and the ^tound; of the trumpet shall break in upon the earn 

that used to be deaf. ty, The weak shall : be, made "strong, and every, , 

sick one shall be-heated....: Until He comes we shall continuetoF_ tY 

1 praise Him for the earnest of. that glorious Inheritance and wait- 
, 
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patiently and prayerfully for the full redemption of the 

purchased possession, which includes the mortal body' 11271. 

However in these two passages Jeffreys appears to be saying 

two rather different things. In the first he seems to be 

saying that the possession of the 'earnest' means that we can 
have healing now and in the second he infers that some at 
least must wait for' healing until the second advent. His 

precise position is, therefore, by no means clear [128] and, 

in my opinion, the tension remains. 

The reason for Jeffreys' failure to resolve this tension is 

probably twofold. First, although it was clear to Jeffreys 

both from observation and from his understanding of the New 

Testament that not all Christians are healed of their physical 

infirmities, he wanted firmly to retain bodily healing as a 

'present benefit' of the atonement because of his strong 

opposition to the views of those 'lower critics' who wanted to 

postpone all such manifestations of healing to the millennium 

[129]. And, second, it must be remembered that Jeffreys was 

an evangelist who was himself greatly used in healing the sick 

[130]. He probably felt that too much emphasis on the 

possibility of healing being delayed until the Parousia would 

have damaged faith on the part of the sick in his gatherings 

for healing in the present. Despite these observations, 

however, I feel that Jeffreys' chart would have better 

represented his own teaching (as well as perhaps the overall 

ethos of the New Testament), if he had included 'bodily 

healing' as a 'future benefit' as well as a 'present benefit'. 

Percy G. Parker, another Elim author, writing at about the 

same time as Jeffreys [131], devotes a chapter specifically to 

the question of healing and the atonement [132]. In answer to 

the question In what way is healing in the atonement? he 

considers three possible replies: 
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(1) Healing is not in the atonement. at all 
(2) Healing is directly in the atonement 
(3) Healing is indirectly in the atonement. 

Concerning the first, he says 

"This certainly cannot be correct. Every blessing that a 

believer gets is in the Atonement. We should be under perpetual 

curses if it were not for the Atonement. But the Cross of Christ 

has brought us into the place of perpetual blessings..... The 

Cross has brought us into the place of provision" [1331, 

Thus the proposition that healing is not in the atonement is 

rejected. However Parker also rejects the proposition that 

healing is directly in the atonement. By this he means the 

teaching which says that 

'Christ's death was for a double purpose. He bore the penalty of 

sin. He bore the penalty of sickness. He was made sin for our 

sins. He was nude sick for our sicknesses' [134]. 

This teaching, he says, is based largely on Isaiah 53: 4 and 

Matthew 8: 16-17. Parker rejects this on the grounds that 

"the fulfilaunt of Isaiah 53: 4 Is declared in Matthew 8: 16-17 to 

be in at Christ did in His life -, not in His death. He wes 

healing men and warnen of all kinds of diseases. He was lifting 

them off them'and bearing them right away", [135J. 

Although it was 'in view of' his death on the Cross that Jesus 

could remove sickness in his. life,, Parker insists that 

"to, say that He removed sickness. in virtue of His Cross is-ýa, 

different thing to saying that he removed sickness by being made 

sick on the Cross, or bearing stripes for physical sickness" 

[1361. 
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Instead Parker opts for the third possibility, that healing is 

indirectly in the atonement. To support this he quotes 'Dr. 

Torrey' [137] at length: 

The question arises, When do we get what Jesus Christ secures 

for us by His atoning sacrifice? We get the first fruits of the 

atoning work of Christ, the first fruits of salvation in the life 

that now is, but we get the full fruits only when Jesus Christ 

canes again. The atoning death of Jesus Christ secured for us 

not only physical healing, but the resurrection and perfecting 

and glorifying of our bodies. No, we do not get the full measure 

of what Jesus secured for us by His atoning death on the Cross in 

the present life, but at His canning again. 

But while we do not get the full benefits for the body secured 

for us by the atoning death of Christ in the life that now Is. 

but when Jesus canes, nevertheless, just as one jets the first 

fruits of his spiritual salvation in the life that now is, so we 

get the first fruits of our physical salvation in the life that 

now is. 

We do get in ninny, ninny, ninny cases, physical healing through ilia 

atoning death of Jesus Christ, even in the life that now is, 

[138]. 

Parker interprets Torrey as meaning that in the atonement 

there are first, intermediate, and final fruits (although from 

the passage quoted the idea of intermediate fruits is to me by 

no means obvious). 

"The first fruits is that' of forgiveness of sin, one of the 

intermediate fruits is health sufficient to carry out God's 

primary will for us down here, and the final fruit includes the 

entire perfecting of body, soul and spirit' (139J. 
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Parker identifies himself with this view which he then 

clarifies further by saying: 

"The sinner.... has broken the law of God. He is under 

condemnation. By His death Christ met that penalty. He ransomed 

him altogether from the power of Satan and sin. Christ's death 

was the ransom price. Now, having saved by His death, the Lord 

Jesus heals by His, life. It is the life of Christ which brings 

health. It was the death of Christ which brought atonement. The 

poured-out blood saves the sinner from guilt. The poured-in 

resurrection life saves the saint from disease. Forgiveness 

through the Atonement is God's gift to the sinner. Health 

through the resurrected life of Christ is God's gift to the 

saint' 1140]. 1 

However, from this it, should not be understood that Parker 

believed that 'poured-in resurrection life' saves every saint 

from every disease for he later.. argues strongly that. Paul's 

thorn in the flesh was a disease [141]. His view is rather 

that God 'overrules' sicknesses for his own glory 'either by 

removing the sickness, or-,, giving grace to overcome the 

limitations of:,, it' [142]. ., 

Accordingly Parker's version of healing in the atonement 

places him alongside Jeffreys in his understanding of Paul's 

thorn in the flesh and the.. possibility°. of Christians being 

sick within the will of God, alongside Gee and Woodford in 

seeing 'firstfruits' as,; having"at least some connection with 
healing, and alongside Woodford-in particular in regard to his 

emphasis on healing through Christ's life rather than through 

his death. . But concerning s-the --use of, 'means' Parker is 

surprisingly closer than might have been expected to the 

position of A. B., Simpson sand Carrie 
, 
Judd,, Wntgomery, for 

although he acknowledges that, 
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'as long as 1 Timothy 5: 23 is in the Bible ....... no-one can 

rule out the use of sinvle homely remediss' 1143). 

he also offers the following advice: 

"Seek directly to God. Do not look this way and that way to 

earthly physicians. Don't try and think of remedies. But If God 

by special illumination reveals one then use It. There Is a 

great deal of difference between waiting for God's special 

illumination, and eagerly trying remedy after remedy and 

physician after physician. Personally I would not consider a 

remedy for a manent (my italics) - unless it was supernaturally 

revealed to me that I should use it. 

We certainly cannot absolutely rule out remedies. But such 

should only be used under God's direct revelation' 11441. 

However, although there is probably'an unnecessarily perceived 

tension between looking to God for one's healing and the use 

of medicine, and despite the interesting assumption that 

supernatural revelation is readily available, Parker by no 

means suggests that to resort to medical means is an 
indication of a lack of faith. His attitude seems to be 

rather that it is a matter of personal conviction and faith as 

to whether one uses medical means or not, on the principle 

that 'according to their-faith it will be unto them' [145]. 

Alexander Tee is a final and more recent example of an Elim 

writer who has -embraced the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement. In an article written in 1976 he refers to Isaiah 

53: 4-5 and Matthew 8: 16-17 and states: 

"In the'light of Matthew 8: 17 these blessed and most sacred words 

from Isaiah refer directly to divine healing. It may be argued 

that Jesus had not yet died when He healed these people and that 

therefore Isaiah 53: 5 does not refer to Christ's atonement, but 
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many Old Testament saints entered into the benefits of Christ's 

atonement ......... before Christ went to Calvary' [146]. 

However, Tee does not develop the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement. The passage quoted above is merely part of a 

list of Bible verses which Tee uses to show that 'divine 

healing is taught in the Scriptures' [1471. Nevertheless it 

does indicate his allegiance to the doctrine. Later, when 

summarising his understanding of the various passages he has 

listed, concerning healing and the atonement he briefly states 

"There is a sacred connection between the atoning work of Christ 

on the cross and divine healing' [1481. 

Disappointingly, he does not tell us what that 'sacred 

connection' is. However 
. 
he, does see a connection between 

sickness and personal sin: , 

*It is foolish to expect a holy God to send His healing virtue 

into our bodies if we want to cling to sin and do what is wrong. 

..... Sin stops the flow of God's healing power. Sin destroyed 

the fellowship between Adam and God in the Garden of Eden. When 

contact is broken in an electrical circuit no power can get 

through. Sin produces comparable results and the power of God is 

cut off' [149). 

And in similar vein, with reference to 1 Corinthians 11: 29-30, 

he states: 

'Here again we see that. we cannot, be doing or allowing wrong 

things and. expect either health or healing., We cannot treat the 

things of God lightly without paying the price' [150]. 

It is clear, however, that Tee does not attribute. all sickness 

to personal sin for he. believes that. 'in the matter; of-divine 

healing we-must always. remember that; God-is sovereign and. that 

he can do , exactly -as , He, wants'. [151]. Neither:,. is., the 
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reception of divine healing merely a matter of 'claiming a 

promise by faith', for 

"I would be a fool to think that I can prassuriss God or 

manipulate Him into doing anything. If this is not the case. why 

did Paul need to pray to much about his thorn in the flesh? 

Could he not simply have claimed one of God's promises by faith 

(so-called). smote (sic) the thorn, and commanded it to leave his 

body in the name of Jesus? ' 1152). 

In saying this, however, Tee does appear to be contradicting 

an earlier statement, where, commenting on Romans 10: 17, he 

says: 

'The %rd of God has much to teach us about divine healing. 

God's Word is not given to mock us, His promises are yea. and in 

Him Asien' to them that believe (2 Corinthians 1: 20). We can 

fully expect these promises to be substantiated (my itslice)" 

[133]. 

It seems to me that this contradiction exhibits a tension 

(similar to that noted previously in Jeffreys [154]) between 

the desire on the one hand to encourage faith for healing and 

the concern on the other hand to avoid saying that sickness is 

either a result of personal sin or of lack of faith. In this 

connection Tee is also careful to stress that the use of 

medical science is an appropriate means of healing: 

"The earth and everything in It were created by God and can be 

used for our well-being. Clever men have discovered that. when 

certain things found in mother earth are used correctly. they can 

restore our bodies to health and strength. Medical science has 

saved ninny lives, but God -provided the means used In the 

medicines. Other clever men who have studied the human body use 

surgery. They know what to do, and that after their operation, 

nature will do its work. God put healing propensities Into our 
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bodies. Doctors, surgeons and nurses who do the right things 

with our bodies know that these God-given qualities will play 

their part. Surely it is not wrong to pray that God will guide 

the surgeon's hand. God has helped many a nurse and surgeon. 

Here I. God working with nature and with men. Indeed, there is a 

case in the Bible where a prescription was given to a dying man. 

It was used as prescribed and the dying man lived (2 Kings 20: 7 

and Isaiah 38: 21)" 1135]. 

Thus Tee, in conmon with Jeffreys and Parker (both Elim 

writers of an earlier generation) holds a view of divine 

healing that puts healing indirectly in the atonement. Tee's 

position, though undeveloped and considerably less clear than 

the views of Jeffreys and Parker, nevertheless shares with 

theirs the conmendable attempt to present the doctrine in such 

a way that it will create faith for healing without appearing 

to condemn those who are not healed. 

Sunym ry 

It will now be convenient briefly to summarise this chapter, in 

which I have sought to survey the development of the doctrine 

within Classical Pentecostal groups before offering evidence, 

in the next chapter that the doctrine also exists outside 

those groups. 

In this chapter I have demonstrated that the doctrine has 

continued very much . in. its original form, particularly 
'within 

groups such as the Assemblies of God who have incorporated the 

doctrine in their Statements of Faith. In the USA writers 

like Osborn and Jeter have not only continued to teach the 

doctrine but have used additional arguments to substantiate it 

[156]. These writers have, however, been more careful not to 

condemn the use of medical 'means' than were A. B. Simpson and 

Carrie Judd Montgomery, but this is perhaps due to the current 

legal situation in some American states rather than to any 
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real difference doctrinally. British writers Hicklin and 
Parr, however, have perpetuated the opposition to the use of 

medicine although Parr's reasons for doing so were different 

as was his underlying rationale for the doctrine [157]. 

There have, however, been attempts to modify or restate the 

doctrine both from within and outside the groups that formally 

embraced it. British Assemblies of God writers such as Gee, 

Woodford and, more recently, Baldwin have all made a plea for 

a more balanced approach to the use of medicine, as have 

British Elim writers Jeffreys and Tee and, to a lesser extent, 

Parker. All these British writers accept in some measure the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement, although Woodford's 

position is closer to a rejection of it (rather than a 

restatement of it, as his paper purports to be). All these 

writers concede that healing may be delayed until the Second 

Advent, Parker, Gee and Woodford seeing healing as in some way 

a 'firstfruits' (and Jeffreys as an 'earnest') of the new 

incorruptible body the Christian is believed to receive at the 

resurrection. Perhaps most significantly, however. Parker and 

Woodford reject the exegesis of Matthew 8: 17 upon which the 

original theory of healing in the atonement is based. For 

them, and also for Jeffreys -- although Jeffreys does not 

specifically reject the original exegesis of Matthew 8: 17; he 

simply ignores it - healing in the atonement is best 

understood in terms of Christ's redemptive work on the cross 

counteracting the effects of -Adam's Fall to which, they 

believe, the origin of sickness may be-attributed. 
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7. ibid p. 104. 

S. ibid p. 101. The 'evident necessity' was the dispute over whether 
baptism should be administered in the name of the Trinity or 'in the Name 

of Jesus' (ibid pp 106 ff. ). 

9. ibid p. 119. Menzies' footnote, indicates that no doctrinal amendments 
have been made to the original Statement: 'In 1961 a counittas which had 
been assigned the task of suggesting revisions in the Statement of 
Fundamental Truths presented several minor changes, which were in no 
sense doctrinal changes, but intended to clarify and strengthen existing 
statements'. 

10. ibid p. 389. 
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QIAPTER ThREE: MM DOCTRINE BEYCW CLASSICAL PENTECOSTALISM 

Having demonstrated in the last chapter that the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement has continued within Classical 

Pentecostalism in both its original form and in various 

modified forms, it is my intention in this chapter to show 

that the doctrine also exists today outside Classical 

Pentecostalism and to identify any areas of differing emphasis 

in the presentation of the doctrine. This, together with the 

evidence already offered in the first two chapters, will 

provide an overview of the doctrine in its various forms which 

will to a large extent define the limits of the passages to be 

exegeted in Part Two and of the themes to be discussed in Part 

Three. 

I shall consider first some of the teachings of the. 'Faith 

Movement' [1] and second the contribution of certain neo- 

pentecostal [2] authors. I have selected these two groups 

partly because both have their, origins in Classical 

Pentecostalism - to which this section (ie Part One) of this 

thesis is particularly related - and partly because the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement is to be found in 

both groups [3]. Finally I shall note the views of some who 

reject the doctrine. 

The doctrine in the 'Faith Movement' 

D. R. McConnell, whose recent work has robustly challenged the 

teachings of the 'Faith M vement',. [4], sets that movement 

within the context of the. American charismatic. renewal: 

"The history of the church In America has seen numerous revivals 

of its faith and practice. _% American church historians identify 

at least three major 'great awakenings'. stretching fron 1726 to_ 

1914. On a far lesser scale, the twentieth century has witnessed 

three more such revivals: (1).; the Pentecostal, revival of�1906;,.. ' 

(2) the Healing revival of 1948;; and (3), the Charismatic, renewal, 
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of 1963. . 
1:.. '. we shall deal with one part of the Cbarlunatia 

renewal: the Faith Movement' 151. 

The 'spiritual predecessors' of the Charismatic renewal, says 
McConnell, are the Classical Pentecostals, but although the 

two movements share many conmon beliefs and practices the 

Classical Pentecostals are historically prior to the 

charismatics by more than fifty years and have developed their 

own distinct theologies and denominations. The charismatic 

renewal is a relatively recent phenomenon and has developed 

many unique beliefs and practices which many Classical 

Pentecostals do not accept [6]. 

Among such beliefs are the distinctive teachings of the Faith 

h1ovement, which appeals strongly to the Bible as a basis for 

'promises' which are seen as 'faith formulas'. 'Promises' 

relating to health and wealth are to be appropriated by 

'faith' so that Christians who learn how to exercise the 

appropriate 'faith formula' may expect health, wealth and 

prosperity. The following critical analysis by McConnell 

provides an excellent summary of the Faith Movement's overall 

position: 

"In the jargon of biblical theology, the Faith interpretation of 

the kingdom of God could be labeled as a 'hyper-realized' 

eschatology. The Faith eachatology Is 'hyper-realized' because 

of its extreme praniaea to the believer of a life which is 

absolutely invulnerable to any type of evil. It claims that 'the 

powers of the age to come' have completely came in this life and 

that these powers can be used at will by the believer with enough 

faith and knowledge to operate them. There is no process of 

realization of God's kingdom; the kingdom can be completely 

realized in the lives of those who exercise Faith principles. %% 

see evidence of this hyper-realized eschatology In the Faith 

doctrines of healing, authority. and prosperity. The hyper- 

realized nature of Faith eschatology emphasizes the 'now' of the 

kingdom of God to the exclusion of the 'not yet" (7). 
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The man thought to be the primary author of 'Faith' theology 

is Kenneth E. Hagin, whom Charisma magazine has referred to as 

the father of the Faith Movement [8]. Other 'Faith' teachers, 

including Kenneth Copeland the 'heir apparent', readily admit 

that they first learned the 'Faith' teaching from Kenneth 

Hagin [9]. Hagin claims that the first 'revelation' of 

'Faith' theology was given to him in 1937 when God healed him 

of a congenital heart defect. Since that time he claims to 

have had numerous personal visitations from Jesus Christ [10], 

he regards himself as a prophet [11] and has threatened divine 

judgment, even death, to those who do not accept him as such 

[12]. It is not surprising that he gives his opponents short 

shrift, referring to them as 'stupid' [13] and 'hoodwinked by 

the devil' [141. 

In recent years there have been numerous rebuttals of Hagin's 

teachings in particular and of the Faith Movement in general 
[15] and it is not the purpose of this thesis to add to them. 

What is relevant, however, is that the, doctrine that healing 

is in the atonement is. firmly held by 'Faith' teachers [16] 

and that, rather than having modified it, they hold it in a 

form even more extreme than that in which it was originally 

propounded. All the old ingredients are there - the strong 

correlation between sickness and sin [17], the insistence that 

it cannot be God's will for a Christian to be sick [18], the 

implication that to resort to medical means indicates a 
, 
lack 

of faith [19] - but,, added to these, are . three, new ingredients 

which are not found in the original, version, of the doctrine. 

First, the Faith Movement teaches its-adherents to, deny, the 

symptoms of disease. This is based, on: a, pedantically literal 

interpretation of 1 Peter 2 : 24 
. -,. 

'by whose stripes you . were 

healed'. It is argued that since , the verb is 
. 
in,, -, the. past 

tense the redemptive - work , of, y healing has already been 

accomplished on the cross. Once this, 'promise',. has, been 

'claimed' in faith the Christian-should refuse to believe, that 

he is sick. How can he be if, by Christ's stripes we 'were' 
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healed? Therefore, all-symptoms of disease are lies of the 

Devil and should be refused or denied. It is better to 

believe God's Word [20]. I shall challenge this exegesis of I 

Peter 2: 24 in Part Two [21] and the notion of claiming 

promises in Part Four [22]. 

The second aspect of 'Faith', teaching that takes the doctrine 

to a further extreme is closely related to the first. Having 

determined to believe a 'promise' in the Bible rather than the 

evidence of his senses the Christian should 'confess' what 

'God' says - by which is meant what the Bible says - rather 

than what his senses say. In this way a person can 'confess' 

revelation-knowledge (what he has learned in the Bible) and, 

it is believed, completely change his physical circumstances. 

This principle of 'positive confession', as McConnell points 

out, is not limited to the realm of healing: 

'One of the more extreme practices occurring in the modern Faith 

movement is writing 'faith checks'. Even though your bankbook 

may tell you that you have insufficient funds in your account 

(sense knowledge), the Bible tells you that 'God shall supply all 

your needs according to his riches in glory' (Philippians 4: 19 - 

revelation knowledge). So the believer goes ahead and writes a 

'hot' check, trusting that God will miraculously cover it in 

time. This practice has been greatly discouraged by the more 

prominent Faith teachers, but is one of the many bizarre ways 

that their followers apply their dualistic distinction between 

revelation knowledge and sense knowledge' 1231. 

Applied to the realm of healing this princ 

people think and talk about having cancer, 

they will have, but if they think and talk 

healed, they will be healed, for 'sooner 

what we confess' [24]. In accordance with 

Osborn states: 

iple implies that if 

then cancer is what 

as though they were 

or later we become 

this principle T. L. 
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'How often Christians will pray and obey the healing Scriptures 

exactly, and then, when some symptom appears, throw the entire 

W6rd of God overboard. " and begin to make Z FESSIM of their 

sickness. thus annulling their prayer and its effects! God's 

blessings are hindered when we let our lips contradict His Mbrd. 

If a disease threatens your body, DON'T OONF6SS IT! OC ESS the 

Word: With His stripes I AM HEALED! ' Say what God says! 

HESS HIS VKRD! 

Disease gains the ascendancy when you agree with the testimony of 

your senses. , Your five senses have:! D PLACE in the, realm of 

faith ...... Do not accept anything sent by the devil. Even 

though your five senses may testify that it has cane to you, 

REFUSE TO CONFESS IT. Look immediately to Calvary. Remember, 

you were FREED" [25J 

According to this view 'positive confession', is the most 

powerful weapon in the Christian's armoury. By 'confessing' 

the 'promises' of the Bible. he can obtain healing,, prosperity, 

freedom from suffering, and longevity [26] whereas 'negative 

confession' brings calamity, [27]. 1 shall discuss both the 

the notion of claiming promises (which underlies 'positive 

confession') and the pastoral difficulties that arise from it 

in Part Four [28]. 

The third aspect in which the Faith. M vement's version of. the 

doctrine differs from that of-the early proponents and-of the 

Classical Pentecostals is the teaching,. apparently based on a 

misunderstanding, of the Hebrew.. use,; of the plural in. Isaiah 
.. 

53: 9, that Christ�died two . 
'deaths' .- not only..,. a physical 

death on the cross. but also a , spiritual death 
,- 

in hell. , His 

physical death on the cross is -, seen as abrogating thee old 

'Abrahamic' covenant [29], -; butonly 
Eby_ Christ's (supposed) 

'spiritual' death can man obtain ; freedom from sin, sickness 

and poverty. This-, is-because: sin, sickness -,. and,, poverty are 

all seen as spiritual An origin...: Christ's physical . 
death 
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could not, atone for a problem that was spiritual. Hence the 

need for his 'spiritual' death - in hell. But born of the 

Spirit, he was raised 'the first-begotten from the dead'. 

Sin, sickness, poverty, and Satan were thus defeated by his 

'spiritual' death and the blessings of forgiveness, health and 

prosperity were available to mankind [30]. 

From this it is clear that 'Faith' teachers hold the view, in 

comnon with several of the Classical Pentecostal writers 

referred to in the last chapter, that healing is directly in 

the atonement. Their understanding of the atonement as having 

been accomplished through Christ's supposed spiritual death in 

hell, rather than on the cross, however, is manifestly 

different, for the Pentecostal understanding of atonement 

(apart from the inclusion of healing within it) is recognised 

as very much in line with that of other conservative 

evangelical groups [31]. It seems to me that, while the 

'Faith' teaching seriously affects the understanding of 

atonement in general, it says nothing of significance with 

regard to the subject of healing in the atonement in 

particular. Accordingly, having noted the deviation, it is 

not my intention to seek to refute it in this thesis [32]. 

The position of the Faith Nbvement with regard to the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement may, therefore, now be 

sunmarised. With the exception of their understanding that 

atonement was accomplished when Christ died 'spiritually' in 

hell, 'Faith'' teachers hold very much to the doctrine as 

propounded by A. B. Simpson with its emphasis on a strong 

correlation between sickness and sin, its insistence that it 

cannot 'be God's will for a Christian to -be sick, and its 

strong suggestion that to avail oneself of medical means is to 

reveal a lack of' faith. In addition there is a strong 

teaching that once healing' has been 'claimed' Christians 

should deny all symptoms of sickness. Rather they should 

'confess what God says' by believing and declaring the 

appropriate 'promises' -in the Bible. Thus, unlike the 
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Classical Pentecostals, some of whom at least have sought to 

modify the doctrine, the 'Faith' teachers have, if anything 

produced a more extreme version of it, and, in the-process, 

have adopted an entirely different position with regard to 

when and where atonement took place. 

The doctrine in Neo-Pentecostalism 

Apart from the 'Faith' teachers, the more extreme views of 

some of whom we have just briefly considered, neo-pentecostals 

elsewhere who write on the subject of healing appear either to 

affirm the doctrine in more or less its original form, or to 

modify it in much the same way as some of the Classical 

Pentecostals have sought to modify it, or to ignore it 

completely. 

But before evidence is offered for this variety of positions 

within Neo-Pentecostalism it must first be observed that 

within Neo-Pentecostalism, unlike Classical Pentecostalism, 

there is a distinct absence of official doctrinal statements. 

This is because neo-pentecostals have either remained within 

their denominations and sought to maintain their 'charismatic' 

emphasis and experience there (and, thus their only doctrinal,, 

statement would be that of their denomination, which by 

definition would, not contain distinctively pentecostal or 

charismatic doctrinal elements),, or, having come out of their 

denominations, they have been wary.. of forming new ones and 

have been reluctant to produce statements of, faith. Evidence 

can only be adduced, therefore, from the written opinions of 

individual authors within the, charismatic renewal,, and the 

fact that a Baptist writer within the renewal may, express an 

opinion on healing andthe, atonement will by no means indicate 

that that opinion is held by all charismatic Baptists. 

I shall, therefore,, consider.,. the. individual opinions of; a 

selection of neo-pentecostal writers and demonstrate that some 
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affirm and some modify the doctrine. The views of those who 
ignore the doctrine [33] I shall not consider, on the grounds 

that their views, though relevant to the subject of divine 

healing in general, are not relevant to the specific subject 

of this thesis. 

That the doctrine is affirmed within Neo-Pentecostalism is 

evident from the following quotation from the work of Ian 

Andrews: 

For example, if I were going to meditate on 'by his wounds you 

have been healed' (1 Peter 2, verse 24) I would first take %be 

words 'by his' and dwell on them for five or ten minutes..... 

Then I would would move on to the word 'stripes' and would 

picture Jesus strapped against the whipping post being scourged 

for my healing, Jesus bleeding on the Cross so that I could be 

free from pain ..... Then I would spend about ten more minutes 

meditating on 'have been'. because this is the difference between 

being sick and being healed: it has already been accongllshedl 

Jesus did everything necessary for my health nearly 2000 years 

ago. By the time I get to the word 'healed'. I'm generally 

strong enough in faith to believe it* (34]. 

Tony Dale also affirms the doctrine: 

Our healing as believers flows from the atoning work of Christ. 

Matthew makes this clear by quoting a passage fron Isaiah 53 is 

the context of Jesus healing all those who came to him. Whereas 

the Old Testament Hebrew words for griefs. sicknesses, sorrows, 

and pains are interchangeable, in Matthew 8 It Is the more 

precise Greek wording that we have. Here It plainly says of 

Jesus that he did his healings in order 'to fulfil what was 

spoken through the prophet Isaiah: He took up our infirmities and 

carried our diseases" [351. 

Dale goes on to argue that Christ's salvation includes our 

physical needs and concludes: 

-86- 



Healing & the Atonement 

'The wonder of the redemption bought for "us at Calvary it that 

Christ offers us himself. Not only does Scripture teach that he 

is our 'righteousness, sanctification, and redemption', but also 

that he is 'our life'. In a wonderful way beyond anything that 

we can adequately understand or explain, when Jesus died on the 

cross, he not only carried the full weight of our sin, but also 

of our suffering. pain and sickness' [36]. 

In fact Dale's article reflects very much the teachings of 

A. B. Simpson to whom he refers in very positive terms [37]. 

However, as might be expected. in the contribution of a medical 

doctor [38], there is no suggestion that to resort to medical 

means is indicative of a lack of faith [39]. Moreover, 

conmenting on Romans 8 he acknowledges that 'creation ..... is 

still subject to both futility and decay' and adds that 'our 

bodies are not excluded' [40]. Nevertheless he sees verse 21 

as indicating that Christians as the 'children of God' are 

already enjoying 'glorious freedom' in the physical realm and 
'as the firstfruits of,, redeniption are also experiencing the 

powers of the age to come in a way that is not yet available 

to the. rest of creation' [41]. Dale's view that the 'low 

level of faith and expectation in the church' means that the 

kingdom is perhaps not fully anticipated in the present age 

seems to suggest that he sees lack of faith in general terms 

as the reason why the church does not see more miracles of 
healing., He does concede, however,, that the kingdom is 'not 

yet fully realised' [42]. But in making this concession Dale 

only shows that he recognises that there is a problem with his 
' 

view and that the problem is eschatological. In my opinion, 
he by no means solves the problem. Thus Dale's position 

cannot be seen; as,, a modification, of Simpson's position, but 

perhaps may be understood as a more moderate expression of it. 

Other neo-pentecostal writers, however, do express a modified 

view of healing in the atonement and, perhaps unsurprisingly, 

their conclusions are, not unlike those of the Classical 
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Pentecostals who made the same attempt. Rex Gardner, for 

example, commenting on Matthew 8: 16-17, remarks that 

"it seems that the passage really insists that what Christ did 

for our sins he did for our sicknesses' [43]. 

In quoting Graham Kendrick'$ song [44], however, he reflects, 

probably unwittingly, Woodford's insistence that Christ 

conquered sickness rather than atoned for it [45], although in 

claiming that Kendrick's parallelism leads us to the correct 

interpretation of the verse he has clearly overlooked the 

context'in which Matthew sets the quotation. 

Gardner is also close to Woodford in that he sees the 

outworking of Christ's victory over sickness as ultimately 

future. Meanwhile the Spirit is given as 'pledge': 

'Satan and his agents, sin, sickness, death, have been conquered 

by Christ, but until the end *of this age they remain still 

present and active. .... The problem is that. while realising 

that we have to wait for the other liberations of glory, we 

really want our resurrection bodies now and are dissatisfied that 

we have not got them. Paul felt the same'. 

Then, following a quote from 2 Corinthians 5: 4-5, which refers 

to the Spirit as the äppäßwv of the life to come, he 

continues: 

'But a pledge is a promise of something for which we still have 

to wait. This is true even when the Holy Spirit does heal us. 

for ...... when he does, he heals us into dying bodies' (46]. 

Thus Gardner's position is extremely close to Woodford's [471. 

Sickness was conquered by Christ's death and resurrection. 

The final outworking of `that-victory is reserved until 

Christ's second advent. "`Meanwhile Christians have been given 
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the Spirit as a 'pledge' of their future inheritance which 

will include a new body after the resurrection. 

John Goldingay adopts a very similar position: 

Matthew 8: 17 is not about the death of Christ, but the actual 

idea that the atonement included dealing with illness does not 

seem to me incoherent, though to speak of Christ atoning for our 

sicknesses may be too shorthand a way to put it. My personal 

sickness may not result from my personal sin (cf. Job and John 

9). Nevertheless the presence of illness in general in the world 

results fron evil in the world, which itself results from the 

presence of sin in the world. Insofar as all illness results 

from the presence of evil in the world, all healing, like all 

forgiveness, is a fruit of his death, which produces this 

gracious fruit before his time as well as after it. It is in 

keeping with this that bodily resurrection (his and ours) is. 

among other things, a sign that his work of atonement has been 

effective: the spiritual work 'naturally' has a physical outward 

expression. In Christ God has won the victory over evil.., But 

resurrection belongs to the End. That victory is not yet 

canpletely effective in this age. And because the illness (and 

the death) of believers issue as nach from the general presence 

of evil in the world as from our personal sin, it is also quite 

'natural' that believers still experience illness and death' 

(48i. 141 -1 

David Pytches takes a somewhat stronger line: 

The particular verse that highlights the belief that there is 

healing in the atonement ia Matthew, 8: 17, which is of course 

based on Isaiah 53: 4...,.... ,. -, 

% 

In Isaiah 53: 4ff the Hebrew words choll and makob are translated 

'griefs' and -'sorrows', Matthew's interpretation of , these xas 
'infirmities;. and ; 'dlseasea',, is simply respect for the actual 

meaning of the original words..:. 
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We may not 'dismiss lightly the question of whether Christ was 

bearing our sicknesses and sorrows along with all the other 

effects and judgments of sin on the cross..... 

There would appear to be enough clear evidence in the Bible for 

believing that there is beating in the atonement. We worship 

Jesus Christ not only because he paid the price on Calvary for 

our sins, but also because he carried our sicknesses and our 

sorrows. We can be physically and spiritually whole' [49]. 

Nevertheless Pytches acknowledges that medical means may 

sometimes be appropriate for 

"God is the source of all healing, but he uses various means to 

heel' [50]. 

Further, 

"Where someone is not healed it could be worthwhile checking on 

auch areas as unforgiveness, deeper emotional hurte, unbelief or 

faithlessness, but in the final analysis it must always be 

recognised that our sovereign God may have some inscrutable 

reasons which he is not willing to disclose.... 

It is very important that no-one Is left feeling accused by us 

that he must have some hidden sin or condemned that he did not 

have enough faith" [511. 

And, 

"We are still part of a fallen and groaning creation. Healings 

are a sign that the kingdom has cane, but the limited number only 

goes to show that the kingdom of God has not yet fully come.... 

We will see signs of the victory God has already won in Christ. 

We will ace eyes and ears opened, but we will not see every eye 

not every ear opened. To expect to do so is to miss the tension 
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between the 'now' and the 'not yet' of God's kingdom and to 

attempt to by-pass the mystery between God's creative and his 

permissive will' 152]. 

It is thus clear that Pytches' position is very close to the 

views of Woodford, Gee, Gardner and others whose work we have 

already considered. 

A final example of a modified view of the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement is to be found in the following 

extract taken from a leaflet produced by St. Nicholas' Church, 

Nottingham, to be used in discussion with other Anglican 

churches: 

"We believe 

1. That the healing ministry is the ministry of Jesus, one of 

the fruits of his death on the cross (Isaiah 53) and something 

which we, his followers. are canmissioned to do. 

2. That God desires wholeness for his people. This wholeness 

includes forgiveness of sin and the healing of the body and the, 

emotions (past and present)". 

However the leaflet goes on to. say: ,,, 

'3. That alongside a theology of healing must stand a theology of, 

pain; that some=suffering is redemptive in the sense that it is, 

an entering into the pain. of the: world and. as such ia, an 

identification with the ongoing suffering$, of Christ (see Col. 

4. That healing is. a free: glft from God, an, expression of his ,.. 
love, not a merited bonus. 

, 
S. That healing is a mystery; we cannot; understand the way it 

happens not why sane people are, healed while; others. are, not.... ' 

153), , ,. r. -"- ýýý. 

Sadly the leaflet does. not: develop further the; ideas.. expressed. 

in these, items.,, At 
-is, clear,, from, items11 and 2, however,: 
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that some form of healing in the atonement theory is intended, 

and from items 3 and S that the compilers would not have 

embraced the doctrine as originally propounded. 

In sunmary, the views of the writers we have surveyed in this 

chapter are closely parallel to those expressed by Classical 

Pentecostals. Although some still hold the doctrine in 

approximately its original form, others have sought to modify 
it by the recognition of a tension between the 'already' and 
'not yet' aspects of the kingdom of God. In so doing they 
have followed perhaps unwittingly a pattern already 

established by the Classical Pentecostals a generation 

earlier. Sufficient attention has now been drawn to the 

doctrine, however, to have provoked a response from certain 
'non-pentecostals' [54], a response which it is now 

appropriate to consider. 

The doctrine rejected by certain 'non-pentecostals' 

Although the doctrine that healing is in the atonement is now 

at least one hundred years old [551 and although it has formed 

a part of the statements of faith of various Classical 

Pentecostal groups since as early as 1911 [56], it has 

probably received wider attention in recent years through the 

regular television broadcasts of the 'Faith' teachers [57]. 

Perhaps because of the extreme version of the doctrine 

promulgated by these teachers [58] the doctrine has now 

attracted comment from non-pentecostal writers. I shall 

consider briefly the contributions of Peter May and of J. R. W. 

Stott whose work adequately summarises the difficulties felt 

by opponents of the doctrine. 

In an article entitled Focusing on-the eternal [59] May argues 

that health is shalom. Shalom characterized the experience of 
life before the Fall and will be the experience of the 

redeemed in heaven. Christians experience it now in part 

through the gift of new life-in Christ, but in the present 
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world restoration to God's image is spiritual, not physical, 

for death is inevitable. Thus healing can only be partial and 

signs and wonders are not normative for the Christian. 

Concerning the specific matter of healing and the atonement he 

writes 

'It is often suggested that Christ's death on the cross was to 

bring us physical health quite as much as forgiveness. Matthew 

8: 17 is called upon to support this idea. Quoting the prophet 

Isaiah (53: 4) the text reads, 'He took up our infirmities and 

carried our diseases'. The passage is directly linked in 

people's minds with the atonement, for Isaiah goes on to speak of 

the suffering servant being crushed for our iniquities (Is. 

53: 5). However. Matthew says that the verse he has quoted has 

already been fulfilled, not in Christ's death but in his life as 

he healed all the sick people who were brought to him. The 

passage points to the significance of Christ's healing miracles 

as signs that he is the promised Messiah. 

The memorial meal as instituted by Christ and passed on by, Paul 

bears no reference to healing in the atonement..,.. neither does, 

Paul mention healing when he lists those things which were of 

'first importance'. (1 Cor. 13: 3).,... 

It is true that 1 Peter 2: 24 quotes Isaiah 53: 5 in a statement 

about the atonement: '.... by his wounds you have been healed'. 

The context is plainly about the moral and spiritual implications 

of Christ's death achieving, our forgiveness that we might, 'live 

for righteousness', and it would , 
beclutching at straws to read 

physical health into this' [601-, 

In similar vein, referring., to the. 
-teaching 

that 'Christ bore 

our sicknesses in the; very,, same , way , that;: he -bore our, sins', 

Stott writes 

äJ; 'There' are -three -difficulties. in,:. the . way of accepting this 

interpretation. however. First. nasa' .., in, itself does not,, 
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mean to 'bear the punishment of'. We are obliged to translate it 

thus only when sin is its object. ' That Christ 'bore' our 

sicknesses may (in fact does) mean something quite different. 

Secondly, the concept ..... does not make sense. 'Bearing the 

penalty of sin' is readily intelligible, since sin's penalty is 

death and Christ died our death in-our place. But what is the 

penalty of sickness? It has none. Sickness may itself be a 

penalty for sin, but it is not itself a misdemeanour which 

attracts a penalty. ' So to speak of Christ 'atoning for' our 

sicknesses is to mix categories; It is not an intelligible 

notion. 

Thirdly, Matthew ..... applies Isaiah 53: 4 not to the atoning 

death but to the healing ministry of Jesus. It was in order to 

fulfil what was spoken through Isaiah, he writes, that Jesus 

'healed all the sick'. So we have no liberty to reapply the text 

to the cross. It is true that Peter quotes the following verse 

'by his wounds we are healed', but the contexts in both Isaiah 

and Peter make it clear that the 'healing' they have in mind is 

salvation from sin. 

We should not, therefore, affirm that Christ died for our 

sicknesses as well as for our sins, that 'there is healing in the 

atonement', or" that health is' just as readily available to 

everybody as forgiveness....... 

..... that God can and sometimes does heal miraculously (without 

means, instantaneously and permanently) .... we should joyfully 

and confidently affirm. But to expect the sick to be healed and 

the dead to be raised as regularly as we expect sinners to be 

forgiven, is to stress the-'already' at the expense of the 'not 

yet', for it is to anticipate the resurrection. Not till then 

will our bodies be entirely rid of disease and death' 1611. 

Little conment seems necessary with regard to May's and 

Stott's positions at this stage. I shall be taking up the 
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issues they raise in Part Two of this thesis. It is, however, 

interesting to note that in order to refute the doctrine Stott 

in particular uses almost precisely the same arguments as 

Woodford [62] who wanted at least in some measure to retain 

it. 

Sunma ry 

The findings of this chapter may now be briefly summarised. 

'Faith' teachers like Hagin and Copeland hold the doctrine in 

very much the same form as A. B. Simpson. However there are 

the added elements of the denial of symptoms, 'positive 

confession', and the belief that Christ died spiritually in 

hell. 

Of the neo-pentecostals whose writings we have considered only 

Andrews and Dale have accepted the doctrine in its original 

form, although Dale as a doctor makes certain important 

qualifications. Gardner, Goldingay, Huggett and Pytches have 

sought to modify the doctrine by recognising the tension 

between the present and future aspects of the kingdom of God, 

but none has added anything essentially different from the 

earlier contribution, by Woodford. 

Certain non-pentecostaIs have recently rejected the, doctrine, 

among whom are May and Stott. 

In the last three chapters I-have surveyed the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement both within and beyond Classical 

Pentecostalism. This will provide a basis for deciding which 

New Testament passages and themes need, to be examined. and 

evaluated in the remainder of the thesis. 

-95=' 



Chapter 3 

NOTES: 
ý ," 

1. For clarification of the term 'Faith Movement' see pp 79-80 below. 

D. R. McConnell sees the Faith Movement as a part of Neo-Pentecostalism 
(cf. note 2) - McConnell, 'The Faith Movement: New Revelation or 
Charismatic Cultism? ', a paper delivered to the European Pentecostal 
Theological Association in Erzhausen, West Germany. on Friday 31st 
March, 1989, p 1. However, I shall deal with the Faith Movement 

separately from Neo-Pentecostalism because of certain vary distinct 

emphases within the Faith Movement. See pp 81-84. 

2. The term 'neo-pentecostal' is used to refer to individuals or groups 
within the main Christian denominations whose adherents share in many 
respects the views of Classical Pentecostals. Sane have remained within 
their own denominational groupings. Others have formed new independent 

groups. Some neo-pentecostals prefer the term 'charismatic' (based 

mainly on the emphasis they place (in cannon with Classical 
Pentecostals) on the spiritual gifts - xapiaµasa - of l Corinthians 12, 

which include, of course, healing. Neo-Pentecostalism is therefore 

sometimes referred to as the 'charismatic movement' or 'charismatic 

renewal'. 

3.1 am not, of course, suggesting that the doctrine is to be found nowhere 
else. However, i have found no evidence of its existence today outside 
of Classical Pentecostalism except in the Faith Movement and in what may 
broadly be called Neo-Pentecostalism. This latter category. however, 
defies precise definition (but see note 2 above) and it is almost 
impossible to say of any given writer that he would consider himself to 
be a part of 'Neo-Pentecostalism'. Cf. note 48. 

4. D. R. McConnell, 'A Different Gospel: A Historical and Biblical Analysis 

of the Modern Faith Movement'. Peabody, Mass., Hendrickson, 1988, 

passim. 

5. D. R. McConnell, 'The Faith Movement: New Revelation or Charismatic 
Cultism? '. Cf. note 1 above. 

6. ibid p 2. 

7. ibid pp 19-20. 

8.. ibid p 3. 

9. ibid p 3. McConnell mentions Hobart Freeman, Fred Price, Robert Tilton, 
Charles Capps and Norvel Hayes as 'lesser lights' in the Faith Movement. 

It is also highly significant that although McConnell recognises Hagin 

as the widely acknowledged father of the Faith Movement he goes on to 
demonstrate that Hagin has severely plagiarised E. W. Kenyon (1867-1948) 

most of whose writings predate Kenyon's by at least 30 years 
ibid pp 24-28. Cf. McConnell's 'A Different Gospel'. pp 6-12.67-71. 

10. Many of these 'visitations' are recounted in Hagin's 'I Believe in 
Visions'. Old Tappan, New Jersey, Fleming H. Revell, 1972. 

-96- 



Healing A the Atonement 

11. Hagin, K. E., The Ministry of a Prophet', Tulsa, Faith Library, 1984, 

p 19. 

12. '! Believe in Visions'. pp 114.115. 

13. Hagin. K. S.. 'A Better Covenant'. Tulsa, Faith Library, 1980, p 5. 

14. Ibid p 4. 

15. In addition to McConnell's work already referred to in note 4, see also: 

Blue, K., 'Authority to Heal', Eastbourne, Monarch, 1989, pp 38-48. 
Brandon, A., 'Health and Wealth'. Eastbourne, Kingsway, 1987. 
Fee, G. D., 'The Disease of the Health and Wealth Gospels', Costa Mesa, 
The %brd for Today, 1979. 

American Assemblies of God have also published a 'position paper' which 
rejects the teachings of the Faith Movement. 

16. See, for example. the quote from Gloria Copeland on pp 1-2 of this 
-thesis. Cf. ': 

Hagin, K. E., 'Prevailing Prayer to Peace', Tulsa, Faith Library, 1981, 
90-91, and 

Hagan, K, E., 'How to Keep Your Healing'. Tulsa, Rhema, 1983, pp 1-2. 

17. You need to fight the temptation to be sick just as you would fight the 
temptation to lie and steal., Satan will tempt you with sickness, but 

you don't have to give in" - Copeland, K., 'Our Covenant with God', Fort 
Vlbrth, KCP, 1976, p 28. 

18. See Copeland, G., 'God's Will for You', Fort W rth, KCP. 1972 pp 85-134. 

19. 'Either you have faith and discard medicine or you discard faith and, 
continue with medicine' - Brandon, op. cit. p. 50 describing the 
position of 'Faith' teacher, Stephen Hall. For a chilling account of 
the tragically fatal effects of such teaching, see: . 

Parker, L.. 'We Let our Son Die', Irvine, Cal., Harvest House, 1980. 

20. See, for example, Hagin. K. E.,. 'Real Faith', pp 119-120. 
It is noteworthy, however, that this aspect of the doctrine did not 
originate with Hagin. NkConnell, has demonstrated that it can be traced 
to E. W. Kenyon (cf. note 9). T. L. Osborn (though not a part of the 
Faith movement) also influenced by Kenyon (cf. p 34 of this thesis), 
taught along similar lines, - see Osborn, T. L., 'Healing the Sick', 
Tulsa, TLO, 1961, pp 96-111; ',.,.. 

21. See pp 141ff. 

22. See pp 298ff. f� ti' , "" J, 

23. McConnell. The Faith Movement, pp -7-8. 

24. Kenyon, E. W., '7%v Kinds of Faith'. Seattle, Kenyon, 1942, pp 65-66. 
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25. Osborn, T. L., 'Healing the Sick', Tulsa, Osborn, 1961, p 102. 
(Cf. his 'Receive Miracle Healing', Tulsa, Harrison Housa, 1984, 

pp 191-211, which indicate no real change of position). 

It is difficult to know how to classify Osborn. In the 1960s he was 
certainly identified with the Classical Pentecostals (cf. pp 34-36 of 
this thesis). In 1972, however, his popularity among that group was 
certainly declining. See, for example. Dr. Valentine Cunningham's 

article, 'Eratosthenes Butterscotch' in Redemption Tidings, 20th July 
1972, pp 7-8, in which Cunningham castigates Osborn for his change of 
emphasis fron a simple healing message to a message of prosperity and 
success. Although Osborn may not usually be considered a part of the 

modern 'Faith' movement, in this aspect of his teaching he is certainly 
identified with it. The doctrinal similarities are probably 

attributable to the great dependence on the work of E. W. Kenyon 

of both Osborn and Hagin (cf. note 9 and p 34). 

26. Hagin, K. E., 'How to Turn Your Faith Loose', Tulsa, Faith Library, 1985, 

p 28. 

27. ibid p 25. cf. Capps, C., 'Why Tragedy Happens to Christians', Tulsa, 

Harrison House, 1980, pp 28,41. 

28. See pp 298ff and pp 309ff. 

29. Copeland, K., 'Our Covenant with God', Fort Mbrth, 1976, p. 28. 

30. Brandon, op. cit. 121-128, deals with this subject at sans length. 

Cf. McConnell 'The Faith Movement' pp 10-11. 

31. See, for example, Julian Ward's article 'Pentecostalist Theology' in the 
New Dictionary of Theology, Leicester, IVP. p 504. 

32. For a refutation'of the 'spiritual death' teaching, see Brandon. op. 
cit.. pp 121-128. 

33. Father Francis MacNutt and John Wimber, for example. both well-known 

writers on divine healing, make no reference to the doctrine. See: 

MacNutt, F., 'Healing', New York, Ave Maria, 1974, passim 
Win-bet, J., 'Power Healing', London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1986, passim. 

34. Andrews, I., 'Building a People of Power'. Milton Keynes, VWrd. 1988. pp 
135-136. 

35. Taken from Dale's article 'Seeing God at Work in the Physical', in 

Goldingay, J., (Ed), 'Signs, Wonders and Healing', Leicester, IVP, 1989, 

p 68. 

Dale is described as a medical doctor who 'pioneered the Tower Hamlets 
Christian Fellowship before becoming involved full-time with Caring 
Professions Concern, which he heads' - ibid p 185. 

36. ibid pp 73-74. 

37. ! bid p Sl. 
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38. See note 34. 

39. Dale does warn, however, that 'modern scientific medicine has 

effectively become a religion of its own' and that the doctor's 

"divine' ability to give a prognosis has become a type of negative 
prophecy that usually inspires despair and fear in those who receive 
It, - ibid p 52. 

40. ibid p 48. 

41. ibld pp 48.49. 

42. ibid p 52. 

43. Gardner, R., 'Healing Miracles', London, Dartman, Longman & 
Todd, 1986. p 160. 

44. 'Over sin he has conquered 
Over death victorious 
Over sickness he has triumphed' 

Gardner, op. cit. p 160. 

44. See p 52. 

46. ibid p 164. 

47.1 have already stated that I think it unlikely that Gardner was aware of 

oodford's contribution (see p 87). However Gardner does acknowledge 
Dunn as a source of his thinking. See Gardner, op. cit. p 163 where he 

quotes from 

Dunn, J. D. O., 'Jesus and the Spirit', London, ScM, 1975, p 89. 

48. Goldingay. op. cit. pp 183-184. It is questionable whether Goldingay 

should be classified within Neo-Pentecostalism. However his remark, 'I 
have come to experience and appreciate more fully aspects of 
charismatic renewal' (op. cit. p 14) perhaps justifies the inclusion of 
his contribution within this section of-the thesis. He does go on to 

say, however. 'I have not been 'baptized in the Spirit', nor do I speak 
In tongues' (loc. cit. ). His position illustrates the difficulties 

experienced in seeking-to classify contributors within Neo- 
Pentecostalism. Cf. note 3. 

49. Pytchea, D., 'Come Holy Spirit'. London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1985, 

pp27-28. 

50. ibid p 165. 

51. ibid p 166. 

52. [bid pp 30-31. 

53. David Huggett. Vicar of St. Nicholas' Church, Nottingham, in an article 

entitled 'A ministry to be encouraged' in Goldingay, op. cit. pp. 152- 

133. 
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54. I shall use the term 'non"pentecostals' to describe those Christians who 
are certainly not Classical Pentecostals and who would probably prefer 

not to be regarded as neo-pentecostals. However. note my caution on the 
difficulties of precise categorization - note 3, p 96. 

55. of. p 12ff. 

56. of. p 32. 

57. Copeland and Hagin have been broadcasting widely on television in the 
USA for many years. The advent of transmission by satellite has of 

course increased the spread of their doctrines. 

58. cf. pp 79-85. 

59. Goldingay, op. cit. pp 27-45. 

60. ibid pp 38-39. 

61. Stott, J. R. W., 'The Cross of Christ', Leicester, WP. 1986, pp 244-246. 

62. of. p 49ff. However, Woodford's statement is fuller than Stotts. 
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PART TO 

AN EXAMINATION OF NT PASSAGES RELATING TO THE DOCTRINE 

In the first part of this thesis I examined the theological 

and literary origins of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement and demonstrated how the doctrine has developed both 

within and beyond Classical Pentecostalism [1]. This 

examination has revealed several New Testament passages which 

are adduced as evidence in support of the doctrine and it is 

my intention in Part Two to give careful consideration to 

those passages which I consider to be the most important [2]. 

(Part Three will be dedicated to a discussion of various NT 

themes which are sometimes used to support the doctrine). 

In Chapters Four and Five I shall consider the two New 

Testament passages upon which the doctrine is directly based 

[3] and in Chapter Six I shall examine various other passages 

the interpretation of which has been affected by the doctrine 

[4]. It is my intention' to discover, as far as is possible, 

the author's intention in each of these ; passages and in so 

doing to show that none of these passages when correctly 

interpreted supports the doctrine as it was originally taught. 

In considering each passage I- shall, of course, -give due 

attention to the historical ; context of the NT: book in 
-which 

the passage is found before investigating the literary context. 

of the passage itself., The number of passages to be examined 
is such, however, that discussion of the historical context 

will of necessity be relatively brief -, at. times - [5]. This 

thesis is not intended to- be , an. Introduction 
.. to.., the.; New, 

Testament: '-'I shall, -nevertheless, , refer to inatters -I-, of 

Introduction as nxich as, seems necessary7toia. correct exegesis 

:. - . T. ,'. of the passage in question. pr. ) 
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CHAPTER FOUR: HE TOO OUR INFIIMTIES & CARRIED CJUR DISEASES - 
MATTHEW 8: 17 

The Nature of the Gospels - Some Basic Assunptions 

A detailed discussion of what is often referred to as the 

Synoptic Problem is neither possible nor necessary within the 

scope of this thesis. I shall make three basic assumptions 

concerning the nature of the Gospels all of which are 'the 

shared convictions of the vast majority of NT scholars' [6]. 

First, I shall assume- that the Gospel writers had available 

to them the sayings of and narratives about Jesus which had 

been preserved in the tradition of the church in oral and 

possibly in written form and that the Gospel writer's own 

contribution was that of selection, adaptation and arrangement 

of pericopes. 

Second, I shall assume that each writer adapted the materials 

not simply to record the life and teachings of Jesus, but also 

to present Jesus to his readers from his own distinctive point 

of view. 

Finally, I shall assume that the Synoptic Gospels were not 

written independently of each other, but that Mark was written 

first and that Matthew and Luke used Mark as well as other 

conmon materials (often referred to as Q) in writing their own 

Gospels. 

Although these assumptions are by no means unchallengeable [7] 

they do 'form a simple working hypothesis upon which to proceed 

and they do reflect my own understanding of the nature of the 

Gospels. Accordingly my exegesis. of the. pericope found in 

Matthew 8: 16-17 will be based on these assumptions. But, as 

will become apparent later [8], it is questionable if one's 

understanding as to whether the passage supports the doctrine 
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that healing is in the atonement will be seriously affected by 

these assumptions [9]. 

The Nature of Matthew's Gospel - an immediate difficulty 

Graham Stanton has pointed out that 'between 1945 and 1965 

there was a measure of scholarly agreement on many of the 

central issues in Matthean scholarship' [10]. Since 1965, 

however, the discussion has become more intense and-today the 

issues are far from settled. Matthew is a 'new storm centre 

in contemporary scholarship'-[1l]. Issues such as authorship, 

readership, the theological principles upon which Matthew 

edited the material available to him, remain . 
largely 

unresolved. In a recent article [12] Dick France has provided 

an excellent summary of the discussion to date and it would be 

inappropriate to attempt to reproduce it here. However, the 

unresolved nature of some of the issues, particularly with 

regard to redaction criticism, leaves us with an imnediate 

difficulty in that the normal process which leads to an 

exegetical decision (that-is,, that the exegesis of, individual 

passages is made in the light of what one holds to be the 

overall structure of the writer's thought) becomes almost 

impossible. Stanton recognises this difficulty when he states 

The exegete is caught in a hermeneutical circle: since it is so 

difficult to grasp the overall structure of the 
_evangelist's 

thought, we cannot always be certain that we have, understood his 

intentions In particular passages" [l3]. ", ä 

Despite this difficulty, however,, a decision has to be made. as,, 

to the point at which- it will-; be most helpful 
, 
to break. into 

the 'circle'. With regard to; the passage; under., discussion in 

this chapter it seems to me that the most helpful methodology 

will be to look briefly. at- thepericope first, in order ' to 

determine which introductory'areas. are, likely, to be, relevant 

to the ultimate exegesis of the passage. -,, Those, areas can then "' 
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*' 10 

be examined before returning to a detailed exegesis of the 

pericope. In this way introductory areas which are relevant to 

a study of the Gospel as a whole but which may well be 

irrelevant to the passage in particular need not be discussed. 

The Pericope -a Preliminary Examination 

The following brief analysis of the pericope found in Matthew 

8: 16-17 is based on Kurt Aland's Synopsis Quattuor 

Evangeliorum [14]. It is significant that the pericope (which 

Aland entitles Heilungen am Abend) is found in all three 

Synoptic Gospels and in each case follows the writer's account 

of the healing of Peter's mother-in-law [15]. It is probable, 

therefore, that the same event is intended by each evangelist. 

A comparison of Matthew with Mark quickly reveals the 

following: 

Matthew omits 
öse ebu ö jXioc 

and aävtia; tou; xaxws exovtac 

from Mark 1: 32, 

xai Till-v öXq A i6)ts katauvnyp iv q apöc Tl'lv O pav 
from Mark 1: 33, 

and aotxi? atc vöaots 

and oüx ijptev XaXeiv Ta Satpovta, öst nSetvav aüt3v 
from Mark 1: 34. 

Matthew adds 
Xöycp after WßaA. ev (Tä aver rata) 

(cf. Mat t. 8: 16, Mark 1: 34) 

and onto; xXt1pwOf Tb St Oiv 6tä cIaaiou Toü xpocjtou 

Xeyovzo;, aüi6S ca; &aOeve(aS ji v 7i, aßev xai 

, ca; vöaou; eß&aTaaev (Matthew 8: 17). 
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Matthew also makes the following adaptations: 

e9epov apöc avtov in Mark 1: 32 

becomes apomjveyxav aütW in Matthew 8: 16. 

tob; Satµovtýoµkvous in Mark 1: 32 

becomes Satµovtcoµevouc ao)XoüS in Matthew 8: 16. 

Satµövta ao%Xa in Mark 1: 34 

becomes tä aveupata in Matthew 8: 16. 

eOep&aeuaev aoxxoüc in Mark 1: 34 

becomes xavta5 Toüc xaxws 
exoviac eOepazeußev in Matthew 8: 16. 

From this brief analysis of the differences in the pericope 
between Matthew and Mark what is clearly most significant with 

regard to the doctrine that healing is in the atonement,, is 

Matthew's use of Isaiah 53: 4, (to which no. reference is made in 

either Mark's or Luke's. account)- in connection with Jesus', 

healing the sick. Further, the fact, that, in Mark all the sick 

are brought to Jesus and many are healed,. whereas in Matthew 

the bringing of the sick (as distinct from the demon- 

possessed) is not mentioned but all, the-sick are healed may 

also be significant. '_.. 

The introductory issues that need-, to be carefully, considered 
before attempting to comeIto a proper,, understanding of the 

passage, therefore, must includv Matthew's use,, of the Old, 

Testament and his understanding of - its 'fulfilment' in 
. the 

life and ministry of Jesus. His -purpose, in -, stressing in 

several places [16] that Jesus healed all must also be 

considered along with"an investigation into , his. purpose in. 

recording the healing miracles of Jesus. r, These. issues, which,., 

as I shall argue , shortly, are: closely, related,,, to Matthew's 

didactic, apologetic, and,., Christological; purposes- [171, are. 
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clearly relevant to a correct understanding of not only the 

passage in particular but also the Gospel as a whole. I 

shall, therefore, first indicate briefly what I believe to be 

Matthew's major purposes in the Gospel as a whole and then 

consider the more specific issues referred to above. It is 

not my intention to enter into detailed discussion with regard 
to the authorship of Matthew's Gospel. I shall refer to the 

writer as 'Matthew' assuming that the writer was a Jewish 

Christian writing primarily within a Jewish context [18]. I 

shall also assume, with most modern scholars, that Matthew's 

Gospel was written between 80 and 100 AD [19]. 

The Gospel as a Whole - Matthew's Major Purposes 

Graham Stanton has provided an excellent sunmary of the study 

of Matthew in recent decades [20] in which he draws attention 
to Günther Bornkaum's claim in 1948 that Matthew's 

reinterpretation of the Marcan account of the stilling of the 

storm offered 'proof of definite theological intentions', and 

to Otto Michel's 1950 study of the closing verses of Matthew 

as 'one of the first modern studies to concentrate on the 

distinctive theological emphases of the evangelist' [21]. 

Since that time lively and interesting discussion has ensued 

with regard to a variety of aspects of the Gospel [22], and 

although contributors have expressed widely differing opinions 

as to precisely what Matthew's theological intentions are, 

there appears to be fairly general agreement that Matthew, 

like the other Synoptic writers, is by no means a mere 

collector and hander-on of the tradition, but is also an 
interpreter of it [23]. 

The difficulty in reaching agreement with regard to Matthew's 

precise theological intentions springs partly, of course, from 

more basic disagreements that underly the discussion [241, but 

despite these disagreements it seems to me that certain 
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distinctive characteristics found in Matthew indicate fairly 

clearly the writer's overall theological intentions. R. T. 

France, for example, draws attention to Matthew's, portrayal of 
Jesus as the fulfilment of Old Testament hopes, to his 

application of OT texts to the life and ministry of Jesus, 

his attitude to OT law and to the tradition of Jewish scribal 

teaching, his accounts of Jesus' confrontation with the 

official representatives of the Jewish nation and religion, 

and his understanding of the Christian church vis-I-vis 
Judaism. These distinctive characteristics, all of which are, - 
it seems to me, clearly discernible in Matthew, all strongly 

suggest that Matthew's overall purpose cannot be unrelated to 

the needs of the Jewish Christians of his day. Indeed, as 

France goes on to argue. 

"These are the issues which must have been uppermost in the minds 

of those Jews who had recognised Jesus as the Messiah, and who 

now needed both to work out their own self-understanding in 

relation to their Jewish roots and to learn to present and, defend 

the gospel anwny non-Christian Jews [251. 

If France is right, as, I believe he is, Matthew's purposes are 
didactic, apologetic and Christological [26] and it is in the 

light of these purposes that we must now examine Matthew's use 

of the Old Testament and hi s,, understanding, of 'fulfilment'. I 

shall then consider Matthew's use-of the stories of Jesus' 

miracles before attempting, a detailed exegesis, of, the. passage 

under discussion. 

_, w4 

Matthew's Use of the Old Testament - his Understanding 

of Fulfilment 

A pronounced feature of; 
. 
Matthew's : Gospel is*.. the . frequent 

appearance;. of . quotations , 
from 

'or., 
allusions :, to . the Old 

Testament. Of, particular., interest and , significance -. to "the 
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subject of this thesis, however, is- his use of 'formula 

quotations' in which we find either 
Iva (or öxwc) ArpmOrj tö priOev 3t& rouG ApoMou (or t& 

apoPl, oc N 

or Töte Enkr)pwOi 'Co' pr1Oev 5th you apogrjtou. 

There are ten such 'formula quotations' [27] which stand out 
from other quotations from the Old Testament, not only by 

virtue of the inclusion of this formula, but also because 

they all appear to function as 'asides' of the evangelist and 

not as part of his narrative, for if the quotation and its 

formula were omitted the narrative would not be interrupted. 

They may thus be seen as comments added by Matthew to existing 

stories. They also differ from other Old Testament quotations 
in Matthew in that the text in the 'formula quotations' is 

less close to the LXX than that in the other quotations [28]. 

These 'formula quotations', all of which (with the exception 

of Zechariah 9: 9 which is also cited in John 12: 15) are quoted 

only in Matthew, could be, if we could determine their purpose 

with any certainty (29], not only of general significance with 

regard to our understanding of Matthew's intention in writing 

his gospel, but also of particular significance with regard to 

Matthew 8: 17 which is 'itself a 'formula quotation'. Sadly, 

however, as Graham Stanton has pointed out: 

'Almost the only point on which there is general agreement is 

that 'there are important differences between the fulfilment 

formula quotations and the other citations of the UP found in 

Matthew....... 

.... Even after a good deal of very detailed work it Is clear that 

the origin of many of the evangelist's OT citations is an 

unresolved issue. 'There seems to be reasonable certainty at only 

one pointd' the introductory fulfilment forunlae which precede 
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many of the OT citations are a distinctive and important Mattbean 

refrain' t30). 

But if the matter remains as yet unresolved a decision must 

nevertheless be made, albeit cautiously, with regard to the 

purpose of Matthew's 'formula quotations', for a working 
hypothesis is needed upon which to base our exegesis of 
Matthew 8: 17.1 

In this respect it seems to me clear that the key to 

understanding the 'formula quotations' lies in the fact that 

they are fulfilment- formula quotations. A right understanding 

of Matthew's use of 'formula quotations' must be, dependent on 

the significance of. his use of a). rlpöw . 
(since nXrlpöcw is part of 

the formula). But ifs Matthew's use ofa u pöw is 
, 

to be 

correctly understood it must be seen. in the light of a wider 

concept of fulfilment, for Matthew's presentation of Christ as 

in some way the fulfilment"of. the Old Testament is by no means 

limited to a series of quotations used; as 'proof-texts'., T. L. 

Donaldson has argued that Matthew .... 

'combined christological terms, OT citations, and other , _, 
typological and narrative elements to form a comprehensive 

picture of Jesus as the fulfilment of OT hopes and ideals" [311. 

and sees fulfilment as the key to, understanding not only the 

'formula' quotations' but the gospel as a whole. This view is 

also endorsed by H. Frankem3lle who, cla! ms.,, that , the, verb 

aXrlpow indicates 'Matthew's, fundamental theological idea' 

[321. 

If this understanding. is. correct, then; it, indicates that, Graham. 

Stanton-was rightlo question. the sharp division, that; had, been ; 

made between the 'formula,, quotations'=and, theother citations 

of the Old Testament,. foundin Matthew [33] for, as R. T. France,, 

also suggests: : ý", _. 
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, it is not the merely formal quotations with their plero6-formula 

which draw out this emphasis, but the subtle interweaving of 

scriptural themes in both narrative and teaching, more often by 

allusive reference than by direct quotation' 1341. 

Furthermore, 

"No one OF theme dominates Matthew's concept of fulfilment; what 

is impressive is the sheer exuberance of his wide-ranging search 

for suitable predictive themes and typological models" 1351. 

According to this view, which I share, the formula quotations 

must be understood in the light of Matthew's overall enphasis 

on fulfilment [36] the purpose of which was, if France is 

right, to enable Jewish Christians to defend and present the, 

Gospel to non-Christian Jews. The presentation of Jesus as 

being in a variety of ways the fulfilment of Old Testament 

hopes and ideals would clearly be of significance to such 

people and the 'formula quotations' should probably be seen as 

just one aspect of such a presentation. Accordingly, when 

turning to the exegesis of Matthew 8: 17, I shall assume that 

Matthew's purpose in citing Isaiah 53: 4 was in harmony with 

his overall presentation of Jesus as the fulfilment of Old 

Testament hopes. But first attention must be given to 

Matthew's purpose in recording the miracles of Jesus and his 

unique emphasis that Jesus healed all. 

Matthew's Purpose in recording Jesus' Miracles - 
the "he healed all' passages 

I argued earlier that Matthew's purposes were didactic, 

apologetic and Christological [37] and that his overall 

intention was to present Jesus, particularly to the Jews, as 

the fulfilment of Old Testament hopes , [38]. If this latter 

point is correct it means that-his central purpose was clearly 

Christological, and that Jesus was the primary focus of the 
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didactic and apologetic elements-in Matthew's redaction. This 

understanding not 'only takes satisfactory account of the 

'formula quotation' passages but, also is in , harmony- with 
Matthew's use of the miracle stories in the Gospel tradition. 

In connection with the latter David Hill comments: 

The use made by Matthew of the healing miracle stories in Mark's 

Gospel is also instructive. The stylistic traits (as. the Form 

Critics, especially Bultmann. list them) are found much less 

frequently in Matthew. The amount of introductory and concluding 

descriptive material is strikingly compressed: secondary people 

and secondary actions'are emitted: the conversation between Jesus 

and the person seeking healing , tends to become the focus of,., 

meaning, and so gives prominence to the role of faith: formal 

expressions and catch-word connections within the: story appear to 

a greater extent than In Mark" (39]. t. 
`. 

- ti .: 
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Hill goes on to'' agree with H. D. Held- that.: ' the miracles are,., 

not important for their -own sakes,, but by reason of, the, 

message they contain' [40] and argues that+the"miracle. stories,,,, 

are re-narrated by Matthew='for the instruction, of the. Church,,, 

in' the `nature of -faith, and discipleship z and.. on a the person. of 
Christ and suggests thatsthe-evangelist's-primary purpose wasY 

catechetical [41]. As examplesýof miracle stories that teach 

faith he cites Matthew 8: 13, - 9: 22, ': "andit15: 28. - Stories. with, a 

Christological emphasis - include ý8: 16-17,., 8: 28-34,9: 2-7, and 
Matthew 8: 23-27'- and- 14: 22-23-.!. are seen - as lessons An- 

discipleship. .. ý ." 

I am happy to agree with Hill that the miracle stories he 

cites do in fact-teach the"lessonshe- derives fromthem and= 

that "it'was'Matthew's 'intention to-teach those lessons.;:. It is 

questiönäble, 'however, whether these were:. the, only.. lessons, he., 

intended * to 'convey.! --,, That a. ýlesson.,, on, ýdiscipleship. can. `be 
derived, ~forv example, from, the, 'story , of , the,, stilling., rof;; the1 
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storm on the lake [42] few would deny. But the story clearly 

also contains lessons on faith and on the person of Christ. 

Any attempt, therefore, to place each story in a particular 

category of lesson to be learned is probably an over- 

simplification and it may well be that we are to look for more 

than one lesson in each miracle story. 

Furthermore, the statement that the miracles are not important 

for their own sakes should not be accepted without 

qualification. It seems to me that this view makes a somewhat 

artificial distinction between the miracle itself and the 

lesson the miracle is intended to teach. Surely it is at 

least possible that a part of the Christological lesson that 

Matthew intends to teach when he records the miracle stories 

is that the miracle not only says something about who Jesus Is 

but also about what he can do for his disciples [43]? 

Understood this way the miracle becomes a part of the message 

and cannot be totally separated from it. The fact that 

Matthew more than once directly links Christ's proclamation of 

'the gospel of the kingdom' with the healing of the sick [44] 

may possibly be an indication that he intends us to understand 

that healing is in some sense a part of the message. In 

making this observation it is not my intention to deny that a 

major purpose of the miracle stories may well be to teach 

lessons on faith, or discipleship or the person of Christ, but 

rather to stress that the miracle itself may also be rightly, 

understood to be a part of the message if I am right in 

thinking that for Matthew the healing of the sick was an 

integral part of the proclamation of 'the gospel of the 

kingdom'. 

Indeed I would suggest that if we are rightly to understand 

Matthew's intention in his use of the miracle stories we nest 

view them in the light of his emphasis upon the kingdom. 

Early in the Gospel [45] Jesus is introduced as a king and 

this emphasis is repeated in the parables of the wedding feast 
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[46] and of the sheep and the goats [47], in the account of 

his triumphal entry into Jerusalem [48] and in the record of 

his trial before Pilate [49]. This in itself reveals a 

somewhat stronger emphasis on kingship than is found in Mark 

or Luke [50] but the importance of the theme for Matthew is 

further accentuated by the following quotation from France: 

"Mlie Matthew's Gospel, like the other Synoptics, speaks much of 

the kingdom of God (or 'heaven'), he also includes a few 

references by Jesus to himself ('the Son of man') as having his 

own kingship (13: 41; 16: 28; 19: 28; 25: 31,34). In 25: 31ff. his 

kingship is described, in terms used in the Old Testament for that 

of God himself. And the Gospel reaches its climax in the 

declaration of Jesus' universal sovereignty (28; 18). 

The kingship of Jesus is thus an important theme for Matthew. 

Jesus 'fulfils' the Institution of kingship in the Old Testament: 

he is the 'eon of David'. the 'greater than Solomon'.... ' [511.. 

Matthew's free use of "the>title 'Son. of David' [52]. and its 

implied link with his understanding of Jesus as 'king of the 

Jews' [53] is of special interest here because attention to 

the contexts in which. it. occurs indicates -a particular 

connection with Jesus'.,. healing- ministry, [54]. Although. 

various different explanations have been offered for this [55] 

there seems to me to be, an, inescapable link between the idea 

of Jesus the king, descended, 'from King David,, who as:. son of 

David heals the sick, '*and the,, clear, -connection in-Matthew, 

between the proclamation of, the,. gospel, of the kingdom and 

Jesus' healing ministry [56]. 

Closely connected with Matthew's- emphasis that Jesus is king; 

is-the stress he places, on Jesus', authority. This is explicit; 

in his teaching (7: 28-29),: in his -right, to,. forgive"sins , (9: 6 

8), and in his miracle-working power over . unclean. spirits, and 

over sickness which : he_ delegates, to, -the, twelve 
/disciples 
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(10: 1) so that as they go out to preach that the kingdom of 
heaven is at hand (10: 7) they too may 'heal the sick. raise 

the dead, cleanse the lepers, cast out demons' (10: 8). His 

authority extends as far as the temple itself (21: 12.27) and 

the Gospel closes with the statement that universal authority 

is given to Christ in whose name disciples are to be made of 

all nations (28: 18-19). 

But Christ's kingly authority is seen frequently in the 

Gospel, not merely in those places where it is explicitly 

stated. The miracles recorded in Chapters 8 and 9, for 

example, serve as an excellent illustration of this. The one 

who taught with authority (7: 28-29) also exercises authority 

over leprosy, paralysis, fever, demons and diseases, the 

forces of nature, blindness, dumbness and death itself. He 

even has authority to forgive sins for which his authority to 

heal is cited as evidence (9: 6). This authority to heal 

'every kind of disease and every kind of sickness' is placed 

alongside the proclaiming 'the gospel of the kingdom' (9: 35) 

and must surely be viewed as an integral part of that gospel. 

In the light of this it is difficult to see how the message 

the miracles teach can be -divorced from the miracles 

themselves. The good news of the kingdom is the message that 

the king has come and the fact that sicknesses and sins and 

evil spirits are subject to him is part and parcel of the good 

news. Matthew's use of the miracle stories, therefore, must 

be seen, in part at least, as intended to illustrate the 

authority of Jesus, the son of David, the king of the Jews. 

With this in mind it is not difficult to suggest a possible 

means of interpreting Matthew's repeated emphasis that 'Jesus 

healed all' [57] and the several occasions where he states 

that multitudes came to Jesus for healing [58]. Statements to 

the effect that he healed all, or that he healed every kind of 

sickness, or that as many as touched him were healed may all 
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be understood to be saying essentially the same thing. Jesus' 

kingly authority is such that there is- no sickness- that he 

cannot heal, no problem that he cannot solve.. In short,., his 

authority is absolute. Anything short of this - the 

suggestion, for example, that there were some whom Jesus did 

not heal - would detract from Matthew's picture of Christ as 

the king to whom all authority is given [59]. Further, such a 

suggestion might be interpreted as a lack of willingness or 

even of compassion on Christ's part. Yet Matthew indicates no 

such lack (8: 1-4,14: 14,20: 34). His insistence that Jesus 

healed all is, therefore, in harmDny with his overall emphasis 

that Christ is king, that with his coming the kingdom of 

heaven has come, that the gospel of the kingdom includes good 

news for the sick and suffering, and that Christ's authority 

and compassion are such that . he is willing to heal all, who 

come to him. 

But Matthew uses the miracle stories not only to portray Jesus 

as king but to teach the need for., faith as an appropriate 

response to his authority. Indeed it appears that faith is 

the recognition of his authority. This is explicit in the 

account of the healing of the centurion's servant (8: 9-10) and 

in the healing of the two blind men (9: 27-29) and seems _to 
be, 

implied elsewhere where faith is-mentioned (8: 25,9: 1,9: 22, 

14: 31,15: 28,17: 20)., In the light of this, it does not seem. 

unreasonable to-suggest that part of the purpose. of Matthew's,, 

miracle stories, -which, accentuate, so. frequently Jesus' kingly. 

authority, along with his repeated-emphasis that Jesus healed 

all, Is to encourage -faith on the part of-his readers. His 

Gospel concludes with the : conmand: that disciples be made. of 

all nations on the basis,, of Christ 's! universal , authorityand. 

with the promise of Christ's-presence, 
-with, 

his 3. disciples, to 

the end of, the"age. If I'am right in thinking, that Matthew, 

uses the miracle stories; to_show. that_, faith, is: the. appropriate., 

response to ý the . authority, of.. Jesus, t then the., statement of 

Christ's universal authority with which, the Gospel concludes 
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may well suggest that the Gospel as. a whole was written with a 

view to promoting faith on the part of Matthew's readers. Such 

a view would be -by no means out of harmony with the 

apologetic, didactic and Christological purposes referred to 

earlier [60]. 

In accordance with the position I have advanced thus far I 

shall, therefore, assume that a major purpose of the miracle 

stories in Matthew's Gospel and of his statements that Jesus 

healed all, is to illustrate the kingly authority of Jesus. 

This is designed not only to teach about faith and 
discipleship but also actively to promote faith both among 
those who were already and those who were about to become 

disciples. It is with this in mind that the exegesis of 
Matthew 8: 16-17 must now be attempted. 

Exegesis of Matthew 8: 16-17 

As H. J. Held has pointed out [61] these verses are the climax 

of a carefully composed section in which three specific 
healing miracles lead up to a general summary which concludes 

with a quotation from Isaiah which Matthew relates to Jesus' 

healing ministry in general. It is not my intention to 

investigate each of these specific healings in detail but, by 

way of introduction, to concentrate attention on the healing 

of Peter's mother-in-law (14-15) which in all three Synoptics 

imnediately precedes the pericope which is before us [62]. 

I have already argued that a major purpose of the miracle 

stories in Matthew is to illustrate the kingly authority of 
Jesus. If Gundry's understanding is correct the - pericope 
dealing with the healing of Peter's mother-in-law is a superb 
illustration of this. He points out that where Mark (1: 28) 

writes 'they' (understood in context as Jesus and his 

disciples) Matthew (8: 14) writes of Jesus alone and identifies 

him by name. Similarly, 
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characteristically simplifying Mark [66]. Despite this 

caution, however, Gundry's comments are an excellent example 

of the contribution that redaction criticism can make to our 

understanding of the author's intentions and, if correct, 

strongly confirm my view that a major purpose in Matthew's use 

of the miracle stories is to emphasise the kingly authority of 

Jesus, an emphasis which, as I pointed out earlier.. with 

reference to the other miracles recorded in. Chapters 8 and 9 

[67], may well have been designed to promote faith in the 

hearts of Matthew's readers. 

Having now considered both the wider context of the Gospel as 

a whole and the more imnediate-context of Chapters 8 and 9, it 

is now time to examine in some detail the verses which are the 

subject of this investigation, verses 16 and 17 of Chapter 8, 

which read as follows: 

Oyias 8e yevoµcýv1c apovrjveykrz%' ccu Saiµovtýo t vou; no)AoSS" iu 
E ýl3o v tä 7rveüµata X6 mci u vrS ° Toc S Exov' S 

eOepäaeuaev, 

öraý %4P4 tö prIAev But rkxA ou toü npoq*jtou 7 yovtios. 

aÜtöS tö äoOevEiat +j&, k4 ev 

mt t? S vöoouc 43catacev. [68] -,., 

Earlier I summarised the differences between Matthew's account 

and that of Mark [69]. For convenience of analysis, these 

alterations may be divided into the following categories: 

1) Contextual and Stylistic"Alterations 

a) The omission of öte ESu ö ijXioc, 

b) The omission of uai itv, o) ij nox EatiouvT wcvr apoS 

t, qv O pav 

c) The substitution of apoßnjveyKav aütý for' cpov, xpös'".,. 
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"Where Mark makes Simon's mother-in-law the subject of lying in 

bed with a fever. Matthew makes Jesus the subject of seeing her 

prostrate with "a fever. In these ways the evangelist 

concentrates attention on Jesus and gives him the initiative In 

the exercise of his authority' 1631. 

Furthermore, 
,.. 

z _, _ 
'Despite Matthew's liking for Mark's apooilBev. Jesus' 

approaching her also disappears. In Matthew. others approach 
tt 

Jesus; he does not need to approach them. There are only two 

exceptions, 17: 7 and 28: 18, where Jesus has to approach his 

disciples because his transfiguration and resurrection have 

incapacitated them' (64]. 

Concerning verse 15 Gundry, still conparing Matthew with Mark, 

c otnne nts 

'1n Mark.... Jesus seizes Peter's muther"in-law by her band and 

raises her up. The fever leaves. In Matthew Jesus merely touches 

her and the fever leaves. Then she gets up. hark locates the 

cure in the visible raising of the woman by Jesus, Matthew in 

Jesus' initial touching of her, i. e.. before the cure becomes 

noticeable. Just as in the preceding story a more word suffices 

to heal the centurion's servant (vv 8,13), to here just a touch 

effects the cure of Peter's mother-in-law. Raising her as a 

means of healing (so Mark) becomes her getting up as a sign of 

her healing. And her waiting on, I. e., serving food to, 'them' 

(so Mark and Luke, referring to Jesus and his disciples) becomes 

a waiting on 'him' (a reference to Jesus). Thus the 

authoritative figure of Jesus dominates the story from beginning 

to end' 1651. 

A simple reading of Matthew 8: 14-15, however, might suggest 

that"Gundry has read into a relatively simple statement rather 

more than Matthew himself intended. It may just be that he is 
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2) Alterations with regard to Exorcism 

a) The omission of oüK ijgtev ). aXeiv Tä 8att6vta ött 

116etaav aüs6v 
b) The addition of X6yp after e4eßaOev 

c) The adaptation of Tob; Satgovtýogivou; to 

Satµovtýopevou; ao)ioüs 

and of 
Satt6vta aokka to Tä aveüµara 

3) Alterations with regard to Healing 

a) The omission of navvaS cou; xaxwc ExovTac 

(after xpoapip(o) 

b) The omission of Rotx(Xats vöaotc 

c) The adaptation of-e6epäaevaev ao)Xoüs to 

aävra; toils xaxwS 9xovcac eOep&aeu(; ev 
d) The addition of the reference to Isaiah 53: 4. 

It seems to me that the alterations in group 1 are of 

relatively little significanceýto the purpose of this thesis 

and may therefore be dealt with quite briefly. 
. 

Unlike Mark, 

Matthew has no reference toýthe Sabbath within the context of 

his narrative. Thus Mark's emphasis that evening had come (he 

uses Ore Su o ij. toc as well as. ': öyriac Yevopevq; ) is 

unnecessary in Matthew [70]. b Matthew's: -omission; of the 

statement that the whole city was gathered, at the door, is 

probably simply , an '? example .,,, of his characteristic 

simplification and abbreviation of Mark [71], and the use of 

apomjveyuav aü, c$ is a favourite of Matthew [72]. All these 

alterations may, therefore, -be-accounted for on contextual or 

stylistic grounds and . probably. have no bearing on; Matthew's 

view of healing 

The alterations in-group 2, -with, regard-to exorcism,, are 
, 
far 

more significant, however, for they, are ; probably made with a 

view once again to stressing the: authority; of Jesus-, and so 

pronnting faith in the hearts of Matthew's readers. This is 
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particularly clear with regard to the addition of ). 6yp after 
e40aXev. The demons are expelled with a mere word, just as 

earlier in the chapter the centurion's servant was healed by 

just a word from Jesus (cf. vv 8,13) [73]. 

Further, in Mark the demonized are brought to Jesus and many 

demons are cast out, whereas in Matthew the use of xo)üt is 

transferred from the demons to the demonized. In this way 

many demonized are brought and the demons cast out and any 

inference that there might have been some demons that were not 

expelled is eliminated. This is, of course, completely in 

line not only with Matthew's frequent emphasis that Jesus 

healed all but also with his specific statement to that effect 

in the same verse. The insistence that all were healed 

(whether demonized or sick) would clearly not only accentuate 

the authority of Jesus but also inspire faith for such 

healing. 

The omission of oüx Tlytev kaXeiv tä Satµ6vta ött nbetaav aütöv 

could be yet another example of Matthew's simplification and 

abbreviation of Mark. However Mark's inclusion of these two 

clauses may well refer back to the exorcism in the synagogue 

(1: 24-25) and Matthew's omission of this entire incident may 

also account for the omission of these clauses here. Further, 

as Gundry comments, Matthew is far more concerned with the 

fulfilment of prophecy (cf. v. 17) than with the Messianic 

secret [74]. 

Thus the alterations with regard to exorcism in these verses 

continue' the trend already noted in the previous pericope. 

Matthew's redaction emphasises once again the kingly authority 

of Jesus in whom Matthew's readers are inspired to have faith. 

Jesus' authority marks him out as the one who fulfils Old 

Testament'hopes'and the way has been paved quite naturally for 

the OT quote-which is-to follow., 
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But the alterations with regard to exorcism are not only of 
interest because of the stress that is placed upon the 

authority of Jesus. They are also of relevance to the subject 

of this thesis in that the distinction between exorcism and 
healing in the Synoptics is somewhat blurred [75] and it is 

surely reasonable to argue, therefore, that there must be, to 

say the least, an extremely close connection between whatever 
Matthew says about exorcism and what he says about healing. 

If so, the conclusions drawn in the previous paragraph with 

regard, to Matthew's redaction vis-ä-vis exorcism will have 

inmediate bearing upon our understanding of his redaction vis- 

ä-vis healing. In short, Matthew's alterations with regard to 

exorcism are relevant not only because they form a part of the 

imnediate context of these verses but also because of the 

overall connection between exorcism and healing in the 

Synoptics. 

With this in mind Matthew's alterations with regard to healing 

per se must now be examined., His omission of xotxi;. att vöaots 

(cf. Mark 1: 34) is probably. in-anticipation of his use, of the 

quote from Isaiah (including-Täc, v6oous) in the next verse. 

Nbre significant, however, is his use of a&vtaS toils uauws 
Exovtac which, though omitted after. npompEpw is used later. as 

the object of E6ep&xeuaev:, - Thus in Matthew. the bringing of- 

the sick is not mentioned- [76] but 'all " the sick', -, (as 

distinct from 'many, sick'). 'are healed.. .I have already drawn, 

attention to the fact'"that this, is, -a repeated, emphasis in, 

Matthew [77] and have'suggested that such' statements are, to be, 

understood as emphasising' Jesus', kingly authority,, - 
his. 

compassion and willingness, - to heal,. and.. are. designed.. to - 
promote faith [78]. 

In harmony with this it 'isnow appropriate . "to-ipoint'out that. 

just as Matthew's redaction with regard to exorcism eliminates: 

any possible suggestion'that-there were some demons. which were,, 

not"cast'out [79],, so too'his redaction with, regard, to healing, 
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precludes any suggestion that there were those who were not 
healed [80]. Such a suggestion would be completely out of 
harmony with Matthew's portrait of Jesus as the Son of David 

who fulfils and embodies Old Testament ideals of kingship and 

authority [81]. It might also inhibit faith for healing. 

Further, if this understanding, along with the view that 

Matthew's central emphasis is that of fulfilment [82], is 

correct then the statement that Jesus healed all who were sick 

would seem to be a natural introduction to the quotation from 

Isaiah which follows inmediately. Viewed this way the whole 

of verse 16 may be seen as Matthew's redaction of the pericope 

material in order to prepare the way for the fulfilment 

quotation in verse 17. 

Matthew's use of Isaiah 53: 4 here in the context of Jesus' 

healing ministry is, of course, of particular relevance to the 

subject of this thesis because-it has been used as a basis or 

a 'proof-text' for the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement. It is, however, of more general interest for a 

variety of other reasons. It is. as I have already pointed 

out [83], one of the controversial 'formula quotations' about 

which there has been so little agreement. It is also unique 

to Matthew, not only in the context of this pericope, but also 

in the New Testament as a whole - no other NT writer quotes 

this verse from Isaiah. Furthermore, no other NT writer 

quotes any verse from Isaiah 53 and applies it to physical 

healing [84], although the chapter is, of course. referred to, 

in other contexts [85]. Finally the citation is of interest 

because Matthew's version. is much closer to the Masora tic Text 

than to the LXX [86]. The interpretation of this verse, 

therefore, oust be at least partly determined by one's 

understanding of the significance of the 'for= la quotations' 

in general, by its uniqueness both in terms of the verse cited 

and in terms of Matthew's application of the citation in a 

context of physical healing, and by the significance that may 
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be attributed to Matthew's preference for a translation of the 
Masoretic Text rather than the LXX. 

I have already noted the unresolved nature of the discussion 

with regard to the 'formula quotations', in general [87]. It is 

not possible, therefore, to adduce conclusive evidence from it, 

with regard to this quotation in particular. However, if I am 
right in thinking that the- 'formula quotations' should 
probably be seen as, just one aspect of Matthew's overall 
presentation of Jesus as being in -a variety of ways the 
fulfilment of Old Testament hopes and,, ideals [88], then the 

quotation here may be interpreted accordingly. Jesus' kingly 

authority, already emphasised in the healing of a leper by a 
touch, in the cure of the centurion's paralysed servant. by a 

word spoken at a distance, in the healing of Peter's mother- 
in-law by simply touching her hand, in the expulsion of 

spirits with a mere word and in his healing al. l: who were sick, 
Is now, in a sunmary of all this, -further accentuatedby a 

quote from the Old Testament which portrays him as the one, who 
'himself took our infirmities and carried our diseases'. 

Jesus is thus not merely a maný. of authority, but the man, of. 

authority, the one of whom the prophets spoke. The quotation 
is, therefore, not only, the culmination and climax of a. series 

of miracle-stories recorded byý Matthew, but is that which 
makes explicit what is, for Matthew, implicit in those 

stories, that Jesus is the fulfilment of Old Testament hopes 

and ideals. . ý. , F>ý .. 

That the verse is unique in that this is. the only occasion on 

which Isaiah 53: 4 is directly quoted in the New. Testament is 

probably of little particular significance [89].., The majority 

of Old Testament quotations, found in the New Testament occur 

only once [90] and, " with-" the 'except ion of -. thee quote,,, from 

Zechariah' 9: 9 (cf. "Matthew= 21 i4=5; John' `12: 15),. all's. the 
'formula quotations' are unique to Matthew. ' 

�.. < 4= 

-123- 



Chapter Four 

What may be more significant, however, is the uniqueness of 
Matthew's use of Isaiah 53 to refer to physical healing. This 

is clearly connected with his choice of the Masoretic Text 

rather than the LXX for the latter 'spiritualizes' the 

sicknesses referred to whereas the former may be interpreted 

more literally. France comnents: 

The healing miracles.... are a fulfilment of Isaiah 53: 4. here 

quoted by Matthew in what appears to be his own literal rendering 

of the Hebrew which speaks of 'sicknesses' and 'pains' (see RSV 

mg. at Is. 33: 4) whereas the UIX (and the Aramaic Tergum) 

spiritualized the meaning into 'sins'* (913. 

That Matthew saw Isaiah 53: 4 as in some sense 'fulfilled' in 

the healing ministry of Jesus is evident from his use of the 

verse here. But in the light of the use of Isaiah 53 

elsewhere in the New Testament [921 where the Servant's role 

of redemptive suffering is applied to Jesus, it is pertinent 

to ask whether Matthew was aware of this understanding of 

Isaiah 53 and if so whether he identified with it or not. It 

must then be asked how the conclusions reached with regard to 

these questions affect our understanding of Matthew's 

intention in using the -passage in the context of physical 

healing, particularly vis-ä-vis the doctrine that healing is 

'in the atonement'. 

With regard to the first question France coaments: 

'Matthew wes well aware of the Servant's role In Isaiah 33 as one 

of redemptive suffering ..... and this was tb" d rninsnt use of 

the passage in Christian circles' 1931. 

B. Gerhardsson sees Isaiah's Servant-figure as the basis of a 

motif running right through Matthew's Gospel and culminating 

in Jesus' giving himself as a ransom for many [941 and 

although not all would agree with this view it seems virtually 
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certain that by the time of Matthew Isaiah 53 was interpreted 

messianically and applied to Jesus [95]. For the purpose of 

argument I shall assume that Matthew was at least aware of the 

understanding that Jesus in some way fulfilled the Servant's 

role of redemptive suffering described in Isaiah 53. 

But even when this assumption is made it is difficult to say 

with any certainty that Matthew identified with this 

understanding. Matthew's use of Isaiah 53 is limited to this 

one occasion and although Gundry may be right in seeing 27: 57 

as an example of Matthew's applying Isaiah 53 to Jesus' 

passion, the evidence is far from conclusive [96]. Indeed 

there are occasions in his passion narrative when, if Matthew 

saw Jesus as fulfilling the roleýof the Suffering Servant, one 

might might have expected a ! formula quotation' [97], but none 
is to be found. Further, where Matthew uses the 'Servant' 

passages elsewhere as a source for a 'formula quotation' the 

application is not to the Suffering-of the Servant nor is it 

applied to Jesus' redemptive work [98]. In the, absence, 

therefore, of any direct quotation of the 'Servant' passages 

in the context of Jesus' redemptive work in-Matthew's Gospel, 

and in the light of Matthew's use of'-those passages in a non- 

redemptive context, 'attempts, to see. a - reference to Christ's 

atoning work in Matthew, 8: 17 must be viewed. with -, some, 

scepticism. ý.; I __1 . s_ -- . ,, j; . _, , 

But this brings us' to the heart' of the matter as far,; as the, 

subject of this thesis is concerned. Was it Matthew's 

intention to teach4. thav physical healing is". in 
, someway'in_ 

the atonement'? -The evidencez thus , far has certainly, pointed 

towards a negative=answer to this , question.;;. To, this. must-be 

added the following further', cons iderat ions. 

First; the citation .. from. Isaiah is made in the, context, o 

Jesus' healing'-those who were', physically,,,, sick. There-. is� no 

suggestion in=the context that Matthew'is, using Isaiah. 53: 4; inv. 
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connection with Christ's redemptive work. His divergence from 

the LXX (which 'spiritualizes' the meaning) is confirmation of 

this. As Gundry points out: 

The Septuagintal translator renders the Hebrew very loosely in 

order to gain a reference to eine (cf. the Targun). Matthew 

translates independently in order to make the quotation apply to 

physical maladies cured by Jesus' 1991. 

Hooker also confirms this view: 

"The author applies the words to the healing of the sick by 

Jesus: they are understood, not in any figurative way of mental 

grief, but of the actual physical ailments of those cured. This 

passage is of the greatest significance: far from proving that 

Jesus was one who suffered because of the sins of others. 

directly bearing their guilt. it will, unless other passages are 

to be"found to be used with this meaning, point to exactly the 

opposite-conclusion' 11001. 

Hooker's purpose here is, in fact, different from mine. But 

the logic still holds good. The fact that in Matthew we find 

no clear evidence that the evangelist saw Jesus in his passion 

as fulfilling the role of the Suffering Servant but that he 

cites Isaiah 53: 4 in connection with Jesus' healing ministry 

in Galilee points us in an entirely opposite direction from 

the view that healing is 'in. the atonement' [101). 

Second, - the events recorded in Matthew 8 take place long 

before Jesus' passion. <The fact that Matthew cites Isaiah 

53: 4 in the context, of Jesus' healing ministry, long before 

his passion narrative, suggests that (whatever Matthew may 

have believed about other verses in the 'Servant' passages 

with 'regard to, Jesus' redemptive work) that verse at least he 

understood-, as having been =fulfilled in Jesus' ministry In 

Galilee rather-than in Jesus', death upon the cross. It is of 
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course possible- that Matthew understood the verse also to be 

fulfilled in Jesus' passion, but there is no New Testament 

evidence for this, and the burden of proof rests upon those 

who wish to make the connection if the connection is to be 

made. And there is certainly no hint of a double entendre 

here [102] and the suggestion that Matthew is not only 

recording and interpreting events in Galilee but also pointing 

us forward to the passion is almost 'certainly a case of the 

wish being father to the thought. In this connection I find 

L. F. W. Woodford's argument extremely compelling when he says: 

"Matthew's method of quotation from the Old Testament. Scriptures 

is of importance. On no less than eleven occasions (RV) he uses 

the phrase. 'That it-might be fulfilled'. and on every occasion 

he draws upon the Scriptures quoted in order to relate their 

fulfilment to the actual events there and then recorded (my 

italics), as e. g. the . 
Virgin birth (1: 22), the time spent in 

Egypt (2: 15) ...... and to on. In this, passage (8: 17) Matthew 

was not referring to our Lord's coining passion when he drew upon 

this quotation, but he was referring to the actual events he was 

then describing" (103). 

Finally, Matthew's choice of verbs is also significant here 

for, as Gundry points out: 
- 

'There is no implication that Jesus, vicariously, -became sick. 

Rather. he removed sicknesses. - , Because, -klt_ might ba_taken to 

imply that Jesus became sick,. Matthew replaces the Septuagintal 

ipipet, 'carrie's'. with eXaßev, ". 'took'..... eßäacaaev also 

indicates removal rather. than carrying" 1104). . .. 

This clearly means that Matthew's:, choice of verbs, indicates, 

that he intends us to understand that, in the context of his, 

healing ministry in Galilee,. Jesus did not become vicariously 

sick for those whom he then healed. It seems, to me 

improbable, however, that anyone would have been likely to 
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interpret Matthew's statement in this way, and, if this is so, 

and if the assumption is correct that Matthew was aware of the 

understanding that Jesus in some way fulfilled the Servant's 

role of redemptive suffering in Isaiah 53, the possibility may 

then arise that the evangelist chose his verbs to accentuate 

his view that Isaiah 53: 4 was fulfilled in the life of Jesus. 

not during his passion, but in his ministry to the sick in 

Galilee. Whether or not this is so, Matthew's avoidance of 

yipw and his use of Xappävw and ßaathC, w are in my view in 

keeping with Woodford's assertion that: 

"There'is no thought of substitutionary sacrifice for sickness in 

the mind of Matthew in this Scripture. His quotation was related 

to the' life-ministry of the M saiah, not to His sacrificial 

death" [1051. 

I, therefore, reject the view that Matthew 8: 17 teaches that 

healing is 'in the atonement'. There are no direct references 

to the 'Servant' passages in Matthew's passion narrative and 

his quotes from those passages are used in a non-redemptive 

setting. The quote from Isaiah 53: 4 is set in the context of 

the healing of physical sickness and Matthew avoids, both by 

his divergence from the LXX and in his choice of verbs. any 

suggestion that Jesus vicariously took sicknesses upon 

himself. Indeed, for Matthew, Isaiah 53: 4 was fulfilled not 

in Jesus' passion but in his healing ministry in Galilee. As 

I have argued in this chapter. the purpose of the citation is 

adequately explained in terms of Matthew's overall emphasis on 

Jesus as the fulfilment of Old Testament hopes and ideals, the 

one who, by his kingly authority manifested in the healing of 

all who are sick, shows himself to be him of whom the prophet 

spoke when he said, 'He himself took our infirmities and 

carried our diseases'. 
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Cf. BBcher, 0., 'Christus Exorcista', BWANFA 96, Stuttgart, 1972. 
Kee, H. C., Medicine, Miracle and Magic In New Testament Times'. 

Cambridge, CUP, 1986. 
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75. Demons and spirits were regarded as agents of illness. See, for 

example, Matthew 12: 22, Mark 9: 25, Luke 13: 11,16. Hill. (op.. cit. p. 
160) points out that 'Spirit' is frequently used with this meaning in 
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connection (Hull, J. M., 'Hellenistic Magic and the Synoptic Tradition', 
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Nevertheless, the fact that in the very passages where they are so 
differentiated they are also placed in, such close proximity. together 
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mention of the bringing of the sick might now seem superfluous 
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2) The bringing of the sick might be considered to be implied Is the 
simple statement that Jesus healed them 

3) Matthew wishes to use toüc KaKwc izovsa; as the object of i6ep4aeucev 

and so Omits the phrase (along with  pooripr) bere 

4) Matthew, pace France (cf. note 75). does not clearly 
differentiate between sickness and demon-possession. Oq this view the 
bringing of batpovtcopivouc ao]Lloyc might be taken at least In same 
sense to include toüc icaar3t pxovtat. 

Although all these views have some merit I strongly favour 3. Cf. p. 
105 

77. Cf. note 56 

78. See pp'114-115. 

79. See p. 121. 

80. Such an interpretation ia, of course, possible (tboagb *at aeeeeeary) 
when reading Mark's account. where 'many' migbt be iaterpreted as not 
all'. (However, 'many' may be contrasted with 'few' as easily as with 
'all'). 

81. See pp 113-114. 

82. See pp 109.110. 

83. See pp 107ff. 

84.1 shall demonstrate later that 1 Peter 2: 24 (quotlag Isaiah 33: 3) doea 

not refer to physical healing. See pp 130.134. 

Luke 4: 18 may be an example of Lute's using a quote Pram Isaiah to refer 
to Jesus' healing ministry although the blind referred to may be those 

who are spiritually blind. And the reference is. of course. to Isaiah 
61 not Isaiah 53. Matthew 8: 17 in thus uaiqus I. specifically applying 
a verse from Isaiah 53 to physical healing. 

85. For example: 
Verse 1 is quoted in lohn 12: 38 and Romeos 10: 16. 

Verse S is quoted in 1 Pstsr 2: 24. 

Verses 7-8 are quoted in Acts 8: 32-33. 

Verse 9 is quoted in 1 Peter 2: 22. 

Verse 12 is quoted in Lute 22: 37. 

Cf. Hooker. M. D., 'Jesus and the Servant'. Loodos. SIC. 1959. pssslm. 
Jeremias. J.. 'Zum Problem der Deutung won Jes. J! to pa/Js/laliehea 
Spdtjudentum' In 'Aux Sources is la Tradition C ritisaae'. M4IseSes 
offerts I M. Maurice Gogusl. Neuchatel, 1950. pp. 113-119. 

86. Archer and Chirichigno translate as follows: 
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"He Himself has borne, our, griefs/illnesses. and as for our sufferings, 
He has loaded Himself with them" (Masoretic Text). 

This man bears our sine and suffers anguish for our sate" (LXX). 

They ommenc : 

'Matthew 8: 17 furnishes a rendering completely distinct from the LaOC. 
Matthew probably translated ... directly from the Hebrew text'. 

Archer, O. L.. dt Chirichigno, a. C.. '01d Testament Quotations In the New 
Testament: A Complete Survey'. Chicago. Mody Press, 1983, p 121. 

However, although Matthew's rendering is literally closer to the MT, it 
is quite possible that the UOC has better captured the Hebrew writer's 
original intention. 

87. See pp. 108.109. 

88. See pp. 109-110. 

89. Except. of course, that if, first-century, Christians had any 
understanding that physical healing was provided for in the atonement 
one might have expected the verse to have been quoted elsewhere, 
especially in view of the frequency with which Isaiah 53 is quoted in 

the New Testament (of. the six references in Note 85). 

Hooker has challenged the view that the Servant passage. were of 
doctrinal significance in the early church and although she acknowledges 
that 'the meaning of the death of Christ is interpreted in terms of Iaa. 
53 in the later books of the New Testament' she claims that 'there is no 
evidence even here that the concept ever occupied any prominent position 
in their thought'. See Hooker. M. D., Jesus and the Servant', London, 
SPCK, 1959, p 152 and passim. 

If Hooker is right then my view that early Christians had no 
understanding.; hat Isaiah, 33 teachesrthat physical healing is. in the 

atonement is confirmed. If. however, the early Christians attributed a 
greater significance to Isaiah 53 than Hooker allows (cf. note 93 re the 
position of France and Gundry), then my point holds good that one might 
have expected verse 4 to have been quoted elsewhere in the New 

Too tune nI" 

90. Archer & Chirichigno, op. cit., passim. 

91. France. R. T., Matthew'. Tyndale NT Conmentary. Leicester. IVP. 1985, 

p. 158. It is possible, however, that IUOC did not 'spiritualise' the 
Masoretic Text but correctly rendered its intention. 

92. E. B. Acts 8: 32.33,1 Peter 2; 22,, 24. 
Y 

93. France, R. T.. 'Matthew',. Tyndale Nf Commentary. Leicester, IVP, 1983. 

p. 158. Gundry, op. cit., p. 158 adopts a similar view. Elsewhere 
zy. 

France goes farther and argues that Jesus himself was the origin of 
this use (France, R. T., 'Jesus and the Old Testament', London, Tyndale 
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Preen. 1971. pp 110-132). For an alternative view compare Hooker. op. 
cit., passim. Cf. note $9. 

94. Gerhardsson. B. in Banks. A. 1.. ed.. 'Reconciliation and lkpe'. Exeter. 

Paternoster, 1974, pp. 25.35. 

95. Hill, op. cit., p. 161. Cf. Hooker's comneas (op. fit.. pp 91.92) with 
regard to the reference to Isaiah 33: 12 is Mark 15: 27: 

The gloss... which is found in some meauseripts of Mart shows that at 

an early time the fact that Jesus was crucified between two evildoers 

was regarded as a fulfilment of the words of famish 53: 12'. 

96. Gundry. op. cit., p 150, cf. p. 380 where Gundry sees a reforsaee to 
Isaiah 33: 9 in Matthew's use of 'a rich man' in priforeace to Mark's 

'a prominent councilman'. 

97. We do not know if Matthew was familiar with Isaiah 30 but a foraatla 

quotation from verse 6 might well have been expected with reference 

to 26: 67. Similarly a quote from 53: 12 might have been expected In 

27: 38 (cf. Mark 15: 27 where the citation is found In some amasser ipts. 

though this may well be a Slots " ass note 93 above). 

98. Cf. Matthew 12: 17-21, Isaiah 42: 1-3. 

99. Gundry, op. cit.. P. 130. 

100. Hooker, op. cit., p. 83. 

101. Those who see Matthew 8: 17 as teaching that bealiaj is 'i" the 

atonement' appear to assume that the whole of Isaiah 33 Is aboat 
Christ's redemptive work. The context in Matthew S however snakes 
it clear that. for Matthew anyway, at least a part of that chapter 
(v4) relates not to Christ's passion, but to his ministry In Galilee. 

David Lim is in my view unconvincing when he argues that 'the Aletth w 
8: 17 quote of Isaiah 33: 4 must refer to ChriII's redemptive wort' on the 

grounds that we cannot 'isolate Matthew 1: 16.17 from its Early Church 

context'. However, although he wrongly adduces this passage as evidence 
that healing Is in the atonement. he later rightly sets the doctrine in 

the eschatological setting of Romane 8: 23. His uederstandies of The 
doctrine thus differs considerably from that of the original proponents. 

See Lim. D., 'Spiritual Gifts -e fresh loot'. Sprisjfield. GPtl. 1991. 

pp. 279-286. Cf. 332ff and 12-24 of this thesis. 

102. Guodry cones close to suggesting this when he says that the bsaliads 
'anticipate the passion in that they belis to toll back the effects of 
the sins for which Jesus came to die' and scknor. lodjeo with reference to 
Isaiah 53: 4 that 'alons with forgiveness of sins physisai well-belag was 
thought to characterize the messianic age'. but be rightly slops short 
of the statement that Matthew intended here an indirect reference to the 
cross. (cf. Gundry. op. cit., p. 150). 

- 138- 



Healing A the Atonement 

D. A. Carson makes a similar point when he argues that Matthew holds that 
Jesus' healing ministry is itself a function of his substitutionary 
death by which he lays the foundation for destroying sickness. However, 

although Carson concludes that 'this text and others clearly teach that 
there is healing in the Atonement' he modifies his conclusion 
considerably by adding 'but similarly there is the promise of a 
resurrection body in the Atonement, even if believers do not inherit it 

until the Parousia. From the perspective of the NT writers, the Cross 
is the basis for all the benefits that accrue to believers; but this 
does not mean that all such benefits can be secured at the present time 

on demand, any more than we have the right and power to demand our 
resurrection bodies'. 

See Carson, D. A., on Matthew in 'The Expositor's Bible Cannes ntary, 
Vol. 8', (Ed. Gaebelein, F. E. )Grand Rapids, Zondervan, 
1984, pp. 20S-207. 

Cf. Illy c nncnhs in note 101. 

103. W odford, L. F. W., 'Divine Healing and the Atonement -a Restatement', 
London, Victoria Institute, 1956, p. 58. For further discussion of 
Woodford's significant contribution to the debate see pp 49-53 of this 
thesis. 

104. Gundry, op. cit., p. 150. 
Cf. Hill, op. cit.. p. 161. Hooker, op. cit.. p. 83, 

Beare, F. W., 'The Gospel According to Matthew', Oxford, Blackwell, 1981, 

p. 211. 

105. V. bodford, op. cit., p. 59. With regard to the meaning of ßaasätw 
Bichsel cannents: 

The basic meaning Is uncertain. In the Nf it means a. 'to lift up' 
(Jn. 10: 31), b. 'to bear away' (Jn. 20: 15), 'to pilfer' (Jn. 12: 6; of. 
Jos. Ant.. 1,316: Laban to Jacob: Iep& to xatpt& paatäoac oTXn)'. 

Bachsel: ßaat&Kw article in 'IVNF. Eerdmans. 1978, Vol. 1. p. 596. 

Woodford, loc. cit., insists that in the NT the verb is never used in 

a substitutionary sense and stresses as significant Matthew's avoidance 
of ippw (which is used In LX0( in Isaiah 53: 4) which he says Is used in a 
substitutionary sense in 1 Peter 2: 24 and Hebrews 9: 28. However, even 
if ßaatätcc could be shown to carry a substitutionary connotation 
elsewhere, the inmedlate context of Matthew 8: 17 makes any such 
interpretation implausible here. 

Further, although in the expression or(7pata paatätw (Galatians 6: 17) 
B6chsel. be. cit., rightly points out that ßaocdýw means the same as 
IXO), to have on oneself'. any attempt to read such an understanding 
Into the verb in Matthew 8: 17 should be vehemently resisted. 

- 
The 

context demands no such understanding. Further, the advocates of the 
'healing in the atonement' doctrine do not teach that Jesus carried 
sickness on himself until the occasion of his passion. 
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Q-HAPTER FIVE: BY HIS STRIPES YOU WERE HEALED 

1 PETER 2: 24 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement is directly 

based on Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24 [1]. In Chapter Four I 

rejected the view that Matthew 8: 17 teaches that healing is in 

the atonement. In this chapter it is my intention to show 

that I Peter 2: 24, when correctly exegeted, cannot reasonably 
be understood to teach the doctrine either. Once again the 

attempt to discover the author's intention in the passage in 

question [2] will involve a brief discussion of the historical 

context of the letter before the literary context of the 

passage itself is investigated. Accordingly, by way of 

introduction, I shall consider the authorship, the date and 

place 'of writing, and the destination of the epistle before 

offering an assessment of its nature and purpose. 

Authorship 

Although the New Testament letter known as 1 Peter opens with 

the words 
IlespoS Svco7lot I oü XpiatoG 

Petrine authorship has been challenged by commentators such as 
Beare [3] and Best [4]. Beare argues that 'Peter' is a 

pseudonym on the grounds that 

'There are strong reasons for dating the Epistle in the reign of 

Trajan, and that . 
in any , case it Wist be later than the 

persecution under Nero, in which the apostle met his death" [51. 

4d 

He further argues that the epistle shows a clear, dependence on, 

the epistles of Paul with whom, he maintains, Peter never had 

any close relations, yet makesAittleýuse of., the language, of 
Jesus with whom Peter had. been, intimately associated. [6]. 

ýr 2 
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Furthermore; the writer of the epistle is readily familiar 

with the language of the Septuagint. yet Peter. Beare insists. 

would have had no occasion to use the Greek Scriptures at all 

until late in life [7). 

Nbst decisive for Beare, however, is the argument that 

'The Epistle is quite obviously the work of a mae of letters, 

skilled in all the devices of rhetoric, and able to draw upon an 

extensive and even learned vocabulary' (E]. 

This, Beare maintains, is out of harmony with the description 

of Peter in Acts 4: 13 where Beare understands &yp&pp&toS to 

mean 'illiterate'. The case against the attribution to Peter 

he therefore considers overwhelming. 

Best's approach is rather similar although, in addition to 'a 

number of minor additional arguments' [91 he reasons that 

'If Peter was writing to areas which had been evantelissd by Paul 

.... then in view of his previous clash with Paul (Gal. 2: 11-14), 

his known warm-hearted though inuulsivs nature and his humility 

expressed at 5: 1 in calling himself 'fellow-elder'. we might have 

expected that he would have made some reference to his brother 

apostle's previous work' (10]. 

However, although Best agrees with Beare that the epistle was 

pseudonymous, he concludes that 'the understanding of the 

epistle is not greatly affected by such a decision about 

authorship' [11]. 

In the light of this conment, with which I am in agreement, 

particularly with regard to the exegesis of 1 Peter 2: 24, it, 

is not my intention to survey at length the arguments in 

favour of Petrine authorship. I shall, rather, list the 
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commentators who support Petrine authorship and then briefly 

summarise some of the arguments. Such commentators include 

Hort, Bigg, Selwyn, Stibbs/Walls, Cranfield, Blum, and Grudem 

[12]. Kelly [13] is noncommittal. A lengthy defence of 

Petrine authorship is also to be found in Guthrie [14]. 

The arguments of those who defend Petrine authorship may be 

summarised as follows. 1 Peter 1: 1 (which directly claims 

authorship by Peter). 5: 1. and 5: 13 are cited as evidence-from 

within the epistle itself [15]. It is also claimed that 

Eusebius (who makes mention of Polycarp and Papias) and 
Irenaeus offer external evidence [16]. Objections based on 

the probable date of the epistle are countered by pointing out 

that such objections assume that 1 Peter reflects official 

persecution by the government whereas the persecution 

envisaged may have been privately instigated rather than 

official [17]. The claim that there is surprisingly little 

use of the language of Jesus is seen as largely a matter of 

personal impression [18] and the high quality of the Greek and 

the author's familiarity with the Septuagint are explained by 

some on the grounds that Silvanus (5: 12) may well have played 

the part of a responsible secretary [19]. The role of 

Silvanus is also seen as a possible explanation of the 

epistle's theological affinities with the Pauline writings 
[20]. 

This brief summary of some of the arguments advanced by those 

who oppose and by those who defend the Petrine authorship of 1 

Peter is perhaps sufficient to show that Cranfield is right 

when he says: 
y -. 

"Mile there is a considerable body of critical opinion which 

regards the Epistle as pseudonymous, an equally reputable body of 

critical opinion supports the Petrine authorship" 121]. 
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Cranfield goes on to express the view: that 'the balance of 

probability remains on the side of traditional authorship' 

[22], and for the purpose of this thesis I shall assume that 

this is so [23]. 

Date and Place of Writing 

From the foregoing it is clear that a decision with regard to 

the date of the epistle is inevitably linked with the issue of 

authorship. Beare, for example, denies Petrine authorship 

because he believes Inter alla that the epistle mist have been 

written later than the persecution under Nero and was probably 

written in the reign of Trajan [24]. In reaching this 

conclusion he draws attention to the correspondence between mS 

Xptertavög (1 Peter 4: 16) and Pliny the Younger's statement 

that many had been accused before him tamquam O rIztIani [25]. 

Those who support Petrine authorship, however, contend that 

the persecutions referred to in 1 Peter are not official 

persecution by the government but spasawdic trials which were 

'a matter of incidents rather than of policy' [26]. 

The issues of authorship and date are thus inseparably linked 

and the decision to assume Petrine authorship [271 will 

largely determine a decision with regard to date. Indeed 

scholars who argue for Petrine authorship invariably conclude 

that the epistle was written in AD 63 or 64. In the words of 

Cranfield: 

"On the assumption that the traditional attribution of the 

Epistle to Peter is correct, the date must have bees shortly 

before the Neronian persecution (in which most probably the 

apostle lost his life), i. e. In AD 63 or early In 64. sod the 

place of writing Rune' [281. 

Accordingly I shall assume that the epistle was written during 

those years. 
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But' the quotation from Cranfield also suggests that the 

question of the place of writing is also linked to the issue 

of authorship and date. The assumption that the letter was 
written by the apostle Peter in or around AD 63 leads the 

scholars who make it to the conclusion that it was probably 
written from Rome and that 'Babylon' (5: 13) stands for Rome as 
it does in the Apocalypse [29]. Indeed, even scholars who 
prefer a later date and deny Petrine authorship now 
acknowledge that Rome is the likely origin of the letter [30]. 
I shall, therefore, assume not only that the letter was 
written by Peter in or around AD 63, but also that it was 
written from Rome [31]. 

Destination 

The destination of the letter is stated in the opening verse. 
It is written to 'the exiles - of the Dispersion in Pontus, 
Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia'. It is, therefore, a 
circular letter but differs from the other General Epistles of 
the New Testament in that it specifies the areas in which the 

recipients are found. 

The major areas of discussion with regard to this have centred 
around whether the areas ' addressed were political, or 
geographical units (i. e. the Roman provinces of those names or 
the older countries from which those provinces had been 
formed), the reason' for the order of names, and the religious 
background of the readers (in' particular whether . they were, 
predominantly Jews or Gentiles). I- shall briefly., sunmarise 
the discussion with regard to each of these areas and-then, 
because of its relevance to the exegesis of 1 Peter 2: 24, draw 

attention to the social and economic status of the readers of 
the epistle. ' 

Beare [32], Best [33] and Kelly [34] all prefer to-accept the 

names as indicating, the Roman provinces whereas Guthrie:: [35] 
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and Stibbs/Walls [36] adopt the alternative position. Since 

this is unlikely to have any direct bearing on the exegesis of 
1 Peter 2: 24, I shall not develop this aspect of the 

discussion in this thesis. 

Concerning the reason for the order of names there have been 

two major expressions of opinion. Hort suggested that the 

names describe the travel route to be followed by the bearer 

of the letter [37]. This view, though refined in some detail 

by Colin Heiner [38], has been fairly widely accepted [39) and 
is, in my opinion, to be preferred to that of Beare who, on 

the supposition that Pontus and Bitbynia were suffering 
fiercer persecution than the other areas, suggests - 'though 

without too much confidence' - that these names are put at 

the beginning and the end of the list in order to give them 

prominence [40]. Best is probably right. however, when he 

says that 'probably we shall never know the answer concerning 

the question of the order of the names' [41). 

More relevant to the subject of this thesis, however, and to 

the exegesis of 1 Peter 2: 24 with its quote from Isaiah 53: 5, 

is the issue of the readers' religious background. The phrase 
'exiles of the Dispersion' (1: 1) raises the question as to 

whether the recipients of I Peter are converts from Judaism. 

Further the writer's frequent use of OT quotations and his 

assumption that his readers understand Jewish ideas and 

traditions might also be adduced as evidence in support of 

such a view. According to Kelly, however, it is reasonably 

certain that the majority of the addressees have a pagan 
background: 

This is the clear inplication of the statements that they have 

been rescued from a futile way of life inherited from their 

fathers (1: 18). that having formerly been 'no people' they have 

now became 'God's people' (2: 10), and that previously they had 

been Idolaters indulging in typically Gentile excesses (4: 3: at. 
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1: 14; 2: 9; 3: Sf. ). r The-description of them as the Dispersion is r, 

a simple instance of the -Church's habit of transferring_ to 

itself, as the new- Israel,, the language appropriate- to, the 

experience of the old' 1421. 

This view, which sees the recipients of, 1 Peter as mixed 

connwnities which- were -predominantly but not exclusively 

Gentile in background, is held by Beare [43], Best [44], 

Cranfield [45], Grudem [46],, and Guthrie [47]. - It also 

reflects my own understanding. Selwyn acknowledges that. the 

churches addressed were 'mixed' but suggests that. in most 

first century churches . Jews were probably, in the majority 

[48]. 

With regard to the social and . economic status of the readers, 

there appears to be general- agreement that, the membership of 

these churches, ." like. most in.. the primitive. period.,. was 

socially mixed [49]. , The. following quotation from Best 

adequately sumnarises the position: 

'Socially there were great extremes of riches and poverty. In 
rA 

the rural areas almost feudal conditions-prevailed in which the 

large estates were worked by vast gangs of slaves. In the ctass 

there was a measure-of industrialisation with individual small-. - 
businesses. Large numbers-of. slaves were employed in-these and 

in the households of the wealthier-citizens; these slaves were 

often well educated or skilled ins trade. On the whole in this 

period Christianity was found largely. -in the, cities, an urban = 

phenomenon. From the wletterT we�-learn_ a little, about the, 

composition of the churches. Slaves-are addressed in 2: 18-25, 

but there is no direct ethical instruction to masters; we dare 

not assume. that there were no masters in the congregations� since 

2: 13.17 is directed to free. men who may pose ibly, have, had- civic 

duties; moreover what"is, said. about"wives in 3: 1-6 suggests that 

some at any rate were wealthy.. -'The churches must, therefore, have, 

contained a cross-representation of society as"a, whole.:.. ' [SO)..;. 
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These facts will be seen to be of significance when we turn to 

the exegesis of 1 Peter 2: 24, which in its original context is 

addressed to slaves [51]. But first the nature and purpose of 

the letter must be briefly considered. 

The Nature of the Letter 

Space forbids detailed discussion of the variety of views with 

regard to the nature of the letter. Preisker's liturgical 

hypothesis (that 1 Peter originated as a liturgy read at a 
baptismal service with the baptism itself occurring between 

1: 21 and 1: 22) [52] and the variation offered by Cross (that 

the baptismal service occurred at a Good Friday-Easter 

celebration) [53] are sunmarised and briefly discussed by 

Cranfield who, making reference to Moule's 'penetrating 

criticism' of the hypothesis, is sceptical about many of their 

arguments [54]. Rather, 'in view of the allusions to baptism' 

in the letter, he suggests that a baptismal sermon may have 

been incorporated into it along with fresh material written 

with the current situation of the particular churches in mind. 

Walls, however, while agreeing that there is no reason why 

Peter should not have preached a sermon and later sent it as a 

letter also notes that 'the one place in the Epistle which 

contains an explicit reference to baptism is a parenthesis' 

[55]. 

Guthrie also rejects the liturgical hypothesis and argues: 

"The many instances of 'now' In the Epistle need not be regarded 

as evidence of a liturgy in process (as Preleker assumes) but 

rather the realization on the part of the Christiana of the 

importance of the present is their eschatological outlook' 1361. 

Grudem agrees with' this analysis and goes on to point out that 

although Peter's language frequently refers to the new life 

which Christians have this does not in itself in'ly a 
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reference to baptism. Further, within the contexts in which 

they occur not one of these references would be inappropriate 

if applied to all Christians. He concludes that the thesis 

that 1 Peter was originally a liturgy or perhaps a sernnn at a 
baptism remains unconvincing [57]. 

In the light of the overall discussion I shall assume for the 

purpose of this thesis that 1 Peter is a genuine letter [58] 

which, because of the wide circle of readers to which it is 

addressed, contains no personal greetings to individuals. 

Whether or not it contains a baptismal sermon remains an open 

question the answer to which, fortunately, is by no means 

crucial to the subject of this thesis. 

The Purpose of the Letter 

The purpose of the letter is, however. 
-more 

important. At the 

conclusion (5: 12) the writer summarises what his purpose has 

been: 

IYpoaya ropoir ' Mt aptuxTv uairhv swat &'Aim ýpäptiv 'COG 
Aeoü el; 41v atrlre. 

According to this the purpose of the letter appears to be that 

the readers might 'stand in the true grace of God' [59]. In 

the light of 5: 10 the 'grace' referred to. here may well be 

that conferred on the readers enabling them to remain faithful 

in the midst of suffering while they await God's eternal glory 
in Christ. If this_is. so, the closing verses of the. epistle 

appear to be in harmony with its overall theme., Whatever the 

precise circumstances of. }, the,,. epistle's writing and the 

suffering referred to in. 1t. may, be,. [60], 
_ 

the dominant theme 

throughout" is' clearly that,, of. suffering, in this, life sustained 

by the assurance of gloryiin the; next, and the knowledge that, 

though rejected by men, Christians are, chosen by God and 

precious to him (2: 4-10). The motif that glory follows 

suffering is not only. found. in the opening. chapter (vv, 6-8) 

with regard to the,, experience, oft., the, Christian: but is- seen a 
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few verses later (vv 10-11) as exemplified in the experience 

of Christ as it had been predicted by the prophets: 

ßäc eis Xptat? V =04a= iu t? zS jm=' tcn"m 664s;. 

It continues throughout the epistle [611. The dominant 

purpose of the letter, therefore, is to exhort Christians who 

are suffering now to stand firm in the faith knowing that 

glory is to follow [621. It is with this very firmly in mind 

that we must now turn to the exegesis of I Peter 2: 24. 

Exegesis of ! Peter 2: 24 

1 Peter 2: 24 is part of a passage which encourages Christians 

to be submissive to those who are in authority (2: 13-3: 6). 

This passage falls naturally into three sections which deal in 

turn with: 

submission to rulers (2: 13-17) 

submission to masters (2: 18-25), and 

submission to husbands (3: 1-6). 

I shall briefly consider the first section which in some 

measure serves as an introduction to the second. The second 

section will be dealt with in more detail as it forms the 

imnediate context of verse 24. However, I shall not discuss 

the third section as it is not critical to a correct 

understanding of the verse. 

In the first section Christians are to submit themselves to 

every authority instituted among men (v. 13). Respect Is to be 

shown to the king as the supreme authority and to governors, 

who are sent by him to administer justice, so that by their 

good behaviour Christians may put to silence those who accuse 

them (vv. 13-17). They are free, but freedom wit not be used 

as an excuse for wrong-doing, for despite their freedom 

Christians are God's slaves as the contrast between 6; 

e. %eüOepot and wS'6eoG Sol3Xot makes clear (v. 16). Submission 

to rulers is thus set firmly in the context of ultimate 
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submission to God for if the king is to be honoured it is God 

who is to be feared (v. 17) [63]. Indeed it is 'for the 

Lord's sake' that a Christian submits to authority, no matter 

what form that authority may take (v. 13). 

The implication of all this seems to be that it is this 

awareness that his submission to human authority is an 

expression of his submission to divine authority that enables 

the Christian meekly to accept the decisions of those who have 

authority over him. This is of special relevance to slaves 
[64] who are specifically addressed in verses 18-25 where they 

are instructed to submit to their masters even if they are 

harsh [65]. The possibility of suffering unjustly is very 

real (vv. 19-20) and if this occurs Christian slaves are to 

remember that they 'are called by Christ's own example to 

endure it (vv. 20-21) [66]. 

It is highly significant here, (particularly in view of the 

interpretation placed upon verse 24 by the proponents of the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement), that, there is no 

suggestion in these verses that Christians do, not need to 

suffer because Christ has already suffered for them. Quite 

the opposite is indicated. The Christian who suffers for 

doing good must endure it patiently knowing that this is God's 

will for him, for Christ himself has set an example for him to 

follow (vv. 20.21). [67]. 

Verses 22-25, which ,, depend heavily, on, Isaiah 53 [68], set 
forth the sufferings of. Christ as the supreme example, of, the 

innocent suffering unjustly and may be correctly understood as 

an elaboration of : the: principle, stated in verse, 21 thatr 

Christ's, sufferings are an example for the Christian to 

follow. Seen this way the,, statement of_Christ', s innocence 

(v. 22), his refusal ;. toretaliate or complain (v. 23), and his 

committing of himself, to_God (v. 23) are all clearly intended 

as an example and an encouragement to the Christian slave who 
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is suffering unjust punishment. Furthermore, such an 

interpretation of these verses is completely in harmony with 

the teaching concerning suffering elsewhere in the epistle 

[69]. 

But if Christ's innocence, his non-retaliation, and his 

committing himself to God are intended as an encouragement to 

the Christian who is suffering unjust punishment, how auch 

more is the reminder of the results of Christ's passion? The 

sense of purposelessness encountered by those enduring 

unjustly inflicted suffering is softened for the Christian by 

the realisation that Christ's sufferings were by no means 

without purpose. Verses 24-25 serve as a reminder of this. 

Christ's sufferings were redemptive. The innocent slave who 

is unjustly beaten by his master is reminded that Christ too 

was unjustly punished, but not without purpose for Christ bore 

our sins that we might die to sin and live to righteousness 

(v. 24) and as a result the wandering sheep has returned to the 

shepherd (v. 25). Perhaps, by implication, the slave might 

understand that his suffering too is not without a purpose, 

hidden and unstated though that purpose might be [70]. 

In the light of all this it seems to me that Peter's use of oü 

Tq p6aw t iä9TIte will only be correctly understood when it is 

seen within the context of a discussion %hich presents to 

slaves who were sometimes unjustly treated the example of 

Christ whose passion provides the pattern for all who suffer 

unjustly. Such an understanding will also provide, with 

particular reference to the subject of this thesis, a clear 

indication as to whether the healing referred to in the phrase 

is intended to be interpreted as physical or spiritual. 

The relevance of the phrase tQp p4ocoxt IdOite in a passage 

addressed to slaves who were sometimes unjustly flogged is 

iiunediately obvious. The word pi means a bruise, scar, or 

weal left by a lash and describes a physical condition with 
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which the slaves were all too familiar [71]. To slaves who 

were unjustly beaten Peter points out that Christ too was 

beaten, and because of the wound inflicted upon him they have 

been 'healed'. The use of the second person (i('XOrre) in place 

of the first (IJ X [&9iµev) [72] is perhaps significant in that 

the first person is used in the first part of the verse (t&s 

&&aptiac iµwv 
..... 

Iva 
... {rtßwµev). - The switch to the 

second person thus highlights the fact that it is particularly 

the slaves who are addressed here for it is for them that the 

use of is . ww is especially significant [73]. 

But in what sense had the slaves been 'healed'? Peter 

obviously intends them to understand here the forgiveness of 

their sins, for not only does he refer in the inmediately 

previous clauses to Christ's bearing of our sins that we might 
die to sin and live to righteousness, but he uses the 

conjunction yap in verse 25 thus identifying their 'healing' 

in verse 24 as what took place when we apößata xXavdDµevot they 

returned Eai c6v notpiva (v. 25). The fact that no such 

conjunction is found in Isaiah 53: 6 may indicate that Peter is 

especially stressing this connection and certainly suggests 

that the 'healing' referred to is spiritual [74]. 

Furthermore, to seek to understand the 'healing' as physical 

seems to be totally inappropriate. There is no reference to, 

the healing of disease anywhere'in the epistle, let alone in 

the i diate context, and the only other possibility might be 

to suggest that physical healing was available for the slaves' 

wounds because Christ had already been wounded, for them. But 

such a suggestion totally ignores the major. purpose 
'of, - 

the 

passage, that slaves who are suffering unjustly, should 

uncomplainingly follow Christ's� example and patiently endure 

it (vv. 20-21). 

One other possibility remains, however. Cranfield suggests 

that 'healing' included 
, a' 'sense of comfort in their 
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sufferings' [751, butt, although the awareness that Christ too 

has suffered unjustly would undoubtedly have provided some 

comfort to a suffering slave, this is clearly not Peter's 

primary intention as we have seen from an examination of the 

context. 

Accordingly I reject the view that 1 Peter 2: 24 teaches that 

physical healing is 'in the atonement'. The 'healing' referred 

to clearly means a spiritual wholeness which results from 

Christ's bearing our sins on the cross and our return. as 

sheep who had gone astray, to the shepherd and guardian of our 

souls. This view is endorsed by all the major commentaries 

[76] and indeed it is difficult to see how, when the verse Is 

seen in its proper context, it could possibly be understood in 

any other way. The passage is, in fact, an encouragement to 

Christians to endure suffering, not a means of escape from it. 

Sumnary 

The two verses upon which the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement is directly based have now been examined in the 

light of their historical and literary contexts. In the last 

chapter we saw that although Matthew takes Isaiah 53: 4 and 

applies it to physical healing he does not do so in the 

context of Christ's passion. In this chapter we have seen 

that Peter takes Isaiah 53: 5 and applies it. In the context of. 

Christ's redemptive work on the cross, to healing from the 

wounds of sin, but no thought of physical healing Is in mind. 

In short, in Matthew 8: 17 there is physical healing, but no 

atonement. In 1 Peter 2: 24 there is atonement, but no 

physical healing. We are thus driven to the inescapable 

conclusion that neither verse supports the doctrine. 
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Beare, op. cit., p. 6 
Kelly, op. cit., p. 1 
Stibbs and Walls. op. cit.. p. 36 

Guthrie, op. cit., pp. 791-792. 

63. Beare comments on &v xavti p6ßrp: 

Not fear of the masters to wham they are subject. but fear of God. 
Throughout the epistle, it is always the fear of God that Is enjoined 
(1: 17,2: 17, cf. 3: 2,13); any other fear is not to be entertained. 
'All fear', then, will mean, 'the fear of God which governs all your 
conduct'; it is the spirit of reverence towards Him that induces 

respect and faithfulness to duty in the sphere of human relationships' 
(Beare, op. cit., p. 121). Cf. Romaas 13: 1.7. 

64. Those addressed are oºxfsat. The word denotes housshold"slavse. many 
of whom might be well educated and hold responsible positions in the 
household. They were, however, owned by their EsezSsq; and did not 

work for a wage. Cf. Best, op. cit., p. 117. 

Beare points out that, although most masters wets relatively humane, 

beatings were comron and were 'the normal punishment for the ordinary 
faults of the slave' (Beare, op. cit.. p. 121). 

65. oxolt6S (harsh) literally means 'bent' or 'crooked' and so 
figuratively, as here, 'perverse' or 'awkward to deal with' (at. Kelly. 

op. cit., p. 116). 

66.6xoipaRR6v - 'example'- literally refers to the model of handwriting to 
be copied by a schoolboy (cf. Beare, op. cit., p. 122) and then 
figuratively a model of conduct for imitation. Slaves who suffer 

unjustly are thus encouraged to follow step by step the example of 
Christ as delineated in the verses which follow. Such patient 

endurance of suffering wrongfully inflicted is excellence (Beare. op. 

cit. p. 120, so translates zdptc in vv 19-20) in the sight of God 

(cf. Best, op. cit., p. 118). 

67. Cf. 1 Peter 4: 12-19 where the seine teaching is repeated with reference 

to Christians in general, not only to slaves. The Christian who 

suffers is seen as participating in the sufferings of Christ (4: 13) and 
is suffering according to God's will (4: 19). 

68. Verse 22 borrows heavily fron Isaiah 53: 9 although Isaiah's bvoµ(av 

oüx eao(iaev (IXC) becomes &µapsiav ovx &soigosv. 

Verse 23 may be seen as a paraphrase of Isaiah S3t7.71e first two 
phrases certainly reflect Its thought (of. Bears's comneut " op. ell. 
p. 123). 
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Verse 24 &µapt(aq 
.... 

&vrlveyKev reflects adtöc äµapt(aq soXX v 
&viveyxev (Isaiah 53: 12 1JIX) - of. Isaiah 53: 11 'he will bear their 
iniquities'. 

The final part of verse 24 is almost a direct quote fron Isaiah 53: 5 
for iii {uýAax% avsoG t&egµev becomes oü sw piArext {ä61qse. 

Verse 25 Is a clear reference to Isaiah 53: 6. 

69. Cf. 3: 8-18.4: 12-19. 

70. There is, In my view, no suggestion here that the slaves' suffering 
might be redemptive in the sense that Christ's suffering Is clearly 
portrayed as redemptive in these verses. The suggestion might well be, 
however, that by following Christ's example in enduring unjust 
suffering meekly the slaves might. by their Christ-like attitude, win 
others to Christ. 

71. Stibbs & Wall*, op. alt., p. 121. Cf. Best, op. cit. p. 123, 
Cranfield, op. cit., p. 86. Kelly, op. cit., p. 124. Beare, 
however, while agreeing that the word well describes the carrion 
condition of slaves, claims that Its strict meaning is a 'cut which, 
bleeds' (Beare, op. alt. p. 124). 

Bishop W rdsworth. as quoted by Beare, op. cit. p. 122, also sees a 
similar significance in the use of the word t6Xov in this verse: 

The p6loy is the wound produced by the chastisement of slaves, and the 
rixov is the instrument of the death of slaves. Mark the humility of 
Him, who being Lord of all. stooped to be the servant of all, and to 

suffer scourging and the cross as a slave; and was especially 
exemplary to that class which St. Peter is here addressing'. 

72. Peter replaces a6so6 with oS and i6eiiiev with 169nte., In Peter the 
personal pronoun (LOC iµetc) is also omitted. See Archer and 
Chirichigno, be. cit. Cf. note 68. 

73. Beare comments (op. cit. p. 123) that by the change fron the first to 
the second person 'he brings the thought sharply back to its particular 
application to the slaves'. 

74. Cf. Kelly, op. cit. p. 124, who interprets 'healed' as 'restored to 
health from the wounds which their sins had inflicted'. Cf. p. 125 

where Kelly rightly gees verse 25b as a 'clear allusion to the readers' 
conversion' (cf. Best, op. cit., 'p. 123. Grudem, op. cit. p. 132). 
Forgiveness of sins also seems to be the clear sense of the 'healing' 

referred to in Isaiah 53: 5 where the Servant is pierced for 
transgressions and crushed for iniquities. W odford, op. cit., p. 60, 

also takes this view. 

7S. Crenfield, op. oit., p. 86. 

76. Cf. note 69. See also: 
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Bigg, C., 'The Epistles of St. Pater and St. Jude', Edinburgh. T&T 
Clark, 1978 edn., p. 149 where attention is drawn to I Peter 3: 18 is 

connection with 2: 24. 

Selwyn. op. cit.. P. 181. 
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" CHAPTER SIX: SOME OThER PASSAGES USED 

IN SUPPORT OF THE DOCTRINE 

In Chapters Four and Five I have examined the two New 

Testament passages upon which the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement is directly based [1] and have concluded that, 

when properly exegeted, neither passage supports the doctrine. 

In this chapter I shall consider certain other passages the 

interpretation of which has been affected by the doctrine and 

which are used by advocates of the doctrine to support it [2]. 

In considering these passages it will be neither possible nor 

necessary to provide either a full discussion of introductory 

matters [3] or a detailed exegesis of the passage in question 

[4]. My purpose here is not to discuss the wide variety of 

scholarly opinions expressed with regard to a particular theme 

or passage. It is, rather, simply to show that the verse in 

question provides little or no support for the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement. 

Galatians 3: 13 - Redeemed from the Curse of the Law 

In this section I shall consider the, significance of Paul's 

statement in Galatians 3: 13 that 'Christ has redeemed us from 

the curse of the law, being made a curse for us'. Jeter uses 

this verse to support the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement as follows: 

"Sin and sickness came as a result of the Fall. We know that the 

substitutionary death of Christ - the atonement--provided a means 

whereby God could forgive the sinner, and yet be just. % at about 

sickness? Was it included in the atonement? We believe that God-� 

provided a double remedy for the double curse., In Galatians 3: 13 

we read...... He redeemed us from the curse of the Law. 

The Law pronounced severe penalties or curses on those who 

refused to comply with the divine precepts. In Deuteronomy 28 
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there is a long list of diseases that would come upon those who 

refused to keep the law of God. In this case, at least. we see 

that sickness is a part of the curse. This agrees with the 

Biblical account of the fall of nun and its consequences. How 

and where was the curse removed? By Christ's atoning death on 

the tree? ' [5]. 

Jeter clearly understands the verse to mean that on the cross 

Christ redeemed us from sickness in that, since sickness is 

one of the curses contained in Deuteronomy 28, it is part of 

the 'curse of the Law' from which Christians have been 

redeemed. Dr. Lilian Yeomans adopts a similar position. 

Commenting on the curse from which Christ has redeemed us in 

Galatians 3: 13 she states: 

"Fran Deuteronomy 28, it is evident that disease. all disease. Is 

Included in the curse of the broken law' 16). 

In seeking to show that this understanding is incorrect I 

shall assume that the letter was written by the apostle Paul 

[7] to the Galatians of the southern region [8] in or around 

the year 49 AD [9] in the confidence that those who would 

challenge these assumptions will nevertheless find no reason 

to challenge my conclusion that Galatians 3: 13 offers no real 

support to the doctrine that healing is in the atonement. In 

this connection it will now be convenient briefly to consider 

Paul's purpose in writing the letter. 

The overall purpose of Galatians is clear enough. The letter 

was written to answer the Judaizers who were troubling the 

Gentile churches of Galatia by teaching the benefit of 

circumcision [10]. Paul's reply was that such a 'gospel' was 

no gospel at all, and 'insofar as it involved a reversion to 

legal bondage it undercut the message of justification by 

faith' [11]. 

- 164 



Healing & the Atonement 

Bruce argues that for the message of the Judaizers, to- be 

adjudged 'no gospel' there must have existed a primitive 
Christian message as a standard by which to judge it. This 

message, he suggests, as it is presupposed in the letter to 

the Galatians might be sunmarised as follows: 

'Jesus our Lord. the Son of God, was sent into the world by his 

Father when the due time came. He was born into the family of 

Abraham and lived under the Jewish law. He was crucified by his 

enemies. but in his death he gave himself for his people's sins. 

God raised him from the dead to be the Saviour, of all who believe 

in him; he has sent his Spirit into their hearts, enabling them 

to call God 'Father' as Jesus did, to exhibit his love in their 

lives and to look forward confidently to the realisation of their 

hope' 1121. 

Whether this was the message preached by Paul's predecessors 

need not concern us here. It is clear from Galatians that 

this was certainly Paul's own understanding and I shall base 

my discussion of Galatians 3: 13 on the assumption that Paul's 

purpose in writing Galatians was to defend his gospel (as 

sunmarised above) against the teaching of the, Judaizers [13]. 

Lightfoot observes that a rough analysis of the, letter 

separates it into, three, sections of -, two -chapters each [14]. 

Chapters One and Two he designates 
,,, as 'personal, chiefly in 

the form of a narrative'. . Chapters : Three and Four he 

describes as 'doctrinal, mostly argumentative' and Chapters 

Five and Six as, 'hortatory'!, or,., 'practical'.. Betz. in a 
footnote acknowledges that 

� 
these are. 'proper, terms' [15] and 

Cole's analysis is virtually identical [16] as Is, that 
- of 

Guthrie [17]. I shall,. for convenience, :. follow this broad 

analysis of the epistle., in my approach to Galatians 
, 
3: 13 and 

will concentrate, the discussion on, the. doctrinal-, section in 

which the verse is to be found. Before doing so, however, it 
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will be helpful to summarise briefly the two opening chapters 

by way of introduction. 

The subject of the epistle is introduced early in the first 

chapter where Paul expresses his amazement that the Galatians 

have so quickly moved away from the things which he has taught 

them to 'another gospel' (vv 6-7). The gospel which Paul had 

preached to them he had not received from man but by direct 

revelation from Jesus Christ (vv 11-12). His insistence that 

he had had little contact with the apostles at Jerusalem (vv 

16-19) is offered as evidence of this. 

When Paul had gone up to Jerusalem fourteen years later (2: 1) 

with Titus and Barnabas, Titus as a Gentile had not been 

compelled to be circumcised (2: 3). There had been some 

inconsistency on the part of Peter, however, when he came to 

Antioch and Paul had found it necessary to withstand him with 

regard to his inconsistent attitude to the Gentile Christians 

(2: 11-14). 

Verses 15-21, which are possibly intended to be understood as 

a summary of the points Paul had made to Peter, form 

nevertheless the introduction to the 'doctrinal' and 

'argumentative' section in Chapters Three and Four. These 

verses are not out of harmony with Bruce's view that Paul's 

argument in Galatians presupposes a primitive Christian 

message (18], for Paul commences his argument with the 

statement that Jewish Christians know that justification is 

not by the works of the law but by faith in Christ (2: 15-16). 

Certainly the argument which follows is Paul's defence of a 

doctrine which had not only been taught to the Galatians when 

he had first preached to them (1: 6-10) but which, Paul 

claimed, had already been in some measure argued through with 

and approved by the church leaders at Jerusalem. 
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Detailed discussion of Chapters Three and Four is neither 

necessary nor possible within the scope of this thesis. It 

will be sufficient to note where the verse to be discussed 

occurs in relation to the overall argument of this 'doctrinal' 

section and then to examine it with reference to its immediate 

context. For its location in relation to the overall argument 
it will be convenient to list the headings offered by Betz: 

3: 1-5 A. The first argument: an argument of indisputable 

evidence 
3: 6-14 B. The second argument: an argument from Scripture 

3: 15-18 C. The third argument: an argument from conmon 
human practice 

3: 19-25 D. A digression of the (Jewish) Torah 

3: 26-4: 11 E. The fourth argument: an argument from Christian 

tradition 

4: 12-20 F. The fifth argument: an argument from friendship 

4: 21-31 G. The sixth argument: an allegorical argument from 

Scripture [19]. 

Following this abbreviated analysis it is clear that the verse 

to be discussed falls towards the end of Paul's second 

argument appropriately entitled by Betz 'an argument from 

Scripture' [20]. This argument may be divided into two 

distinct but related sections. Verses 6-9 seek to show from 

the example of Abraham that justification is by faith. Verses 

10-13 seek to show by reference to the Law that justification 

cannot come from the Law. These two sections are brought 

together in conclusion in verse 14. I shall deal briefly with 

the first section by way of introduction to a more detailed 

discussion of the second. 

In verse 6 Paul uses Genesis 15: 6 as evidence from the 01' that 

Abraham's faith was accounted to him for righteousness: 

eatateußev rO, ix oytu9rl oauocp Pet; Stimctoauvrly. 
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From this he challenges the Galatians to recognise (rtvc, aQKEre) 

that the true children of Abraham are those who are 'of faith' 

(v. 7). It seems likely that the use of EK xfaseto; here is a 

deliberate contrast with el; Epywv vopou (v10) and tic xepttopi)S 

(2: 12). The true sons of Abraham are not those who keep the 

works' of the Law, neither are they those who have been 

circumcised. They are those who believe as Abraham believed. 

In verses 8-9 Paul argues, with a remarkable use of 

personification, that the Scripture 'foresaw' that God would 

justify the Gentiles by faith and proleptically 'preached the 

gospel' to Abraham. The- promise that in Abraham all the 

Gentiles would be blessed is thus seen as fulfilled in those 

who believe as Abraham believed and who are as a result 

blessed along with him. The difficulties with Paul's 

methodology here are obvious, but his overall intention is 

plain. God has always justified by faith. Abraham believed 

and as a result was both justified (v. 6) and blessed (v. 9). 

His true children are those who believe as he believed and 

who as a result are, like him, accounted righteous and are 

blessed. 

The suggestion, 'implicit in verse 8, that it has always been 

God's intention to justify by faith, is made explicit in the 

following section for Paul not only continues to argue that 

the Old Testament taught justification by faith (v. 11) but 

also insists that the Law itself indicated that justification 

could not come by obedience to it. It is to this section that 

we must now turn in order to gain a correct understanding of 

verse 13. 

Verse 10 comes as an abrupt contrast to verse 9. Those who 

are of faith are blessed (v. 9) but those who are of the works 

of the Law are under 'a curse (v. 10). Quoting Deuteronomy 

27: 26 Paul points out that the Law itself pronounced a curse 

on all who did not continue to obey it In its entirety. The 
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underlying assumption which remains undeveloped here but which 
is fully stated in Romans is that of man's inability to keep 

the Law. Thus those who put themselves under the Law come 

under its curse because of their inability to keep it. For 

those who want to be circumcised the implication is clear. To 

be circumcised is to put yourself under the Law. But the Law 

pronounces a curse on. all who do not keep it in its entirety. 
Paul reserves until later (5: 2-4) his full warning of the 

danger of seeking to be justified by Law, but the implication 

here is already very strong. 

By contrast, however, he argues that the Old Testament itself 

(Habakkuk 2: 4) teaches justification by faith (v 11):. . 

6 stmtos 'tic aiataoc ýjc etat. 

Set in this context it is not clear whether Paul intends his 

readers to understand that the one who is righteous by faith 

shall live or that the, righteous shall live by. faith. The 

former certainly fits the overall argument for justification 

by faith better, but the latter provides a more logical basis 

for verse 12 where the contrast is between living by faith and 

living by the Law. - Since the Greek can carry both meanings, 

and since the two are not mutually exclusive, it seems best to 

attempt to retain the force-of both in one's exegesis. Paul's 

intention seems to be that the man who is righteous by faith 

will live, and will live by faith. 

The argument thus far, then, may be summarised as follows. 

Abraham and those who, like him, are iK aietewc, are accounted 

righteous and blessed. Those who are E4 epywv vöµou, however, 

have, by their inability to keep the Law, put themselves 

under' the curse which the Law itself pronounces on all those 

who do not keep it in its entirety. With this in mind we are 

now in a position to consider verse 13: 
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XpLOtÜc 415r. E 6paa*v x tlj fs Iazt17QaS toU v' lp YEV(WV0; VX 

riiw iaxvap z, otl 'yq'paata t, ezi tapacto; xac pgM41LVOt 

eni iSXou. 

Betz refers to this verse as Paul's 'fifth and most important 

Scripture proof' and adds that 'it is also the most difficult 

one for us to understand' [21]. Not all the difficulties need 

concern us here, however, since our purpose is to consider 

this verse with particular reference to the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement. Since those who use this verse 

to support that doctrine argue that sickness is part of the 

curse from which Christ by his death has redeemed us, the 

crucial issue that must now be addressed is the meaning of the 

phrase 

£K A; 1QILt6. paS TOG V4iAU. 

It 'seems' to me that the question turns largely around what 

kind of Genitive'we understand toG v0pou to be. If it is a 

Subjective Genitive then the curse is the curse which the Law 

pronounces. If it is a Defining or Epexegetic Genitive then 

the curse is"the Law itself [22]. Since it is not possible 

morphologically to determine which Genitive Paul intended the 

issue must be decided by contextual considerations along with 

our understanding of Paul's overall theological emphasis. 

Unfortunately an examination of the context leads in my 

opinion to at best tentative conclusions. Bruce, for example. 

opts for the former view: 

"The 'curse of the law' is the curse pronounced on the law- 

breaker in Dt. 27: 26'quoted in v. 10" 123). 

Betz, on the other hand, comes closer to the epexegetic view 

when he says: 
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*In the context of the letter. he (sc. Paul) certainly assumes 

that the Law becomes (my italics) a curse for those who seek 

justification before God 'by works of the Law', because by doing 

so they deprive themselves of the blessing of Abraham given to 

'men of faith' (3: 9). The question is, however, whether Paul 

does not go further. calling the Law itself a curse. ý 3: 19-25 

Indeed comes close to saying that' [241. 

It -seems to me- that although both views are clearly 

permissible, Betz's understanding is preferable in the light 

of the overall emphasis of Galatians. If this is so then the 

position of those who hold 
. that this verse teaches that 

healing is in the atonement-must clearly be rejected, for 

their position depends upon the understanding that 'the curse 

of the law' means the curse pronounced by the law, not the law 

itself [25]. 

Butwhat if Bruce'"sunderstanding is correct? Does this in 

some way validate the interpretation of the-proponents of the 

healing in the atonement doctrine? The answer mist surely be 

that while Betz's view precludes the possibility of the 

healing in the atonement. interpretation, Bruce's position aty 

best makes room for it. It by no means confirms it. Indeed, 

I hope to show that . even. if Bruce, is right in treating. the 

Genitive as Subjective, there are several compelling reasons, 

why the verse may not reasonably be understood to support the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement.,,, 

First, it is noteworthy that physical healing is not under 

discussion in, the passage. Paulss; theme, is that of how a. man 

can be in right standing with God. Can he be justified by-the 

Law or is he justified by faith?, The. Law curses everyone who 

does not. keep it,, in-.. its,, -entirety (v. 10) and therefore, 

justifies no-one for (Paul implies) no-one has succeeded in,, 

keeping it. Thus the only way to be justified is by faith and 

not by Law (vv. 11-12). In this context verse 13 must surely 
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be understood to be teaching that, by his death on the cross. 
Christ has made our justification possible. It is in this 

sense that he has 'redeemed us from the curse of the Law'. 

Thus redemption from the curse of the Law must be seen as 

something much wider than deliverance from sickness. It 

relates to the whole question of a man being in right 

relationship with God. 

Moreover, there is no evidence whatsoever that Paul had 

physical healing in mind in his quotes from Deuteronomy. The 

quote from Deuteronomy 27: 26 is used in verse 10 to show that, 

because no-one can keep it, the Law turns out to be a curse 

rather than a blessing, in contradistinction to faith which 
brings a man into blessing (cf. vv. 8-9). The blessings and 

curses of Deuteronomy 28 are neither referred to not alluded 

to here. Sickness and health, poverty and prosperity, 

military victory and defeat are not in Paul's mind [26]. The 

contrast' between being blessed and being cursed is here in the 

context'the contrast between being in right relationship with 
God or not, between being blessed because of faith and being 

condemned by a Law one cannot keep. In the light of this 

Paul's intention in quoting from Deuteronomy 21: 23 in verse 

13 must surely have been to indicate that Christ by his death 

on the cross has set us free from the Law that condemned us 

and thus made possible our right standing with God [27]. 

Further, the suggestion that Paul had in mind in this verse 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement in my view 

presupposes that such a doctrine already existed in the early 

church. The doctrine is certainly not clearly taught in this 

passage and is, therefore, at best alluded to. But to be 

alluded to it must have `already existed, and yet our 

examination so far has led to a very negative conclusion in 

this respect [28]. 
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Finally, the purpose of the redemption referred, to in-verse 13 

Is explicitly stated in verse 14: 

'va d; tä A�il h 657x1'{a roü A(ipc Yevgmt iv Xptaw^ Iiaoü, rwL 

TV enayye Jav toG IbEÜµaTot Aä43w tcv 8tä tfjc aiasu. K. 

Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the Law so that the 

blessing of Abraham might come to the Gentiles and that we 

might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith. The 

'blessing of Abraham' (here clearly an Objective Genitive) is 

the blessing Abraham received, justification by faith. This 

blessing is now made available to . the. Gentiles (who are 

outside the Law) because of Christ's death on the cross. The 

blessing is not divine healing,, but right standing with God. 

The blessing does, however, include the 'promise of the 

Spirit'. I shall argue later that if healing is to be 

understood to be in, the atonement at all it should, be 

understood to be-so indirectly, in. that the gift of the Spirit 

is a result of the atonement, and healing is a gift of the 

Spirit [29]. 

1 Corinthians 11: 29-30 - Discerning the Body 

I pointed out in, Chapter, 'Iwo.. that J. L. Osborn, a zealous 

advocate of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement has 

argued from Paul's teaching: on the, Eucharist in 1 Corinthians 
rv 

11 that as Christ's blood was, shed for. the forgiveness of sin_ 

so his body was broken for the healing of sickness [30].. This 

view regards=both the failure 
. 
to ; 'discern., the ; body' (1 Cor. 

11: 29) and the sickness consequent upon. it, (v. 30) as resulting 

from a lack of understanding that Christ's body was broken for 

i,, the healing of sickness:, 

'Whoa Jesus said: 'This bread which is broken for you represents 

My body', He expected us_to understand that it was on His body 
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that the' cruel stripes by 'which we ware healed were laid. 

Discerning His body properly (my italics) will bring deliverance 

from our diseases as discerning His shed blood will remove from 

us our sins' [311. 

My purpose in this section is to question this interpretation 

and to show why it is, to say the least, improbable that Paul 

intended the phrase µh btaxp(vcov sö oroµa to be understood in 

this way [32]. 

First, Osborn's view makes too great a distinction between the 

body and blood of Christ at the Lord's Supper, between eating 

and drinking. Sickness, he says, is due to failure to be 

taught about the body of Christ as we have been taught about 

the blood of Christ [33]. Christ's blood was shed for the 

forgiveness of sin, his body was broken for the healing of 

sickness. It is because we do not understand this that we are 

sick. By this Osborn implies that if the Corinthians had 

understood that the body of Christ was broken for their 

sicknesses (as his blood was shed for their sins) they would 

not have been sick. But the judgment Paul refers to (which in 

verse 30 results for some in sickness and even death) is a 

result of eating and drinking. He who eats or drinks in an 

unworthy manner (v. 27) is guilty. That is why he oust examine 

himself before he eats and drinks (v. 28), and if he does not 

discern the body rightly (v. 29) he eats and drinks judgment to 

himself. Thus for Paul the Corinthians were sick as auch for 

the manner in which they were drinking as for the manner in 

which they were eating. This, it seems to me, invalidates 

Osborn's view that it is failure to discern rightly the Lord's 

body (as distinct from his blood) that results in sickness. 

Second, Osborn's position assumes that Paul is speaking of the 

communion bread representing the broken body of Christ when he 

refers to the body in verse' 29. - 'However, it is by no means 
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clear that this is the right interpretation. Barrett suggests 
three possibilities: 

"(a) he (sc. the one who does not discern the body) fails to 

distinguish the eucharistic from the co man food; (b) he fails to 

distinguish the Lord's body in the bread which he eats; (c) he 

fails to perceive and give due weight to the church, assembled at, 

the Supper as the body of Christ" [341. 

In fact Barrett opts for (b) - 'in view of the parallelism 
between verses 27 and 29' [35] but acknowledges that none-of 
his explanations is entirely-satisfactory. He rightly rejects 
(a), pace Goudge, Weiss, Parry and Hering [36], because it 

introduces a , distinction that does not appear in the context 
[37], but in my view dismisses (c) too lightly on the grounds 
that it 'would require a genitive with- body. and strains the 

meaning of the verb (StaxptveLv)' [38]. 

The case for (c) has recently been ably argued by Fee-[39] who 

suggests that Paul is deliberately recalling his 

interpretation of the bread in 10: 17. He, denies any 

parallelism between verses 27 and 29 arguing that the 

differences are more striking,, - especially the use of (; @µa 

without a qualifying genitive (which Fee sees as purposeful) 

and the absence of the heretofore parallel mention of the cup. 
With regard to-the use of the verb Staxpiv¬ty he comments:, 

The answer to this seems to lie in the wordplays on the theme of 

'judgment' that dominate the paragraph. No other forms of this 

verb would be appropriate for expressing the need properly,. to 

take cognizance of the whole church that is seated an one body at. - 

this meal..... The Lord's Supper is not just any meal; it is the 

meal, in which at a canton table with, one loaf and a common cup 

they proclaimed that through the death, of Christ they-were, one 

body, the body of Christ.... Here they must 'discern/recognize, as 

distinct' the one body of Christ, of which they are all parts and 
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'' in which they all are gifts to one another. To fail to discern 

the body in this way. by abusing those of lesser sociological 

status. is to incur God's judgment' 1401. 

It seems to me likely, however, that Paul's intention is 

neither exclusively (b) nor (c). If Fee is right, as I 

believe he is. in seeing a connection between, verse 29 and 
10: 16-17, then the body of Christ is both 'the bread which we 
break' (10: 16) and the church (10: 17). It seems to me 

reasonable, therefore, to understand 'the body' in 11: 29 as 

referring to both. By their disgraceful behaviour (described 

in vv 17-22) the Corinthians were failing to discern the 

significance of Christ's death, symbolized by the emblems of 

the Eucharist. The comnunion bread is at very least a 

reminder that Christ's body was broken on the cross, and the 

message of the cross had been Paul's answer to the divisions 

in the Corinthian church in the opening chapter of the epistle 

(1: 10-24). Thus to behave at the Lord's Supper in a way that 

created and perpetuated division was to fail to 'discern the 

body' in both these senses. If Christ died for the church 

then the Corinthians' behaviour revealed a serious lack of 

understanding concerning both the cross and the church. They 

were, at one and the same time, failing to discern the purpose 

of Christ's body broken on the cross and the sanctity of the 

church, the body for whom he died. There is, therefore. in my 

view a double entendre in the phrase ptl Staicp(vcov tö a tcz and 

I find it difficult to side completely with Fee in discounting 

all possibility of a reference to the conminion bread [41]. 

But how does all this affect Osborn's interpretation which 

depends for its validity on tö awµa referring to the body of 

Christ broken on the cross which is represented by the 

comnunion' bread? Clearly if Fee is right then there is no 

room whatsoever for Osborn's interpretation. If. on the other 

hand, there is, as I have argued, at least a partial reference 

to the communion bread, e then Osborn's view must be more 
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carefully examined in the light ofýthe immediate context of 

the verse. 

Such an examination leads us to the third, and by far the most 

serious-difficulty with Osborn's view which suggests that the 

Corinthians were sick because they had failed to understand a 
doctrine (viz. that physical healing is in the atonement). The 

context makes it perfectly clear, however,. that it was the 

Corinthians' behaviour that was at fault. The sickness 

mentioned in verse 30 is a result of the 'judgment' (v. 29) 

which a Christian 'eats and drinks to himself' if he does not 
discern the body. . This judgment, is seen in verse 32 as, a 
discipline from the Lord., The way to avoid it (vv. 33-34) is 

to 'wait for one another' and, if-anyone is hungry, to eat at 
home. This is with the express purpose that 'you may not come 

together for judgment'. These two last verses which are thus 

clearly linked with verse. 29 also bring us back to the, theme 

with which the. passage. was introduced in verses 17-22. 
,., 

Verse 

21 describes the shameful behaviour of the Corinthians at the 

Lord's Supper: 

g wtos yixp v VStov SEim+ov %po *et ev Tcp gmye-tv, 

1QX öS tv xetvq 8; as jcOüet. ,., 

It is in this context that, eating and drinking, unworthily. 
(v. 27) must surely -4be.. understood and,, similarly, the man who 

eats and drinks judgment-to himself, not discerning the. body. 

(v. 29). Whatever the meaning, of ,, 
'not discerning the . body, ' may 

be, therefore, it seems clear; that. the judgment which for the 

Corinthians resulted, from. it was. that many were weak and. -sick. 
This judgment could be, avoided., 1,, 

(v. 34) by remedying,, the 

disgraceful behaviour. at.; the Lord's. Supper, described in verse, 
21. It is to that. behaviour.; that : the phrase , 

'not, discerning 

the body', nwst. clearly, beärelatedcand, Osborn, s, suggestion,, that ,. 
the"Corinthians; were sick, because; they did, not_understandthat_,, 
healing was, in the atonement, is. totally,,. unconvincing. 
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Finally, it is questionable whether Osborn's interpretation is 

supported by the overall evidence of the New Testament. It is 

clear that the doctrine that healing is in the atonement is by 

no means explicit in 1 Corinthians 11: 29-30. Indeed, if I 

have understood the passage rightly, the doctrine is not even 
implicit. And even if one allowed that it might be implicit 

in this passage this would surely demand some evidence that 

it is explicit elsewhere. It nest be demonstrated at the very 
least that the doctrine was understood and believed by some 
Christians at the time of Paul's writing to the Corinthians. 

To be really convincing it nest be shown that the doctrine was 
known to and believed by Paul. Of course advocates of the 

doctrine believe that verses such as Matthew 8: 17,1 Peter 

2: 24, and Galatians 3: 13 furnish such evidence, but I have 

already argued that these verses, when correctly exegeted, do 

not support the doctrine [42]. If I am right about this then 

there is no evidence that a doctrine of healing in the 

atonement either existed or-was on the point of emerging when 

Paul wrote 1 Corinthians 11: 29 and any interpretation which 

sees the doctrine as implicit in this verse mist surely be 

rejected. 

James 3: 14-15 - The Prayer of Faith 

James 5: 14-15 has been associated with the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement since the doctrine emerged towards 

the end of the nineteenth century. The title of Carrie Judd 

Nbntgomery's book The Prayer of Faith which was written in 

1880 and contains some of 'the-earliest expressions of the 

doctrine is taken from this passage which is quoted in full on 

the'title page [43]. The passage is also emphasised by A. B. 

Simpson [44] and although neither of these writers makes the 

connection explicit, the connection in thought is clear since 

both the James, 5 passage and the- doctrine that healing is in 

the 'atonement- are' seen , as offering : physical healing to 
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Christians who. are sick. T. L. Osborn, however, makes the 

connection explicit: 

'Faith is merely believing that God will do what He has said in 

His Lord that He will do. God has never asked anyone to believe 

Him for anything that he has not promised to do. 

God has said, 'I am the Lord that healeth thee'. The prophet 

Isaiah said, 'He (Jesus) was wounded for OLJi transgressions.... 

and with His stripes WE ARE healed' ..... Peter said, 'His own 

self bare our sins.... by whose stripes YE WERE HEALED' 

James said. 'Is ANY sick among you.... the prayer of faith shall 

save the sick, and the Lord shall raise him up'. 

Faith is merely believing that God will do all these and -other 

things that He has said in His %rd that he would do" 1451. - 

Thus the verses that are understood to teach that healing is 

in the atonement are placed alongside the 'statement in James 

5: 15 and seen as promises that God will heal. Indeed for 

Osborn, the prayer of faith can only be prayed if one is 

persuaded that it is always God's will to heal, for: 

"How could one pray 'the prayer of faith' while entertaining the 

thought that 'Maybe it is God's will to take this sister h*ne 

(se. to heaven) by means of this disease'? ' [46) 

And this persuasion is, of course, for Osborn firmly rooted in 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement [47]. This 

view, however, presupposesý(1). that the doctrine that healing 

is in the atonement has"a firm basis in the New Testament and,,,, 
(2) that the passage in-James-5 offers physical healing to-all,, 

Christians if only the elders have: enough faith when, they 

pray. With regard to (1) I have already demonstrated that the 

key verses used to support the doctrine do not in fact support 

it [48], and with regard to (2) 1 hope to show that the 
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4, I 

passage can bear a wider interpretation. Further. I shall 
suggest that far from supporting the doctrine the passage 
actually, by implication at least, calls it into question. 

James 5: 14-15 reads as follows: 

äa9evsi TI; ev i, µty, apoaw)xBr z(b soüS xpeý3utFpauS trj{ 
bacArpias mt 7poaEU44oOwoav & 'd vct, 44ms ooköv wt (p iv 

tq) övopaTt tou i piou, 

Nnt 11 EUxlj 't1jS 7[LOtE(O OULCEi VOV i vovta =I EmEI aUtov o 

aiptoc� acv giaptia; p tEnotlink, iwpE@rpctat auw. 

As with the other passages considered in this chapter 1 shall 

make little reference to introductory matters [49]. especially 
because of the 'notoriously scanty, material' afforded by the 

epistle 'for answering the traditional questions of an 

introduction' [50]. An examination of the verses themselves 

in the context in which they are set in the epistle will, 

however, be sufficient to reveal that, although they offer a 

high expectation of healing to those who are physically sick. 

no indication is given that such an expectation is directly 

connected to the atonement, or that the healing provided is 

necessarily immediate. In this connection I shall argue that 

the verses are set in a passage which carries heavy 

eschatological overtones and with this in mind I shall make 

brief reference to certain aspects of the epistle commencing 

at 4: 13. 

The general sense of James 4: 13-16 is extremely clear. 

Because of the brevity of life we cannot be certain of 

tomorrow: Therefore in all our plans we should recognise that 

their fulfilment is entirely dependent on the Lord's will. 

Verse 15 indicates that even the question of whether we shall 
be alive tomorrow is subject to the will of the Lord. It 

seems to me that this aspect of James' teaching oust not be 
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disregarded when we- seek to understand the statement in 5: 15 

that the prayer of faith will save the sick and the Lord will 

raise him up. 

The first six verses of chapter 5 are a condemnation of those 

who misuse wealth. They have afflicted their employees (vv 

4-5) and killed the righteous (v 6) and as a result miseries 

are coming upon them (v 1). This, together with the reference 

to 'the last days' (v 3), suggests that the day of judgment is 

in mind. 

This appears to be confirmed by the mention of the coming of 

the Lord (vv 7 and 8), the Judge who is standing at the door 

(v 9). But in this section (vv7-12) the coming of the Lord is 

an encouragement to brethren (v 7) rather than a threat to. the 

wicked. The verses'appear to be addressed to those who are 

suffering (v 10) and exhort brethren to be patient (vv 7,8, 

10) until the Lord comes (vv 7,8). It is interesting that 

Job is cited as an example of suffering and patience (vv 10- 

11) as this may give . some indication of James' intention in 

the use of the word uaicoaaO(a (suffering) which reappears in 

verse 13. The conjunction oüv (v 7) certainly appears to 

link this passage with the condemnation of the rich who have 

abused their employees (vv 1-6) and thus the, suffering 

referred to in verse 10 must bear some reference to those so 

afflicted. However the xaicoaaOEt ttc in verse 13 suggests 

that the discussion has widened to all forms of suffering and 

the reference to Job probably indicates that sickness should 

be understood to be included in James' use of uauoaaOta rather 

than distinguished from it . [51]. If this understanding is 

correct, then the promise, of., healing for the., sick in verse, 15 

must be tempered by the teaching on patience until-the coming 

of the Lord in verses. 7-12 [52]. 

Verse 13 encourages any who-are suffering (icauoaaOcty) to pray 

and any who are cheerful to sing praises. Verse 14 encourages 

- 181 - 



Chapter Sts 

anyone who is sick (äoOeveiv) to call for the elders of the 

church that they might pray over him anointing him with oil in 

the name of the Lord. But if I am right in saying that 

sickness (&aOeveta) is included in James' understanding of 

suffering (KaicoxaO(a),, some explanation must be offered as to 

why separate instructions are given to those who are sick. 

In this respect I suggest that several factors indicate that 

James has in mind here someone who is seriously ill. First, 

he is to call for the elders rather than go to them. This may 

well indicate that the sickness has rendered him incapable of 

going. Second, they are to pray over him (&s'aüsöv) [53] and 

'the Lord will raise him up' (eyetpeiv). This could well 

suggest that the sick person is lying down [54]. Finally. the 

fact that he needs the elders to come and pray for him points 

to the possibility that he is too ill to pray for himself. I 

conclude, therefore, that the sick person James has in mind is 

seriously`-ill and that the exhortation to call for the elders 

for anointing and prayer should not be taken to apply to minor 

ailments [55]. Thus, although sickness would be included 

within James' understanding of xaucoxaO(a some sickness is so 

serious that it renders the patient incapable of praying for 

himself, or at least of praying in faith [56], and that is by 

he must call for the elders. 

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the only responsibility 

placed upon the sick person in verses 14-15 is that he should 

call for the elders of the church. It is the elders' 

responsibility to pray the prayer of faith and anoint the sick 

one with oil in the name of the Lord. There is no suggestion 

here that the sick person prays for himself [57] and there is 

no indication whatsoever that he should be claiming his 

healing by faith because it is 'in the atonement'. It is the 

elders who are to pray and who must exercise faith as they do 

SO. 
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But the elders are not only to pray. and to pray in faith. 

They are to anoint the sick with oil. Most conmentators 

acknowledge that although oil was frequently used for 

medicinal purposes the context in James 5 demands that the oil 
be understood to be of religious significance [58]. Blackman, 

however, talks of 'the medicinal power of the oil not being 

regarded as sufficient in itself' [59] and Laws insists that 

it would be wrong-to distinguish between the 'medical' and 
'religious' elements of James' picture [60]. Clearly both 

these views leave room for an element of the medical in James' 

teaching and although it is certainly not my intention to 

argue that the use of oil in this passage is intended to be 

understood medicinally, it does seem tome that, in the light, 

of the evidence for the use of oil for medical purposes [61], 

James would hardly have reconmended the use of oil in 

connection with healing if he had believed as . the early 

proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement 
believed [62] that all medical means should be abandoned, on,,,, 

the grounds that they indicate a lack of faith! 

Indeed, if healing is inmediately available to all believers 
, 

simply for the asking because of Christ's death on the-cross,,, 

then it is difficult to, see any possible relevance to James',, 

teaching concerning anointing with oil. In this connection it 

is noteworthy that T. L. Osborn, in a chapter entitled Healing 

In the Atonement, states quite clearly that when a Christian 

understands that healing is in the atonement then, he does not,, 

need to be anointed with oil: -,, 10- 

"When one can realize that healing, just the same as salvation, - 

is his, he need not 'call - for, elders'..... He has realized the 

truth of Matt. 8: 17: -'Himself TOOK OUR infirmities.... " -[63]. 

Yet earlier he, states that, James 5: 14-15 'is an unmistakenly,,. 

clear promise of healing for the sick' [64]. Osborn has 

j clearly failed to recognize the, inbuilt contradiction in, his 
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thinking here, for if the healing in the atonement doctrine 

renders the promise of James 5 unnecessary then the existence 

of such a promise presents a challenge to that doctrine. 

Thus the passage does not indicate that because of the 

atonement healing is available to all believers simply for the 

asking but rather that healing is available through the 

ministry of the elders. We are clearly intended to understand 

that if the elders anoint the sick with oil in the name of the 

Lord and pray over him in faith the sick will be healed. But 

what if no immediate healing results? Presumably it Is a 

simple matter to anoint someone with oil and in so doing to 

invoke the name of the Lord. Any elder should be capable of 

that. Are we then to assume that if no immediate healing 

takes place the elders have failed to pray in faith? This 

certainly appears to be a distinct possibility especially in 

the light of James' insistence earlier in the epistle that 

prayer must be in faith and that he who doubts will receive 

nothing from the Lord [65]. Perhaps James assumed that those 

who were elders in the church should be able to pray in faith. 

but his overall teaching certainly indicates that lack of 

faith could inhibit the answer to prayer. But if healing is 

in the atonement and thus to be claimed by the sick person 

himself it is difficult to see how the lack of faith of the 

elders could affect the healing. 

But does the passage suggest that lack of faith on the part of 

the elders is the only possible explanation if the sick person 

is not immediately healed? I have already indicated that the 

statement that the prayer of faith shall save the sick (5: 15) 

must be tempered by James' teaching that we only live if the 

Lord wills (4: 15) and by his understanding that the coming of 

the Lord was very near [66]. These two factors, together with 

the use of Eyetpeiv (5: 15) in connection with the promise of 

healing, suggest to me that, although James' primary intention 

was undoubtedly to indicate that an immediate miracle of 
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healing might be expected, we may discern within his 

statement a secondary intention which, based on the earlier 

analogy with Job (James 5: 8-11), suggests that if inmediate 

healing is not the will of the Lord then the sick mist be 

patient until the Lord's coming at which time they, will 

undoubtedly be 'raised up'. 

Admittedly, to understand the passage as containing such a 

twofold message is to a. ttribute to James the same kind of 

'inaugurated eschatology' as that which, as I shall argue 

later [67], is found elsewhere in the New Testament, 

especially in Paul's teaching on the Spirit; but such an 

understanding is by no means unreasonable, for although the 

prospect of judgment or deliverance at the Parousia is an 

important motivating factor in James [68], the present 

eschatological dimension is not neglected [69]. Indeed, as 

lobo has argued: 

'.... the days when God's promises are to be fulfilled have 

begun, but a climax to that period is still expected. It is In 

the eschatological tension of that 'already...... not yet' that 

James' ethics are to be understood" [70]. 

I, 

If this understanding is correct then the prayer of faith is 

not a prayer that insists that healing must be inmediate but a 

prayer that commits the sick one to God knowing that his will, 

is best [71] and that he can be trusted to 'raise, up' the sick. 

whether it be inmediately by ýa_ miracle, l, of, -healing. or 

ultimately at the Parousia [72]. 

Before drawing this, section to a conclusion. however, the, 

reference to the forgiveness of sins (5: 15) mist be considered 

along with the instruction to 'confess� your,;, sins to, one- 

another and pray. for one ; another that you,, may. be, healed', . 
(5: 16). More 

. specifically it 
., must be asked, whether; the,,. 

association of the forgiveness of sins with the healing, of.. 
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sickness in-this passage offers some indication that healing 

is in the atonement. 

The fact that James mentions that if the sick man has 

committed sins he will be forgiven clearly indicates that 

James understood sickness to be sometimes though not always 

the result of sin. Indeed, in the light of the long-standing 

belief in the connection between sickness and sin [73] it is 

natural that James, having stated that the sick would be 

raised up, should go on to deal with the possibility that the 

sickness was caused by sin. This he does by simply stating 

that 'if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven' (5: 15). 

He then adds, 'Therefore confess your sins to one another and 

pray for one another that you may be healed' (5: 16). This 

suggests to me that, despite Laws' contention that here 'the 

sequence is not a strictly logical one' [74], the forgiveness 

of the sick man's sins (if he has any) is based not singly on 

the anointing with oil but on his confession of those sins. 
Understood this way the sequence of James' thought seems to be 

as follows: 

If somebody is sick (v. 14) they should call for the elders of 

the church for anointing with oil and the prayer of faith will 

produce the desired healing (v. 15a). But what if the 

sickness is caused by sin? In that case the sin will be 

forgiven (v. 15b) but, says James (reminding his readers that 

forgiveness comes as a result of confession [75]), when 

praying for healing, sins should be confessed (v. 16). 

Of course v. 16 has a wider application than vv. 14-15 and 
leads into a obre general passage with regard to prayer (vv. 

16-18), but its connection with vv. 14-15 should not for that 

reason be missed. The forgiveness of the sick man's sins (if 

he has committed any) (v. 15) is, in my view. directly linked 

with the thought of confession of sin and prayer for healing 

in v. 16 [76]. 
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But does the association of the forgiveness of sins with the 

healing of sickness in this passage in any way suggest that 

healing is in the atonement? By no means. For even-if we 

assume that the forgiveness of sins is based upon the 

atonement [77] and that forgiveness of sin is a prerequisite 
for healing, that does not in any way imply that Christ bore 

our sicknesses on the cross as the proponents of the doctrine 

believe [78]. At best it may be argued that the healing of 

sickness is indirectly in the atonement in the sense that 

forgiveness is available because of Christ's death and that 

healing becomes available as a result of that forgiveness and 

consequent reconciliation with God [79]. But that is a very 

far cry from the teaching that we can claim healing from our 

sicknesses on the grounds that 'by his stripes we are healed'. 

Indeed if that is what James had intended his readers to 

understand one wonders why he did not instruct them to do just 

that! As I have already pointed out [80], there appears to be 

an inbuilt inconsistency in the view that sees James 5: 14-15 

as a clear promise of healing and yet insists that healing is 

in the atonement, for if healing is in the atonement, why: do I 

need to be anointed with oil? 

In short, although the passage indicates that the sick may 

expect to be healed as a result of the anointing with oil and 

prayer offered in faith by the elders, there is no suggestion 

that the healing is a direct result of the atonement. And 

even the apparently clear promise of a miracle of healing as a 

result of such a prayer must be-tempered by James' earlier 

teaching that prayer must be offered without doubting (1: 6-8), 

that no-one can count on tomorrow but recognise, -that. the 

length of life is as the Lord. will (4: 13-17), and that, 

Christians must, like Job, be: patient in suffering (5: 10-11), 

for the coming of the Lord ýis''at hand (5: 8). ,; Thus an. 

eschatological fulfilment of the-promise of healing should by 

no means be discounted. 
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Mark 16: 18 - They will lay hands on the sick 

The statement in Mark 16: 17 that certain signs would accompany 

those who believe the gospel is followed by a list of 

miraculous phenomena which ends in verse 18 with the words: 

Lai äppw', roux xeipac eateijaouaty 1ci 7kß 94oucty [81]. 

Although this contains no direct reference to the atonement it 

is relevant to the subject of this thesis in that the 

statement is seen by advocates of the doctrine that healing is 

in the atonement as supporting their view. T. L. Osborn, for 

example, in a chapter entitled "Synopsis", argues as follows: 

As has been clearly shown In preceding chapters of this book. 

our salvation, our deliverance, and our redemption from all the 

works of Satan, have been acconnllshed by Christ at Calvary.... 

Christ. the Captain of our salvation, has fought our battle for 

us and has liberated us from the power and dominion of the enemy. 

Now you can say 'I am saved through His blood, and I am hailed 

through His stripes', because redemption is yours forever.... 

Hear our Captain say: 'Behold I give unto you power.... over all 

the power of the enemy' (Luke 10: 19) ..... 'Ye shall lay hands on 

the sick and they shall recover' (Mark 16: 18)" 182]. 

The connection in thought here is clear. Because of Christ's 

victorious death upon the cross Satan's power (including that 

of inflicting sickness) has been defeated. As a result those 

who believe are seen as having authority to heal the sick by 

the imposition of hands in the name of Jesus. Mark 16: 18 is 

thus seen as a 'promise' [83] of healing which has as its 

basis Christ's atoning death upon the cross. 
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In support of this view two things might be added. First, the 
'promise' occurs after the crucifixion and therefore might be 

seen as resulting from it. Second, the 'promise' is made in 

conjunction with the command to go into all the world and 

preach the gospel (Mark 16: 16) and therefore might be 

understood to be a part of the gospel-message (the gospel 
itself being understood to be based upon the atonement). 

In my view, however, neither of these points holds good. In 

the first place both points presuppose that the healing in the 

atonement view is upheld elsewhereAn the New Testament. Yet 

if my argument hitherto has been valid, the verses usually 

adduced as evidence for the doctrine do not in fact support it 

and therefore any suggestion that Mark 16: 18 is in some way 
based on the doctrine must surely be discounted. Further, as 
I hope to show briefly in the remainder of this section, there 

are not only certain logical difficulties in understanding the 

passage in this way but an examination of the passage in its 

context will reveal, that.. any . such interpretation is entirely 
inappropriate. 

The first logical difficulty relates to the view that since 
the promise occurs after the crucifixion it might be seen as 

resulting from it. But- such(-a: conclusion is. based on the 
fallacious assumption that-_-that , which is post hoc. is 

necessarily propter-k, hoc. =: j Clearly, the: fact,, that one event 
follows chronologically: =after- another,, does; not.. establish a 

causal relationship, -between - 
them{ and unless the_ writer 

expresses some causal link between the, two, events it would be 

mistaken to assume- that a connection is intended. In, the case 
in question it seems: to me from--the-context, of, the passage far,;, 

more significant that. the promise is made inmediately, before 

the ascension, been--, : 16: 19) ;,, than it -happens:, -. > 
made after the crucifixion. 

--,, 
But Iishall saynbre, of,, this when,,, 

I consider the context - 
in greater . detai 1. ý»�,,,, i. .wý. ;, 

r'f_ý 
.-,. ,, aý, ý a. .. s. 

ý. 

" ý- ; 189 - 



Chapter Six 

A further logical difficulty for the view that the passage is 

in some way based on the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement arises when we consider the purpose of the laying on 

of hands. - For if the gospel really does contain the message 
that Christ died for our sicknesses as he did for our sins, 

then the imposition of hands would appear to be redundant. 
Why not just claim the healing for which Christ has died [84]? 

But perhaps the sick person envisaged here is an unbeliever 

and unaware of the benefits of the atonement. Perhaps the 
laying on of hands is intended for him. This interpretation 

would possibly suit the evangelistic context of the passage, 
but it would certainly not support the view that the promise 

of verse 18 is related to the atonement. It would establish 

precisely the opposite [85]! 

There are thus in my view insuperable logical difficulties 

with the position that links the 'promise' with the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement. Furthermore, a closer 

examination of the passage reveals that such a position is 

difficult to justify on contextual grounds. In verse 14 the 

risen Christ appears to 'the eleven' and commands them to go 
into all the world and preach the gospel (v. 15). Those who 
believe and are baptized will be saved and those who do not 
believe will be condemned (v. 16). Certain signs (v. 17) will 

accompany those who believe. In Christ's name they will cast 

out demons, speak in new tongues, pick up serpents, and if 

they drink any deadly thing it will not hurt them; they will 
lay hands on the sick and they will recover (vvl7-18). Jesus 

then ascends into heaven (v. 19) and the disciples go out and 

preach everywhere, the Lord working with them confirming the 

message with accompanying 'signs' (v. 20). 

Seen in its context, therefore, the 'promise' that believers 

will lay hands od the sick and that the sick will recover is 

one of several miraculous signs. These signs were granted to 

confirm the message as the disciples went out to preach the 
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gospel. The nature of the 'promise' concerning healing mist 
be understood in the light of the other signs that are also 

promised. The signs listed are clearly examples of the kind 

of miracles the ascended Christ would perform through his 

disciples in order to confirm the truth of the gospel message 

they preached. The 'promise' of healing does not mean that 

every sick person ever prayed for with the laying on of hands 

of a believer will make a full recovery any more than the 

'promise' concerning serpents means that every believer will 

at some time in his Christian experience pick up a snake! 
Indeed to argue from this passage that healing is in the, 

atonement is tantamount to saying that snake-handling is in 

the atonementl 

But the atonement is not mentioned, in the passage and healing, 

along with the other signs, is coupled with the preaching of 

the gospel, not because healing (or any of the other signs for 

that matter) is in the atonement, but as a sign that confirms 

the truth of the gospel message. The context of the 'promise' 

concerning healing is not. the-crucifixion, but the ascension. 
The risen Christ just before he ascends promises his disciples 

that although he is leaving them he will continue to work with 

them in miracle working power. ; A, similar promise just prior 

to the ascension is made in the Lucan writings [86] but there 

the promise is the gift of the Spirit. And, as I shall argue 
later [87], healing is more appropriately linked with the work 

of the Spirit than with the atonement. 

Su, Ty 

In Chapters Four and Five I examined the two major passages 

adduced as evidence that healing is in the atonement. In 

Chapter Four I demonstrated that although Matthew 8: 17 

undoubtedly refers, to physical' healing its context is by no 

means related to, the atonement. In Chapter Five I concluded 

that although 1 Peter-2 : 24'certainly'refers to atonement, the 
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subject of physical` healing is not under discussion in the 

passage. In my view, therefore, neither verse supports the 
doctrine. 

In Chapter Six I have considered four other passages which are 

sometimes used to support the doctrine and in each case have 

argued that when understood in its correct context and rightly 

exegeted none of these verses either supports or requires the 

understanding that healing is in the atonement. 

Accordingly I reject the view that healing is directly in the 

atonement and that Christ carried our sicknesses on the cross 
just as he carried our sins [88]. I find no New Testament 

evidence whatsoever for such a position. However, as I have 

already indicated briefly [89], and as I shall again argue 
later [90], healing may be understood to be indirectly in the 

atonement in that the gift of the Spirit is a result of the 

atonement and healing is a gift of the Spirit [91]. 

My examination of New Testament passages relating to the 

doctrine is, therefore, now complete. In Part Three I shall 

consider a variety of New Testament themes which relate to the 

doctrine before attempting an assessment of the doctrine in 

Part Four. 
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NOTES 

1. Matthew 8: 16-17 (of. pp. 101-140) 
1 Peter 2: 24 (cf. pp. 141-162) 

2. Galatians 3: 13 (cf. p. 38) 
1 Corinthians 11: 29-30 (cf. pp. 35-36,38,67) 
James 3: 14-15 (cf. pp. '19,21,32,41) 
Mart 16: 13-18 (cf. p. 57) 

3. For example, the majority of scholars accept the Pauline authorship of 
Galatians (See note 7) and disagreement over the destination of the 
letter - whether to the North or South (cf. note 8) - has little, if 

any, bearing. on whether Galatians 3: 13 supports the view that healing 
is in the atonement. 

4. For example, Galatians 3: 13 clearly raises the nach debated Issue of 
Paul's relationship to the Law which cannot possibly be discussed at 
length in this thesis. Major contributions on this subject include: 

Dunn, J. D. a., 'Jesus, Paul, and the Law'� London, SPIX, 1990, pp225ff. 
HDbner, H., 'Law In Paul's Thought', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1984 
Sanders, E. P., 'Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People', Philadelphia, 

Fortress, 1983 
Riisinen, H., 'Paul and the Law', Tubingen, Mahr, 1983 
Barclay, J. M. G., 'Obeying the Truth', Cambridge Ph. D Thesis, 1985 

Barclay 'Paul and the Law', Themelios1986,12.1, pp. 5-15 also offers 
a convenient stunnary of the recent discussion. 

5. Deter, op. cit., p. 31. Cf. p. 38 of this thesis. 

6. Yeomans. L. B., 'Healing from Heaven', Springfield, GPH, 1973, 

pP. 73-74. 

7. Writers who accept or assume Pauline authorship include: 

Lightfoot, J. B., 'St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians', London, 
' Macmillan, 1876, pp. 57-62 

Ridderbos, H. N., 'The Epistle of Paul to'the Churches of Galatia', Grand 
Rapids, Eerdmans, 1933, passim 

Cole, A., 'Galatlans', 'London, Tyndale, 1965, 'passim 
Stott, J. R. W., 'The Message of Galatians', Leicester, IVP, 1968, passim 
Bligh, J., 'Galatians -a Discussion of St. Paul's Epistle', London, St. 

Paul Publications, 1970, passim 
Guthrie, D., 'Galatians', London, Marshall, 1973, passim 
Betz, H. D., 'Galatians -a Ccwnentary on Paul's Letter', Philadelphia, 

Fortress, 1979, passim 
Bruce. F. F., 'The Epistle of Paul to the Galatians', Exeter, Paternoster, 

1982, passim 
RYisänen, H., 'Paul and the Law', Tfibingen, Mohr, 1983, passim 
Sanders. E. P., 'Paul. She Law, and the Jewish People'. Philadelphia,, 

Fortress, 1983, passim 
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Barrett, C. K., 'Freedom and Obligation'. London, SPCC. 1983. passim 
Fung, R. Y., 'The Epistle to the Galatians', Grand Rapids. Eardmans. 1988. 

passim 
Hansen, G. W., 'Abraham in Galatians'. Sheffield. JSOT press. 1989, passim 

8. The controversy concerning the geographical location of the churches to 

whom Paul wrote has been long and indecisive. Scholars favouring the 
'northern' theory include Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 20, Betz, op. cit., pp. 
3-5, Moffatt, J., 'Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament', 

New York, 1911, pp. 90-94, KOnrnel, W. G., 'Introduction to the New 
Testament'. E. T., Nashville, 1975, pp 296-298, Marxsen, W., 'Introduction 

to the New Testament', E. T., Philadelphia, 1968, p. 46, Harrison, E. F.. 
'Introduction to the New Testament', Grand Rapids, 1971, pp. 272-274. 

Grant, R. M., 'Historical Introduction to the New Testament', New York A 

Evanston, 1963, p. 185. 

The 'southern' theory was popularized by Sir William Ramsey in his 
Historical Commentary on Galatians, 1899 and in his 

earlier The Church In the Roman Emnpire, 1884, pp. 74ff. 

Others who favour this view include Ridderbos, op. cit. p. 31. 

Cole, op. cit. p. 20, Stott, op. cit., p. 11, Bligh, op. cit., pp 3-7, 

Guthrie, 'Galatians', pp. 17-27, Bruce, op. cit. pp. 9.18. (cf. his 

'Galatian Problems 2. North or South Galatians', BIRL 52 (1969-70), 

pp. 10-18), Fung, op. cit., pp 1-3. Robinson, op. cit., p. 55. 

9. The decision with regard to the date of the letter is largely determined 

by one's decision with regard to its destination. Thus Lightfoot prefers 

a later date and argues for 57-58 AD (op. cit. pp. 36-56). ? hose who 

prefer the 'southern' theory normally date the letter just prior to the 
'apostolic conference' at Jerusalem (Acta 15) in or around 49 AD. See 

Ridderbos, op. cit. pp. 31ff. Cole, op. cit., pp. 20ff, Guthrie, op. cit. 

pp. 27ff. However, as Guthrie (op. cit. p. 37) points out: 

"Uncertainty concerning the dating has little effect on the 
interpretation of the epistle". 

10. Galatians 1: 7.2: 11-14,5: 11-12,6: 11-15. 

11. Bruce, op. cit. p. 32. Cf. Cole, op. cit., p. 23, Betz, op. cit.. p. 7. 

For an excellent summary of the discussion with regard to the identity of 
the Galatian agitators see Fung, op. cit., pp. 3-9. Cf.. also: 

Watson, F., 'Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles: a Sociological Approach', 

Cambridge, CUP, 1986 

Barclay, op. cit., passim. 

12. Bruce, op. cit., p. 35. 

13. Cf. Betz, op. cit. p. 7, who states: 

"The opponents of Paul must have conic Into contact with the 

Galatian churches after Paul founded them. The gospel which the 
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opponents proclaimed was, in Paul's view, 'another gospel'. In 

some way this gospel was associated with observance of the Jewish 

Torah and with the ritual of circumcision. The opponents had, in 

Paul's words, 'confused' the churches'. 

It iss of course, possible that the Judaizers accepted Paul's 

theoretical statement of the Gospel and merely disagreed about its 

practical consequences. 

14. Lightfoot. op. cit. p. 65. 

15. See Betz. op. cit.. p. 14, note 97. where Lightfoot's analysis is 

acknowledged 'if we analyze the letter according to Greco-Raman 

rhetoric'. Betz's impressive argument (loc. cit. ) that Galatians can be 

analyzed in this way need not detain us here. It is noteworthy, however, 

that Barrett. 'Galatians'. p. 417 feels that Betz has made too nach of 
the apologetic genre of the letter. Cf. Funy, op. cit. pp 28-32. 

16. Cole. op. cit., p. 27. 

17. Guthrie, D., New Tsstwnent Introduction', London, Tyndale, 1965, 

pp. 468.470. 

18. See p. 164 and Note 12. 

19. Betz, op. cit.. pp. 19-21. "" 

20. The passage contains no lese than six quotations from the 0P. 

21. Betz, op. cit., p. 148. 

Despite the difficulties I venture to suggest that the quote from 
Deuteronomy 21: 23 should be'understood in conjunction with the quote' 
from Deuteronomy 27: 26 in verse 10. Taken together the Law Is seen as 
pronouncing a curse on all who do not keep it in its entirety and on 
everyone who is hanged'on a tree. This means that the Law pronounces 
both a blessing and a curse on Christ, a blessing because of his 

obedience to It and a curse because he was hanged on a tree. The 

only solution Paul finds to this dilenma'is to understand that in'same 

way Christ was bearing the curse for us. Understood this way the verse 
Is clearly parallel to '2 Corinthians 5: 21. i 

22. For clarification of the definition and use "of Genitives see: x" 
tvtule, C. F. D., An Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek'. Cambridge, CUP. ̀ 
1971, pp. 37-43. 

23. Bruce, op. cit., pp. 163.164. 

24. Betz. op. -cit. p. 149. 

Dunn, however, understands "the curse of the Law' quite differently. -The 
curse is neither'the Lewl tseif nor-simply the condemnation that falls on 
those who fall abort'of1its requirements, lt has rather to do with the 
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attitude which confines the covenant promise to Jews as Jews. It falls 

on those who live in such a way as to exclude the Gentile as Gentile from 
the promise. The curse which was removed by Christ's death was thus the 
curse of a wrong understanding of the Law. 

See Dunn, J. D. G, 'Jesus, Paul and the Law', London, SPCX. 1990. 

pp. 225-229. 

Clearly if this understanding is correct then there is no room for the 
view that sees Galatians 3: 14 as a basis for the doctrine that healing is 
in the atonement. 

For a rejection of inn's position, see: 

Cranfield, C. E. B., 'The %rks of the Law' In the Epistle to the Romans, 
JSNF 1991,43, pp. 89-101. Cranfield argues that in both Galatians and 
Rmans the expression denotes the doing of the works that the Law 

requires. 

25. Cf. Jeter's understanding referred to on p. 163 of this thesis. 
See also note S. 

26. It may be argued that Deuteroncny 27 liste those who are subject to God's 

curse (see especially vv. 15-26) and that the curses listed in the 
following chapter (including a variety of sicknesses) are a description 

of what it means to be cursed by God. However, although this may have 
been the intention of the writer of Deuteronomy, there is no evidence 
that Paul understood the curse in this way. Indeed Paul's use of OT 

verses in Galatians (as indeed elsewhere) often appears to have little 

regard for the original context of those verses (eg. his use of Habakkuk 
2: 4 in R«nans 1: 17 and Galatians 3: 11). 

27. In this connection it Is not surprising that none of the comnentaries I 
have consulted connect the curse referred to here with the sickness 
curses of Deuteronomy 28. See, for example: 

Luther, M.. 'A Commentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians'. 
London, Saunders, 1833 ed., p. 217. 
Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 139. 

Ridderbos, op. cit., pp. 125-128. 

Cole, op. cit., pp. 99-100. 

Stott, 'The Message of Galatians', Leicester, IVP, 1968, pp. 80-83. 
Bligh, op. cit., pp. 264-272. 
Guthrie, Galatians, pp. 98-99. 

Betz, op. cit., pp. 148-153. 
Bruce, op. cit., pp. 163-167. 
Fung, op. cit., pp. 147-151. 

28. See Chapters 4 and 5 of this thesis. It seems to me that the proponents 
of the doctrine, having concluded from Matthew 8: 17 and I Peter 2: 24 that 
healing is in the atonement, have read the doctrine into Galatians 3: 13. 
However. since we have already concluded that neither verse supports the 
doctrine (cf. p. 154). any understanding that the doctrine somehow 

underlies Galatians 3: 13 must accordingly be rejected. 
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29. See Part Four, pp. 343ff. Cf. pp. 331-345 where I argue that healing may 

also be understood to be 'in the atonement' ultimately rather than 
immediately. 

30. See pp. 35-36 of this thesis and footnotes 20.21 and 22 on p. 72. 

31. Osborn. T. L., 'Healing the Sick'. Tulsa, T. L. Osborn 

Evangelistic Association. 1961, p. 153. 

)eter, op. cit., pp. 33-36, expresses a similar view. 

Dr. Raymond Carlson, General Superintendent of American Assemblies of 
God, appears to adopt the same position. Preaching in my hearing at the 
Conner nion Service at the W rld Pentecostal Conference in Oslo, Norway, on 
Sunday 13th September 1992 he encouraged the congregation to believe for 

healing from physical sickness as they took the connwnion breed. 

32. I shall assume with Barrett 'both the authenticity and the integrity of 
1 Corinthians', Barrett, C. K., 'A Commentary on the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians'. London, Black, 1983, p. 11. 

33. See p. 33 of this thesis and note 21. 

34. Barrett, op. alt., p. 274. 

33. ibid p. 275. It is perhaps noteworthy here that Barrett does not 
understand Paul to think of Christ's body and blood as 'physically or 

substantially present, for he does not identify the wine with the Lord's 
blood' (p. 273). In this respect I share Barrett's view. 

36. Goudge, H. L.. 'The First Epistle to the Corinthians', London, Methuen. 
1926, p. 102. 

Weise, J., 'Der erste Korintherbrief', 08ttingen. 1910, p. 291. 

Parry. R. St. John, 'The First Epistle of Paul the Apostle So the 
Corinthians'. Cambridge, 1926, p. 171. 

Hdring, J., 'The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians'. EP, 
London, Epworth, 1962, p. -120., ",,: i ,<.. -, 

Cf. Margerie, B. do, 'Reception indlgne or Infructueuse de i'Eucharistle 

d'aprls Saint Paul: 1 Corinthiens 11: 27-290, Esn. Vie 87 (40, '77) 513-519. 

Margerle argues that unworthy reception of the Eucharist consists In 
failure to appreciate the nature and grandeur of the bread. Divorce and 
remarriage are seen as incompatible with worthy-reception. This view.., 

must also be rejected on'the grounds that the issue of divorce and 
remarriage does not appear in the context. 

of. also Theissen, 0., The Social Setting. of, Pauline Christianity',, ET. 
Edinburgh, Clark, 1982, pp, 164-163. x; -., �- xÄt 

37. Cf. Fee, a. D.. 'The First Epistle to the Corinthians', Grand Rapids, 
Eerdmans. 1987, p. 563. 
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38. Barrett, op. cit. p. 273. ' 

39. Fee, op. cit.. pp. 558-564. 

Cf. Minear, P. S., 'Paul's teaching on the Eucharist in I Corinthians'. 
Worship 44, (2'70), 83-92. Minear argues that I Corinthians 10: 1-26 

compares the Exodus event with the Eucharist. God punished the 
Israelites whose behaviour contradicted the sacrament of the manna. 
1 Corinthians 11: 17-34 is scenes reinforcing this interpretation. 

40. ibid p 564. For a similar view, see Orr, W. F., & Walther. I. A., '1 
Corinthians', New York, Doubleday, 1976, pp. 273.274. See also; 

Conzelmann, H., '1 Corinthians', Et, Philadelphia, Fortress. 1973, p. 
202: 

'The man who offends against the elements offends against the Lord 
himself. If we are to understand this we must bear in mind that the 
idea of the church as the body of the Lord has   part to play'. 

And again, in a footnote: 

We offend against the Lord because we offend against bis body. the 
connnnity'. 

41. Cf. Prout, E., 'One loaf..... one body'. RestOuart 25, (2. '82) 78-81. 
Prout argues that 'body' in 1 Corinthians 10: 16-17, and in 11: 29. iclise 

that recognising the body of Christ through the breed we break entails 
recognising the purpose of his death - to call people into unity under 
Christ. This view is clearly close to Fee's but recognises in 11: 29 the 
double entendre for which I have argued. 

42. Cf. pp. 18-24,31ff. 

43. Cf. pp. 13ff of this thesis. 

44. Simpson, op. cit., pp. 18-20. Cf. pp. 11-13 which indicate bis 

understanding that healing is in the atonement. 

45. Osborn, T. L., 'Healing the Sick'. Tulsa, Osborn, 1961, p. 75. 

46. ibid. p. 27. 

47. cf. pp 34-36 of this thesis. 

48. See chapters 4 and 5 and my conclusion on p. 154. 

49. See my opening comments on p 163. 

50. Laws, S., 'A Commentary on the Epistle of James'. London. Black, 1980, 

p. 2. Despite the scanty material afforded by the epistle, however, it Is 

noteworthy with reference to the subject of this thesis that there are 
few Christian differentia In James and no reference to the cross. 
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69. Christians are 'heirs of the kingdom' (2: 5) and 'a kind of firstfruits of 
his (Sc. God's) creatures' (1: 18). 

70. Moo. op. cit., p. 44. Cf. lissner, F., 'Der Jacobusbrief', Harder, 1981, 

pp. 207-210. 

71. Cf. Moo, op. cit. p. 186. 

72. Cf. Cothenet, E., 'La Maladle et la Mort du Chrftien dons la Liturgie. 
La Cuirison coºme signs du royawne et l'onctlon des malades (Je S, 
13-16)'. EspVie 1974,84,41, pp. 561-570. 

Cothenet argues that the rite envisaged by James is a rite of healing. 

presented in the light of the miracles worked by Jesus and ought to be 
interpreted in the perspective of the Pauline texts on the identification 

of the Christian with Christ dead and risen. Thus the sacrament has a 
twofold polarity. Ordained for healing in the full sense of the term it 

can reveal the meaning of health as a gift of God; at the approach of 
death it takes on the form of an appeal for eschatological healing. 

73. For the long-standing connection between sin and sickness see Laws, op. 
cit. p. 229. Mitton, op. cit. pp. 201-202. Adamson, op. cit. p. 198. 

74. Laws, op. cit. p. 232. For note detailed discussion of the relationship 
between verses 15 and 16, see: 

Adamson. op. cit. pp. 198-199 
Blackman, op. cit. p. 155 
Dibelius, op. cit. pp. 241-242,255. 
Millon, op. cit. pp. 202.203 
Moo, op. cit. p. 182 
Teskee. op. cit. p. 134 

Of these only Adamson and Blackman see a direct link between the verses. 
However, I find Adamson compelling when he writes: 

"We cannot believe that after vv. 14 and 13 a stylist like James would, 
here have invited misunderstanding by using 'heal' in any but its medical 
sense. The well-documented association of sickness, sin, and confession 
in Jewish thought and ministrations seems to us to confirm (against e. g., 
Dibelius; see Mitton, pp. 202ff. ) the unity of the whole passage in 

question ...... Including the connective oun found at the beginning of 
v. 16 ....... to there is, no break between vv. 15 and 16. Confession 

and prayer were already iniplicit: in Jewish thought of the sickbed and the 
elaborate passage from 'The prayer of a righteous man....... ' to the end 
of v. 18 is climactic not merely of the first ten or eleven words of v. 
16 but to the whole, passage, certainly from the beginning of v. 14". 

75. Blackman, op. cit. p. 155, draws attention to 1 John 1: 9 in this 
connection. 

76. See note 73. 

77. Such an assumption it, of course, basically Pauline (of. Romans 5: 1-11). 
It is, however, by no means impossible that James held such a doctrine 
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and the absence of any reference to it in his epistle could perhaps be 

explained on the grounds that the letter is ethical rather than 

theological in nature. Nevertheless there is no clear doctrine of 

atonement in James although Manns has argued that the Idea of confessing 

sins to one another in James 5: 16 is rooted in the Jewish ceremony of 

selihbt, associated with the Day of Atonement. See: 

Manns, F.. "Confessez vos pfchis les uns aux autres'. Essil 

d'interprdtation de Jacques 3,16', RevSciRel 1984,38,4, pp. 233-241. 

Further. as Cadoux points out. the phrase 'to cover sins' (5: 20) is a 

ritual term: the sin that bars frarn God is covered by sacrifice so that 
God no longer aces it, and so receives the man (Cadoux. op. cit. p. 96). 

78. See, for example, the quote from Copeland on pp 1-2 of this thesis. 

79. Later I shall argue that healing may be understood to be indirectly in 

the atonement. See pp. 345ff of this thesis. 

80. pp. 183-184. 

81. Although the verses found in Mark 16: 9-20 are notoriously controversial, 
it is not my intention to discuss their authenticity here. They have 

long been an accepted part of the canon of the New Testament in the 

tradition of the church and they are certainly accepted as authentic by 

those who argue that healing is in the atonement. I shall therefore 

not discuss the authenticity of the verses in question but shall simply 

seek to demonstrate that they do not support the view that healing is in 

the atonement. 

For discussion of the authenticity of the passage see: 

Anderson, H., 'The Gospel of Mark', London, Oliphants, 1976, p. 338 

Farmer, W. R., 'The Last Twelve Verses of Mark', Cambridge, CUP, 1974. 

passim 
Hengel, M., 'Studies in the Gospel of Mark', London, SCM, 1985 pp. 167-169 

Meazie., A., 'The Earliest Gospel'. London, Macmillan, 1901. pp. 290-292 

Rawlinson, A. E. O., 'St. Mark', London, Mothuen, 1933, pp 246-248 

Schweizer, E., 'The Good News according to Mark', London, SP C, 1971, pp 
373-378 

Taylor, V., 'The Gospel according to St. Mark'. London, Macmillan, 1966, 

p. 610 
Trocm6, E., 'The Formation of the Gospel according to Mark'. London, 

SPCC, 1963, ET P. Gaughan, p. 64. Trocm6 comments: 

'It is clear that verses 16: 9-20 of the 'received' taxt are a later 

addition since most of the witnesses to the text asrlier than the fifth 

century make no mention of them, but they are nevertheless old. since 
Irenaeus quotes one of these verses and attributes It definitely to Mark 

'at the end of his Gospel' (Adv. Heer. III 10.6). It is thus as early as 
the second century that Mark was found incomplete and it was sought to 

replace the 'missing' passage'. 

E. Linnemann, however, has argued that at least part of the longer ending 

- viz. vv. 15-20 - Is authentic. See: 
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Linnemann, E., 'Der (wiedergefundene) Markusschluss'� ZeitTheo1Kirch, 
1969,66,3. pp. 255-287. 

Her work has been robustly challenged. however, by both Aland and TronVf. 
See: 

Aland, K., 'Der Wiedergefundene Markusschluss? Eine methodologische 
Bemerkung zur textkritischen Arbeit'. ZeitTheolKireh. 67 . 

1970,1, pp, 3-13. 

Trarcf, Q. W.. 'The Markusschluss in Recent Research'. AusBibRev 1973,21 

pp. 15-26. 

82. Osborn, T. L., 'Healing the sick', Tulsa. Osborn, 1961, pp. 132-134. 

83. For the understanding that verses of the Bible may be seen as 'promises' 

see Part Four of this thesis, pp. 298-309. Cf. also pp 18-21. 

84. Cf. my cocnnenta with regard to anointing with oil on pp 182-184 where I 

advance a similar argtnent. 

83. Those who teach that healing Is In the atonement apply the doctrine to 
Christians (cf. the quote from Gloria Copeland on pp 1-2 of this thesis). 
It is argued that if Christians only realised that Christ died for their 

sicknesses as he died for their sins then Christians need not be sick. 
But If Mark 16: 18 offers healing to the unbeliever (on the grounds that 
believers do not need the laying on of hands because they can simply 
claim healing because it Is provided in the atonement) then the passage 
may not with consistency be used to support the view that healing is in 

the atonement. 

86. See Lute 24: 44.53, Acts 1: 1-8. 

87. See 347ff. Cf. p. 173. 

88. Cf. the quota from Gloria Copeland and my working definition of the 
doctrine on pp. 1-2 of this thesis. 

89. S.. p. 173. 

90. Sae Part Four pp. 345ff. 

91. Cf. Galatians 3: 13.14,1 Corinthians 12: 9. 
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PART THREE 

AN EXAMINATION OF NT THEMES RELATING TO THE DOCTRINE 

In the first part of this thesis I examined the theological 

and literary origins of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement and showed how the doctrine has developed both 

within and beyond Classical Pentecostalism. That examination 

revealed several New Testament passages which are adduced as 

evidence to support the doctrine and in Part Two I gave 

consideration to what I consider to be the most important of 

these. In each case I have sought to show that the passage in 

question does not support the doctrine as originally 

propounded. 

But the survey of the theological and literary origins of the 

doctrine conducted in Part One not only reveals passages that 

are used in support of the doctrine. It also brings to light 

certain themes which are either used to support the doctrine 

or are in some way closely related to it. I shall devote Part 

Three of this thesis to an examination of what I consider to 

be the most important of these themes. These include the 

relationship between healing, salvation and the gospel 

(Chapter 7), sickness in relation to sin, to Satan, and to 

suffering in general (Chapter, 8), "and sick Christians and the 

art of medicine in the New Testament, (Chapter. 9). 
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GIAPTER SEVEN: HEALING, SALVATICN AND THE GOSPEL 

In this chapter I intend to examine the relation between 

physical healing, salvation, and the gospel. I shall first 

consider the claim that the use of co in the New Testament 

to mean-both 'save' and 'heal' indicates that healing is a 

part of salvation. I shall then discuss the relationship 
between healing and the gospel. 

The fact that acöt; co (which in the NT is usually translated 

'save' [1]) is sometimes used to mean 'heal' [2] has been used 
by some advocates of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement to argue that healing is included in salvation and 
is therefore 'in the atonement' since salvation is seen to 

result from the atonement. John Nelson Parr, for example, 

comments: 

'If Peter included healing in 'being saved' (Acts 4: 9) (sesostai, 

Gk.. also note the same word in verse 12 twice), are we not 

justified in teaching that physical healing is Included In the 

salvation purchased for us by the Prince of Life? ' [3]. 

Parr's point seems to be that since awl; w is used in verse 9 to 

refer to physical healing and then in verse 12 to refer to 

'salvation' (in what is presumably intended to be a wider 

spiritual sense), it is reasonable to conclude that physical 
healing has been 'purchased for us' and is therefore in the 

atonement. 

But this conclusion is illegitimate since it involves an 

elementary error in semantics. It is not my intention, 

however, to engage in detailed exegesis of Acts 4 in order to 

justify my rejection of Parr's conclusion. I shall rather 

address the more general point of the meaning of a('O; ce and its 

linguistic implications with regard to physical healing in 
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relation to salvation. In so doing the reason for my 

rejection of Parr's conclusion will become apparent. I shall 

consider the meaning of ow; w, its use in the New Testament 

with reference to the healing passages in Luke, and the 

relationship between physical and spiritual aspects of ßwtipia 
in the New Testament. In so doing I hope to establish in what 

sense, if any, physical healing may be rightly understood to 
be a part of salvation, in general. 

The meaning of a6 w 

According to Foerster the Greek verb aw4cw has its origin in, 

the verb aaöw which in the present tense came to be replaced 
by ac»i; w which in turn became - awt; w. The verb itself is 

related to the adjective aäoc (safe) and means 'to make safe' 

and hence 'to deliver from a direct threat' and 'to bring safe 

and sound out of a difficult situation' [4]. Under the, 

heading awgw and aws1lpia in the Greek World-Foerster lists 

four major areas of meaning for aw4w and its cognates: saving, 
keeping, benefiting, and preserving the inner being [5]. 

, 

Saving includes dynamic acts in which, gods or men snatch 

others from peril especially in the context of war or of a 

sea-voyage. 'deliverance' from judicial condemnation, and, of 

especial interest to the subject-of this thesis, being 'saved' 

from an illness [6]. Keeping includes-the idea of the king 

keeping a subject alive by granting pardon, men being, kept 

from perishing, and even then spark of. a fire being kept from 

going out. The verb is: also used in the-sense of lost money 
being 'got back', and of wine or goods being-'kept'. 

In all the above examples there is in. some measure-the element 

of keeping from a threat, but. c co and morgpia can have a 

purely positive content. The word group is thus, used An the, 

sense of benefiting. ` - Prayer- is ; offered to Zeus for the: 

owztlp(a of the nation, ' for peace,. wealth,., the growth of crops 
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and cattle. With regard to healing awýoµat can mean not only 

to be cured but to be in good health and the formula of self 

execration thv Eµily awtijpiav [7] means 'by my health'. 

But vwýw may also be used of preserving the Inner being of men 

or things. So Plato thought that it was the task of the äpXwv 

to ow4eLv the state by maintaining it, as a constitutionally 

ordered state [8] and "in philosophical and religious trains 

of thought a4w and awtipta often refer to the inner 'health' 

of man" [9]. 

This brief analysis demonstrates that, long before the New 

Testament documents came to be written, awýW was being used in 

a wide variety of ways. It is noteworthy, however, that in 

all the examples mentioned above the root meaning of being 

made or kept safe is clearly discernible. It is not 

surprising, therefore, that, when the use of cc co in the New, 

Testament is examined, although the range of meanings is more 

restricted, each meaning carries with it the underlying 

suggestion of being made or kept safe. 

The use of oarw in the New Testament 

As we examine the New Testament we find that writers use c('4w 

and its cognates to mean being made or kept safe whenever such 

terminology is appropriate. The verb is used, for example, in 

relation to acute danger to physical life. In Matthew's 

account of the stilling of the storm the disciples plead with 

Jesus to 'save' them (Matthew 8: 25) and Peter walking on the 

water makes a similar request (Matthew 14: 30). In the 

accounts of the mocking of Jesus on the cross (Matthew 27: 40- 

42, Mark 15: 30-31, Luke 23: 39) he is challenged to 'save' 

himself. The verb and the noun denote the saving of the 

shipwrecked crew and passengers in the account of Paul's 

shipwreck in Acts 27: 20,31,34, and Hebrews 11: 7 refers to 

Noah preparing the ark eis awTt)p(av toü oiKou aütoü. 
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The verb, is also used with reference to deliverance from 

disease. In the account of the healing of the woman with the 

issue of blood (Matthew 9: 21-22, Mark 5: 28,34, Luke 8: 48), in 

the story of the raising of Jairus' daughter (Mark 5: 23, Luke 

8: 50), in the healing of blind Bartimaeus (Mark 10: 52, Luke 

18: 42), in Luke's account of the deliverance of Legion from 

demon-possession (Luke 8: 36) and in his story of the healing 

of the ten lepers (Luke 17: 19) m4co is used to mean 'heal'. A 

similar use is found in Acts 4: 9 and 14: 9 as well as in James 

5: 15. It is thus clear that ßwCm is used in the New Testament 

to mean to deliver from both danger and disease. 

But ac w and awsripia in the, New Testament mean far, more than 

this. As Marshall points out, "'Salvation' is the most widely 

used term in Christian theology, to express the provision of 

God for our human plight" [10]. The danger from which man 

needs to be saved is more than physical and by far the major 

emphasis of oov pia .: in the New Testament Js that, of 

deliverance from sin. As. Walters_points out: 

'The movement in Scripture is from the more physical aspects 

towards moral and spiritual deliverance. Thus the earlier parts 

of the Old Testament lay stress on ways of escape for God's 

individual servants. from the.. hands, of their enemies.. the 

emancipation of his people from bondage and, their establishment 

in a land of plenty; the later parts lay greater emphasis upon, Ek: 

the moral and religious conditions and qualities of-blessedness 

and extend its amenities beyond the nation's confines. The New 

Testament indicates clearly man's thraldom to sin, its danger and 

potency. and the deliverance from it-, to be found exclusively in 

Christ. The Bible gives an unfolding account of how, God provides 

the basis for. salvation, presents it, and is, Himself man's 

a aIvatIon" 111j. -" 

However, although.. I.., am An " broad,, agreement . with. Walters' 

distinction between '. the more"physical aspects' of. the use of. - 
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awtiip(a from its use to refer to 'spiritual deliverance'. this 

analysis may well be criticised as predominantly Pauline. 

Liefeld, for example, has argued that a snare 'holistic' 

concept is to be found in the Lukan writings 112). 

Because of this, because of limitations of space. and because 

Parr's claim that healing is a part of salvation is based on 

Luke's use of aw; w in Acts 4,1 shall confine my attention to 

Luke's use of the ac co vwrd-group. Clearly there is a 

linguistic connection between the ideas of spiritual and 

physical deliverance (in that they are linked by the use of 

aw; (o), but is there also in Luke a conceptual connection? Do 

the Lukan passages where aco; w is used to mean 'beat' suggest 

that the writer intended by his use of cm; m to link physical 

healing with the more 'spiritual' aspects of aattlpia. 

deliverance from sin [13]? 

The Relationship between Physical and Spiritual Aspects 

of owtgpla In the Lukan Writings 

Of the fifteen references in the New Testament %bere omCm is 

used of physical healing seven are to be found in the Lukan 

writings [14]. On examining each of these passages It seems 

to me that in no case is ocö{m used with the clear intention of 

anything more than physical healing although in some cases a 

'spiritual' motive might be read Into the passage. Space 

forbids a detailed examination of each passage but the account 

of the healing of the leper (Luke 17: 11-19) will serve well as 

an example. A'full exegesis of the passage will not be 

necessary. 'I shall consider only the significance of the use 

of owl(* with particular -reference to its possible bearing on 

any relation there may be between physical healing and 

salvation. 

In Luke 17: 11-19' ten-lepers meet Jesus and ask him to have 

mercy' 'on them (v. 13). ° Jesus tells them to So and show 
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themselves to the priests and as they, go they are cleansed - 
i; v sw üadyety a6zob; kxaOap(a0gaav (v. 14). One of them, a 
Samaritan, when he sees that he is healed - tSiov OTt iäOt1 

(v. 15) - returns to give thanks (v. 16). Jesus marvels at the 

ingratitude of the nine (v. 17) and at the thankfulness of a 
foreigner (v. 18). He sends him on his way with the words rl 

a{aTtc aou aiaw»Iv ve (v. 19). 

Thus three different verbs are used to describe the leper's 

healing - uaOapiýw (v. 14,17), iäoµat (v. 15), and ocö; w (v. 19). 

The context suggests that each of these verbs is used with 

very much the same meaning for in verse 15 oat replaces 

uaOapi; w (v. 14) [15] and in verse 19 aw appears to have the 

same force as uaOap(; w in verse 17. Further, the fact that. 

Jesus told the lepers to show themselves to the priests 
(v. 14), the normal procedure when a leper had been cured 
(Leviticus 14: 2ff), may well suggest that he was testing their 

faith by asking them to act as though the cure had already 

taken place [16]. If this is the case, then their faith was 

rewarded in that as they departed they were cleansed. This 

understanding also harmonises with Jesus' statement to the 

Samaritan in verse 19, il "xiast; aou aEmoidv ve, and suggests 

that the primary significance of the use of awKw here is that 

of physical healing, a view endorsed by the majority of 
English translations [17]. 

But is there a double entendre in the use of ac w here? Does 

the leper receive salvation as well as healing? Betz, for 

example, argues that the passage, is, an attempt to show that a 
healing miracle is, not the same thing, as salvation itself. 

The miracle is not properly, , experienced�unless it 
. 
leads to a 

change of inner.. orientation.. Thus, thenmiracle, opens up the 

way for a faith in Jesus which is independent of the, 

occurrence of miracles [18]. On this view, therefore, the 

healing is. not the same as salvation, nor even a part of it, 

but rather a stepping-stone to it. The suggestion is that the 
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Samaritan received salvation as well as healing, the nine 

receiving only healing. The use of m; m'with reference to the 

Samaritan in verse 19, then, could thus be understood to 

incorporate both his healing and his salvation. 

For Marshall too m4 co in verse 19 refers to salvation as well 

as healing. 'His faith has been the means of his cure - and 

of his salvation' [191. The whole point of the second part of 

the'story lies in the man's relationship to Jesus, not in the 

fact that he gave thanks. The faith of the nine, by contrast, 

was incomplete because it did not issue in gratitude. Thus 

Marshall, like Betz, distinguishes between salvation and 

healing in this passage but sees the Samaritan as receiving 

both, his faith being made complete by his gratitude for his 

healing and resulting in his salvation. 

Schweizer, however, sees verse 19 as evidence that healing is 

a part of salvation rather than something to be distinguished 

from it. Pointing out that 'healing' and 'salvation' are the 

same word in Greek he argues from this passage that the 

healing of disease is itself 'part of the process of 

salvation'. Even the amazing faith of the nine, who are 

confident of healing upon the mere word of Jesus, is not 

salvation until they arrive at a knowledge of God's merciful 

action, a knowledge which here expresses itself in 

thankfulness [20]. 

Betz, Marshall and Schweizer, therefore, all understand ac co 

to mean more than physical 'healing in this passage, and view 

the leper's healing as either a stepping-stone to or a part of 

the process of salvation. 'Yet Betz argues that the passage 

distinguishes healing from salvation whereas Schweizer claims 

that healing is a part of it. Rather than attenipting to 

resolve the difficulties between these two views, however. I 

shall endeavour to challenge the'commn premise upon which the 
Y 
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arguments of all three scholars are based, viz. that ßw4w in 

verse 19 refers to salvation as well as healing. 

First, it seems to me by no means certain that the use of h 

X co-C tt aou alawicev ae in this passage differs in any 

substantial way from its use in the other healing passages in 

the synoptic gospels. Luke uses it in the account of the 

healing of the woman with the internal haemorrhage (Luke 8: 48) 

as also do Matthew and Mark (Matthew 9: 22, Mark 5: 34) [21] and 
in the healing of the blind man (Luke 18: 42, cf. Mark 10: 52). 

In none of these accounts is there any obvious indication that 

anything more than physical healing is intended. That Luke 

uses it also in connection with deliverance from demons (Luke 

8: 36) and with the forgiveness of sins (Luke 7: 50) may simply 

indicate that faith brings deliverance in a variety of 
different areas and there is, it seems to me, no more reason 

to conclude that its use to refer to forgiveness in Luke 7: 50 

should influence our understanding of Luke 17: 19 and so lead 

us to assume that the leper was 'saved', as well as 'healed' 

than to believe that the leper was delivered from demon 

possession on the basis of its use in Luke 8: 36. By far the 

simplest explanation is that a4w may, Is we have already 

noted, appropriately be used to refer to deliverance from 

sickness or danger or demons or sin and that its use with 

regard to any or all of, these need not imply anything more 

than a linguistic connection between them. 

Second, if-Luke 17: 19 refers to salvation as well as healing, 

it is difficult to see at what point in the story the leper 

exercised faith for, this salvation. The argument that his 

faith was made complete when he returned to give thanks is not 

justified by the text, neither is: the, suggestion that his 

faith for healing was a stepping stone to salvation, for these 

views seem to imply -that. salvation, takes place because the 

leper gives thanks. ý But it was faith that delivered him and 

the giving of thanks need not in itself indicate faith. The 
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obvious point in the passage where the leper exercises faith 

is when, like the nine, he departs at the mere word of Jesus 

and as a result is healed. I conclude, therefore, that the 

most natural way to interpret i aiattc aou aeawKev at in Luke 

17: 19 is to understand Jesus as saying that the leper has been 

cured of his leprosy because of his faith. 

The view that ow4w is intended in Luke 17: 19 to be interpreted 

spiritually is, therefore, in my view at best unproven and 

must remain an open question. In the light of this it is 

difficult to adduce this passage asý clear evidence that 

healing is a part of salvation. This is not to deny, however, 

that Luke might have intended his readers to apply this story 

spiritually to themselves and that the passage may be 

interpreted as teaching that Jesus came in order that men 

might be cleansed from their sin. Indeed I think it likely 

that this was Luke's intention as is suggested by his use of A 

ELQSLS oou a ecadv oe in Luke 7: 50 [22]. But such an 

admission by no means implies that physical healing is a part 

of our 'spiritual' salvation. It acknowledges simply that it 

is illustrative of it. 

If the principles which I have enunciated in the previous 

paragraphs are right, and if they are rightly understood, when 

the other healing stories which include the use of aw{w are 

examined it will be clear that they may all be interpreted in 

a similar way. With the possible exception of the deliverance 

of Legion, whose case is complicated because he is said to be 

'healed' [23] of demon-possession, on each occasion the 

context clearly indicates that a 60 Cw is used to refer to 

physical recovery. Thus the only 'spiritual' interpretation 

that may, in my view, validly be gleaned from the passages in 

question is where the physical healing may be understood as an 

illustration of the spiritual deliverance which is the 

forgiveness of sins [24]. 
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Further, the attempt. to read into passages such as the one we 
have examined the view that healing is a part of salvation on 

the grounds that ow(w frequently has a spiritual connotation 

elsewhere in the New Testament involves highly questionable 

exegesis and makes the mistake of reading the full breadth of 

a word's connotation into one specific use of that word. For 

example, an S. O. S. signal from a ship in distress is a plea 
for physical deliverance even though 'save our souls' in a 

religious context might rightly be interpreted as a request 
for spiritual help. 

. 
To confuse the-two might well lead to 

disastrous consequences [25]. 

With all, this in mind the passage in Acts 4 quoted by Parr 

[26] is now easily understood. The fact that c (4(o is used in 

verse 9 to mean 'heal' and in verse 12 to mean 'save' does not 

in itself imply that physical healing is a part of salvation. 

The miracle of healing on this one man is better seen as 

illustrative of that-!, spiritual healing',. deliverance from sin 

and its consequences, which in verse 12 is offered to all men 

in Jesus' name through the` proclamation of the gospel. Peter 

uses the miracle as a stepping-stone to and the basis for the 

preaching of salvation from sin [27], but the healing itself 

need not be seen as. a part of; that salvation. The use of, a(4(o 

to mean both 'heal'. and.. 'save'. is simply explained by the fact 

that a4c may legitimately be 
, 
used to mean both-, 'heal' and 

'save'. Its use in verse- 9 (in the context of physical 

healing) is " almost certainly deliberate-, and probably 

anticipates its use, in verse "12-(in 
the context of. deliverance 

from sin). But the fact that. they are used in such close 

proximity, the one, being intentionally used as an illustration 

of the other, by no. means indicates their identity. 

_a 
Sunnary on Relation between Healing and Salvation 

In sumnary, then, the aw; w, awtilpfa group of-words is used in 

the New Testament to refer to deliverance from acute danger to 
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physical life, from disease and. from demons. It is far more 
frequently used, however, in connection with deliverance from 

sin and from future eschatological wrath. With regard to the 

subject of this thesis I have argued that although the use of 

064w links deliverance from sickness with deliverance from sin 
linguistically this need not in itself imply a theological 

connection. The New Testament writers did not, it seems to 

me, develop a systematic theology of Qcovlpia subdivided into 

categories of physical and spiritual deliverance, for example. 

Rather, they used aw4co wherever it might appropriately be used 

to mean 'make safe' or 'deliver'. Thus to argue from the use 

of aw for anything more than a linguistic connection 

between those uses may possibly indicate a misunderstanding of 

the nature of language. 

Nevertheless it seems likely that writers sometimes took 

advantage of cases of physical deliverance (e. g. the healing 

of blind Bartimaeus) to illustrate the principles of-spiritual 

deliverance (how those who are spiritually 'blind' might. 

through faith in Jesus, 'see'). - But to say this is not to 

confuse the illustration itself with the truth it illustrates. 

Healing may illustrate salvation without being part of it. 

Thus Parr's claim, based on the use of ac co in Acts 4: 9-12, 

that 'physical healing is included in the salvation purchased 

for us' [28] is shown to be invalid. 

I therefore reject Parr's assumption that, because of the use 

of v(bCw, deliverance from sickness is provided for Christians 

in just the same way as deliverance from sin. This is not to 

say, however, that physical healing may not in some sense 

rightly been seen as part of God's overall salvific work. 

Indeed, as I shall argue later, final physical deliverance is 

certainly, in Paul's understanding at least, part of the 

ultimate salvation for which Christians await the eschaton 

[29]. M reover, in the Gospel records the possibility of 

physical healing now certainly appears to be part of the good 
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news of the kingdom of God (30]. But the connection between 

healing and the gospel is something which must now be briefly 

examined. 

Is Healing Part of the Gospel? 

Perhaps the clearest evidence that the early proponents of the 
doctrine that healing is in the atonement saw healing as part 

of the gospel is the title of A. B. Simpson's book, The Gospel 

of Healing [31]. His belief that 'the healing of disease by 

simple faith in God is a part of the Gospel' [32] is, as I 

have already pointed out [33], largely based on his view that 

healing is in the atonement and in his understanding of verses 

such as Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24. However, I have 

already argued that these verses when correctly exegeted may 

not legitimately be adduced as evidence that healing is in the 

atonement (34]. It seems to me, therefore, that the basis of 

Simpson's understanding that healing is a part of the gospel 
is thereby removed, but the possibility that it might on other 

grounds be seen as part of the gospel must now be briefly 

considered. 

If the view that healing is a part of the gospel on the 

grounds that it is thought to be in the atonement is to be 

rejected it may still be possible, to maintain the position 

that healing is in some sense a part of the gospel on the 

grounds that in the Gospel records, the possibility of physical 
healing appears to be part of the good news of the kingdom of 
God. In examining this possibility I shall consider the use 

of evayyiXtov and its cognates. (eüayyeXC w-oµ(xt, EüayyeXtatljg) 
in connection with healing in Matthew, Luke, and Paul. (John 

nowhere makes use of the word-group and Mark makes no obvious 

connection between healing and, eüayyE)iov except in 16: 15ff, a 

passage I have already considered, [35]). 
wY 
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Matthew uses the eüayyeltov word-group five times in his 

Gospel [36]. On three of these occasions there is a clear 
link between healing and the gospel. In Matthew 4: 23 Jesus 

goes about all Galilee 

St&äaKWv ev taic auvaywyais aütwv Kai KI1ptaawv Tb euayyLltov 

vfl ßaat. Eiag Kai 9spaa*5 v sävav vöaov Kai xäaav µaXaKiav... 

In 9: 35 this wording is repeated verbatim. The reference in 

11: 5 records Jesus' message to John the Baptist: 

tuýýoi &vapXenouaty xai XwXoi xtptzazoüaty. Xexpoi 

xaOapt ovTat Kai Kw(poi aKououaty. Kai veicpot eyc(povtat Kai 

atwxot 6aYyel(Covtat. 

At this stage it is sufficient to note that in neither of 

these passages is healing identified with the gospel, nor is 

it stated to be a part of it. It is, however. seen to be very 

closely linked with it and, as I pointed out in an earlier 

chapter [37], in Matthew the good news of the kingdom is the 

message that the King has come and the fact that sicknesses 

and sins and evil spirits are subject to him is part and 

parcel of the good news. Thus the healing miracles are 

evidence of Jesus' messiahsbip. This is precisely the point 

of Jesus' message to John the Baptist (see above) and In this 

context healing may, in my view, legitimately be understood to 

be a part of the gospel (good news) that Jesus is the Christ. 

In this connection it is noteworthy that in the passages where 

Luke connects healing with the gospel a similar enThasis may 

be discerned. The passage in Luke 7 (especially v. 22) is 

parallel to that in Matthew 11 to which I have just referred 

(indeed with the exception of the omission of rcai from before 

XwA. o(. veupo( and atwzof the wording Is identical). The 

phrase xtwxoi c aiyeXCCovrai is reminiscent of Isaiah 61: 1-2. 

rupXol cvaJXexouaty of Isaiah 35: 5. Jesus' healing miracles 

i'ý 
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are thus used as evidence of his, messiahship in answer to 

John's question Eü ei 6 epxOpevoc; (vv. 19-20) by indicating 

that they are a fulfilment of OT scripture. 

The account in Luke 4: 16ff may be understood similarly. In 

verse 18 Luke quotes extensively from Isaiah 61: 1-2 to show 

that Jesus is the anointed one. The gospel and healing are 

again in close proximity because the 'good news' is, quite 

simply, that Jesus is the Christ (anointed one, messiah) and 

as such he has authority in the Spirit's power to proclaim 

release to captives and recovery of sight to the blind. 

In Luke 9: 1-6 Jesus gives authority to the Twelve over demons 

and diseases and sends them out to preach the kingdom of God 

and to heal. In verse 6 they preach the gospel and heal 

everywhere. Again the connection between healing and the 

gospel is linked with Christ's authority (v. 1). The kingdom 

of God has come in the person of Christ and this is the good 

news they are to preach.,., One evidence of the truth of their 

message is that the sick are healed (v. 1, v. 6) [38]. 

Thus far I have argued from Matthew and Luke that healing may 
be understood to be a part of the gospel not because it is 

, 
'in 

the atonement', but because the gospel is a message about 
Christ's kingly authority and as such includes acts of 

healing. But does this hold up in the light of Paul's 

understanding of, the gospel?, -, It-is clear , 
from Paul's sumnary 

of the gospel message in 1 Corinthians, 15: 1-4 that Christ's 

death. burial and resurrection are. at the heart of the gospel 

and that the purpose of his. death was, 'for our sins'. It is 

significant that Paul does not state here 
. 

that Christ also 
died for our sicknesses and, thisýpassage-suggests neither that, 

healing is in the atonement nor that it is a part of the 

gospel. But is there any suggestion in Paul,, that healing may. 

at least be closely connected with the gospel? 
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In Romans 15: 16-20 Paul refers to his ministry to the Gentiles 

in the service of the gospel (v. 16). Through Paul's ministry 
Christ has won obedience from the Gentiles by word and deed 

(v. 18). This has been accomplished (v. 19) by the power of 

signs and wonders, by the power of the Holy Spirit 

maze µe &ab Iepouan4 taxi a;, c tp µßt ta; lulfIxaü 

xezX? mimt Tb einril. tov toü Xptesoü. 

Thus Paul claims to have 'fulfilled the gospel of Christ' in a 

context of signs and wonders performed by the Spirit's power. 
It is possible that by fulfilling the gospel Paul means that 

he has preached it in all the provinces between Jerusalem and 
Illyricum [39]. But the phrase 'from Jerusalem as far round 

as Illyricum' is part of the iöate clause. He does not say, "I 

have preached all the way from Jerusalem to Illyricum and as a 

consequence have fulfilled the gospel of Christ'. Rather he 

says, 'Christ has used me to bring the Gentiles to faith by 

signs and wonders performed by the Spirit's power and as a 

consequence I have fulfilled the gospel of Christ from 

Jerusalem all the way to Illyricum'. Thus the fulfilling of 

the gospel of Christ relates in my view more naturally to the 

proclamation of the gospel with signs and wonders performed by 

the Spirit than to the geographical limits within which Paul 

had preached [40]. If this analysis is correct then there is 

here a clear connection between signs and wonders performed by 

the Spirit - and these would undoubtedly include healing - and 

the proclamation of the gospel. This does not mean that the 

signs and wonders and miracles of healing are a part of the 

gospel message, but they are an important accompaniment to 

Paul's proclamation of it. They are a demonstration of 
Christ's authority and that authority Is part of the good 

news. In that sense, as in Matthew and Luke, they are part 

of the gospel without being directly linked to the atonement. 
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This of course is perfectly reasonable when we understand that 

the gospel comprises a variety of diverse elements. For 

example, F. F. Bruce, following C. H. Dodd, suggests the 

following: 

11. the prophecies have been fulfilled and the new age 

inaugurated by the coming of Christ; 2. he was born into the 

family of David; 3. he died according to the Scriptures to 

deliver his people from this evil age; 4. he was buried. and 

raised again the third day. according to the Scriptures; 5. he is 

exalted at God's right hand as Son of God, Lord of living and 

dead; 6. he will come again to judge the world and consunnu+te his 

saving wort' [411. 

It seems to me that this is a reasonably accurate summary of 

the basic elements of the gospel message, although I would 

have expected at the end of 5, a reference to- the gift of the 

Spirit to the church as a result of Christ's exaltation (cf. 

Acts 2: 33,38-40). In the light of this my. understanding of 

the relationship between healing and the gospel may now be 

easily summarised. Healing is directly,,, connected with 

elements 1,5, and ultimately 6 of the gospel. During the 

earthly ministry of Jesus it was part of the good news that 

the new age had been inaugurated by his coming. Since his 

death and resurrection,. signs and wonders .. 
(which include 

miracles of healing) are granted by the Spirit as evidence of 

Christ's exaltation [42]., And healing-, will be a, part, of the 

consunination of his '-saving' work in the, age to come. Thus 

healing may rightly be understood to be a part of. the gospel 

and as such is indirectly linked with the atonement. There 

is no suggestion at all, however, that Christ died for our 

sicknesses in just the same way as he died for our sins [43]. 
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Sumo ry 

In this chapter I first considered the relation between 

healing and salvation. I concluded that the use of o(O{ce to 

mean both 'heal' and 'save' affords no clear evidence that the 

writers of the New Testament saw physical acts of deliverance 

like healing as in any sense a part of that deliverance from 

sin which is so frequently referred to as 'salvation'. It is 

likely, however, that cases of healing (physical deliverance) 

were sometimes used as parables of salvation (spiritual 

deliverance) the significance of which would have been readily 

appreciated because of the breadth of connotation of a4o. 

I therefore reject any suggestion that healing is a part of 

salvation in the sense that healing, like the forgiveness of 

sins, is understood by some to be 'in the atonement'. But I 

do not reject the view that healing is in some sense a part of 

God's overall salvific work and it may rightly be understood 

to be part of the Christian's ultimate salvation. In short. 

healing may or may not be correctly viewed as part of 

salvation depending on which aspect of salvation one is 

talking about. 

And I have drawn a very similar conclusion with regard to the 

relation between healing and the gospel. Healing may rightly 

be understood to be a part of those aspects of the gospel 

message which proclaim the inauguration of a new age with the 

coming of Christ and his exaltation as Lord at God's right 

hand. But to say this is not to link healing directly with 

the atonement. 
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NOTES 

1. The Authorized Version translates ow5w as 'save' 88 times out of 106 

occurrences In the New Testament. 

2. awtw Is used of being healed or 'made whole' in: 

Matthew 9: 21-22 
Mark 5: 23,28.34 

10: 52 
Luke 8: 36,48,50 

17: 19 
18: 42 

John 11: 12 
Act. 4: 9 

14: 9. 
James 5: 15 

3. Parr, J. N., 'Divine Healing', Springfield, GPH, 1955, p. 26. 
Cf. pp. 40=41 of this thesis. 

4. Foerrter, o6Ku article in 1W(, p. 965. 

S. ibid. pp. 966-968. 

6. E. g. xol. Xoüc se o oavtoc ¢y µeyäkav &ppwe uv (Ditt. Syll. II, 620,13f) 
&oi6rl (ibid 1173,9 in a collection of stories of healings by 

Aesculapius) 

(ppµaKov otSov (Plut. Adulat., II, 55c). 

Foerater, loc. cit., also conments that the many coins with Salus Auguati 

refer to the Emperor's health. 

7. Epictetus, Diss. III, 23,11. 

8. Plato. Leg., XII, 962a-b. 

9. Foer. ter, loc. cit., p. 968. 

10. Marshall. I. H., 'Salvation' article in New Dictionary of Theology, (eds. 
S. B. Ferguson & D. F. Wright), Leicester, IVP. 1988, p. 610: 

11. Walters, G., Salvation article in The New Bible Dictionary, 
(Ed. J. D. Douglas), London, IVP, 1967, p. 1126. 

12. Paul especially uses the o6lw word-group to refer to the relation between 
God and man. As Foerster comments, 

'When Paul is referring to other dangers from which he asks God for 
deliverance, and receives this from him, he uses püoµati' 

(Foerster. op. cit. p. 992). 

In Luke, however, o( ;; w carries a much stronger holistic emphasis. 
Liefeld comnents that 
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'for Luke salvation is not limited to the spiritual realm. His works 
frequently employ salvation terminology in a secular sense. specifically 

with reference to healing. There is thus a strong holistic en+phasis in 
Luke' (Liefeld, W. L., Salvation article in 'The International Standard 
Bible Encyclopedia', ed. G. W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids. Eerdmess. 1913. 
Vol. 4., p. 292). 

cf. p. 206 of this thesis. 

I shall later consider the view that salvation may be rightly understood 
holistically and as such ultimately includes physical healing. 

See p. 329ff . 

13. It is not my intention to consider the passages where o4 sr Is used to 

refer to deliverance from physical danger (to which I have already 
referred on p. 205). However, those who see healing as a part of 
salvation on the grounds that owCw Is used to mean 'heal' must, to be 

consistent, include deliverance from physical danger on the same grounds. 
Such a position is of course clearly untenable in the light of NT 

teaching with regard to Christians who suffer persecution (e. g. I Peter. 

passim, Romans 8: 33-39,2 Corinthians 11: 23-33). 

14. See note 2. Cf. pp. 205-206. 

13. Cf. Marshall, I. H., 'The Gospel of Luke'. Exeter. Paternoster, 1973, %ho 

cmments (p. 631) that '16oµaº demonstrates the meaning of KaOapI.. ' 

here. However he is inconsistent in not nuking a similar link between 

atK(a and Ka8ap{Sa) in verses 19 and 17. 

16. Cf. Marshall, op. cit., p 651 

Manson, W., 'The Gospel of Luke', London, Hodder, 1948, p. 196. 

Schweizer, however, rejects the view that the lepsrs' faith is tested 
here although he acknowledges that their action de mosttatea their faith. 

See: 

Schweizer, E., 'The Good News According Io Luke' ET D. E. Green, London. 

SPCK, 1984. pp. 267-268. 

17. E. g.: AV, RSV, Moffatt, Weymouth. Phillips. NASS NIV. Good Newa Bible, 

all use verbs which indicate primarily physical healleg. Even the 
Amplified Bible, which by the use of parenthesis attempts to bring out 
the variety of shades of meaning in the Greek text. simply translates: 

"Your faith [that is, your trust and confidence that spria from your 
belief is GodJ has restored you to health (my italics)'. 

18. Betz. H. -D.. 'The Cleansing of the Ten Lepers (Luke 17: 11.19)'. . 
1971,90, pp. 314.328. 

Cf. Marshall, op. cit., pp. 649 and 652. 
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A similar point is made by Christopher Marshall when discussing the faith 

of the haemorrhaging woman (Mark 5: 24-34) whom he understands to have 
been healed physically in verse 29 but to have found salvation in verse 
34. In a footnote he emments: 

"A comparable use of tda$at and o(L; etv in Lk 17: 11-19 provides an 
interesting parallel. All ten lepers are cleansed; but only one, seeing 
that he was healed (i&Arl, v1S), returns to encounter Jesus again and only 
then is the term salvation used (n x(ottc sou ai: anxev as, v19)" 

(Marshall, C. D., 'Faith as a Theme In Mark's Narrative', Cambridge, CUP, 
1989, p. 109). 

19. Marshall, H., op. cit., p. 652. 

20. Schweizer, op. cit., pp. 268-269. 

21. With reference to Mark 3: 34 C. D. Marshall argues that the woman receives 
more than healing on the basis of 'the eschatological and soteriological 
import of awsety elsewhere in the gospel' and the use of 6oy&xip and 
üa«'e ei; sipijvriv (C. D. Marshall, op. cit. pp. 107-109. Cf. note 18). 
This, however, ignores in my view the plain sense of od etv in 5: 23 and 
6: 36 and reads Date into the passage than Mark intended. R. A. Cole is 

more likely to be correct when he states: 

"She was already healed, but confession brought the word of assurance 
from the Master, and a fuller understanding of her own experience. This 
brought a realisation of the means by which she had entered into this 

experience (Thy faith... ), an assurance of God's peace, and a sense of 
security for the future: confession thus brought to her, not conversion, 
but assurance. This woman is a good 'type' of healing of the soul" 
(Cole, R. A., Mark', London, Tyndale, 1973, p. 102). - 

Taken this way the woman's healing is seen as an illustration of 
salvation for the benefit of Mark's readers without the implication that 

she herself received anything more than physical healing. Cf. my 
conments on p. 214 below. - 

22. The idea that physical healings may have been illustrative of spiritual 
blessings may be attested to by Luke:. use of A x(ont sou aimoiciv as in 
Luke 7: 50. This logion accounts for-no less than six out, of, the nine 
references to oc meaning. ' heal' quoted in note 5. Five. of the six 
(Matthew 9: 22, Mark 5: 34.10: 52, Luke 8: 48.17: 19.,. 18; 42) clearly refer 
to physical healing. (the woman with the internal haemorrhage. 
Bartimaeu., and the leper who returned to give thanks). In Luke 7: 50., 
however, the logion is used with regard; to the, forgiveness of ains, no 
miracle of healing having taken place in the context. Camunting, on this 
Foerater remarks that, . 

'The choice of the word (sc. awlw) leaves roam for the view that the 
healing per of Jesus and the saving power of faith go beyond physical 
life' (Foerater, op. cit. p. 990). t 
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4. Is 

This not only supports Walters' claim that there Is a movement Is 
Scripture from the more physical aspects of onsgpfa towards moral 
and spiritual deliverance (cf. quote on p. 207) but also leads weight 
to my view that physical deliverances Ilke hsaliajs were seen as 
illustrative of spiritual deliverance (is the forgivenssa of sins). 
However. it does not in my opinion support the position that sses 

physical deliverance as a part of salvation. 

23. o6 ;w is used in Luke 8: 36: 

zLx477cº). cv 31 avsoic of i8bvzsc zu 104" 6 8aiµovsees(;. 

RSV translates cm as 'heal' here, but perhaps 'deliver' would be snore 
appropriate. Although there may have been physical aspects to his 

deliverance the suggestion is that his problem was spiritual. iiawever. 
if od*w is used here to refer to a 'spiritual' deliverance the case 

should not be confused with that spiritual deliverance which elsewhere 
in the M is synonynnus with the forgiveness of sins. At all events the 

verse cannot legitimately be cited to support the view that physical 
healing is a part of 'salvation' In the spiritual sense of the word. 

24. See note 21. 

25. Sae Carson, D. A., 'Exegetical Fallacies', Grand Rapids. Baker. 1911. p. 
62. Cf. Barr's criticism of Kitt. i'" Theological Dictionary: 

Barr. J., 'The Semantics of Biblical Lanliieje'. Oxford. CUP. 1961, 

pp. 206-262. 

26. See p. 204 of this thesis. 

27. A similar pattern is seen in Acts 2 where the miracle of tongues is used 
as a stepping-stone to the preaching of the gospel. Is my view beallaj 
is no more a part of salvation than speaking in tongues. 

28. See p. 204 of this thesis. Cf. note 6. 

29. See pp. 331ff. 

The matter is somewhat sinclifled when it is remembered that salvation is 

seen as past and present and future In the New Testamest. Christiana are 
those who have been saved (Epheslans 2: 5.8), are being saved (Acts 2: 47. 

1 Corinthians 1: 18,2 Corinthians 2: 15), and who are yet to be saved 
(Acts 2: 21, Romans 13: 11,1 Corinthians 3: 3, Hebrews 9: 21,1 Peter 1: 13). 

It is clearly possible to understand healing to be a part of our future 

salvation without Its being always experienced as part of our present 

salvation. 

30. Cf. pp. 111-116 of this thesis. 

31. For a sunmary of Simpson"s views sss pp 21ff of this thesis. 

32. Simpson, op. cit., p. 7. 
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33. See p. 22 of this thesis. 

34. See chapters 4 and 5, especially my sunmary on p. 154. 

35. See pp. 188-191. Mark does occasionally connect xnpüaaw with casting 
out demons. however. See 1: 39,3: 14,6: 12. Note the reference to 
healing in 6: 13. 

36. Matthew 4: 23,9: 33,11: 5,24: 14,26: 13. 

37. See pp. 110-116, eop. P. 114. 

38. Luke adopts a similar approach in Acts 8. Philip, described by Luke as 
an e6a77eX(ast1c (Acts 21: 8), goes to Samaria and preaches 'Christ' (Acts 
8: 5). In verse 35 he tells the eunuch the good news of Jesus 
(eüa7yeXfoaso aütw T6v 1taoüv). Thus for Luke the good news is that 
Jesus Is the Christ, and this is evidenced by his power to heal (vv. 6-7) 

39. So Bruce, F. F., 'Romans'. London, Tyndale, 1963, p. 261. 
Cf.: 

Barrett, C. K., 'The Epistle to the Romans', London, Black, 1991, p. 253. 
Barth, K. 'A Shorter Commentary on Romans', London, SQV1,1959, p. 178. 
Best, E., 'The Letter of Paul to the Romans', Cambridge, CUP, 1967, 

pp. 167-168. 
Black, M., 'Romans', London, Oliphant., 1973, p. 176. 
Dodd, C. H., 'The Epistle to the Romans', London, Hodder, 1954, pp 227- 
228, 
Dunn, I. D. C., 'Romans 9-16', Dallas, Word, 1988, p. 863, 
K8semann, E., 'Cornnentary on Romans', London, SOd, 1980, p. 394. 

40. Friedrich states that Romans 15: 19 'does not mean that Paul has concluded 
his missionary work, but that the Gospel is fulfilled when it has taken 
full effect. In the preaching of Paul Christ has shown Himself effective 
In word and sign and miracle (v. 18). Hence the Gospel has been brought 

to fulfilment from Jerusalem to Illyricum and Christ is named in the 

cocmwnities (v. 20)' (Friedrich, G., evayy¬btov article, 'RANT, Vol. 2, p. 
732). 

41. Bruce, F. F., Gospel article in New Dictionary of Theology, Leicester, 
IVP, 1988, pp. 278-279. This summary of the gospel is almost identical 

to the Kerygma offered by C. H. Dodd: 

Dodd, C. H., 'The Apostolic Preaching and its Development'. London, 
Hodder, 1936, p. 21. 

42.1 Corinthians 1: 22 might be interpreted as indicating that Paul viewed 
with distaste any suggestions that miraculous signs should confirm the 
gospel massage, yet even to the Corinthians whose zeal for such phenomena 
needed serious correction Paul did not hesitate to write that his message 
had come in demonstration of the Spirit and power' (1 Cor. 2: 4) and that 

miracles and healing* were gifts granted by the same Spirit (1 Cor. 12: 9- 
10). 
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43. cf. my working definition of heating is the atoneax at. p. 2 of this 
thesis. 
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( Q-HAPTER EIGIT: SICKNESS IN RELATION TO SIN, TO SATAN 

AND TO SUFFERING 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement clearly implies 

that there is a relationship between sickness and sin. In the 

first part of this chapter I shall consider the evidence 

afforded in the New Testament for the view that sickness is 

caused by personal sin and for the view that sickness in the 

world is a result of Adam's sin [1]. If either of these views 
is to be accepted, what are the effects for the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement? 

But an alternative explanation for the cause of sickness is 

also frequently expressed in the New Testament. Sickness is 

often seen as having been caused by the activity of Satan or 

of evils spirits. In the second part of this chapter I shall 
briefly consider whether this might provide some basis for the 

understanding that healing is in some sense in the atonement. 

And closely connected with the question of the cause of 

sickness is the question of the cause of suffering in general. 

But the doctrine that healing is in the atonement suggests 

that sickness is to, be distinguished from other forms of 

suffering in that. if healing is in the atonement then 

presumably Christians . ought not to be sick [2], whereas 

suffering, in the form of persecution for example, is to be 

expected by Christians [3]. 
.I shall discuss this matter in 

the third part of the chapter. 

Sickness. -in Relation to Sin 

The doctrine that healing, is in the atonement indicates a 

connection between sickness and sin in that Christ is seen as 
having carried sickness on the cross just as he carried sin 

[4]. Although . I, have hitherto repeatedly rejected this 

doctrine it seems to me that-, if it could be shown that New 
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a ;: 

Testament writers understood personal sin to be the direct 

cause of personal sickness then there might be here a valid 

basis for belief in the doctrine. If Christ's death has dealt 

with a man's sin it might also be understood to have dealt 

with his sickness [5]. But do New Testament writers suggest 

that sickness is always caused by personal sin? Or is sickness 

in the world seen as resulting from Adam's sin [6]? Or is 

another explanation offered? 

The view that personal sickness is caused by personal sin 

rests largely on the assumption that God sometimes punishes 

sinners by inflicting them with sickness. In the Old 

Testament Israel is promised health if she will obey God's 

commandments (Exodus 15: 26) and threatened with disease if she 

disobeys -(Deuteronomy 28: 58-60). Cases are recorded where 

individuals were smitten with leprosy because of their sin 

(e. g. Miriam-in Numbers 12: 10, Gehazi in 2 Kings 5: 25-27, 

Uzziah in 2 Chronicles 26: 16-21). The Book of Job on the 

other hand clearly rejects the view that personal sin is 

necessarily the cause of personal sickness. 

And the New Testament appears to reflect a similar ambiguity, 

for although there are cases where sickness is attributed to 

personal sin there are also passages which make it clear that 

the link is by no means inevitable. Jesus' forgiveness of the 

paralytic (Luke 5: 17ff) before restoring him to health may 

suggest a link in thought between his sickness and his sin [7] 

as may the exhortation to the man at the Pool of Bethesda: 

µixEtt apapsave, tva µn xetpov aoi Tt y viltat (John 5: 14) [81. 

More explicitly, in Acts Herod is smitten with worms and dies 

because of his pride (12: 21-23) and Elymas is stricken with 

blindness for resisting the Gospel (13: 11). The Corinthians 

are told that some of them are sick as a result of their 
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behaviour at the Eucharist (1 Cor. 11: 30) [9], and James 5: 15 

implies that sickness may be connected with sin [10]. 

Other New Testament passages, however, reveal that the link 

between sickness and personal sin was by no means thought to 

be inevitable. The passage in John 9: lff concerning the 

healing of the man blind from birth indicates that although 

sickness was seen to be a result of personal or parental sin 
(v 2) Jesus denied this assumption in the following verse. 
Further, the passage in James 5: 14ff which implies that 

sickness may be connected with sin also affords clear evidence 

that it need not be, for forgiveness is promised to the sick 
'if he has committed sins' (v 15). 

In short, there is evidence in the New Testament, as there is 

in the Old, of a view which held that sickness was, at least 

sometimes, caused by personal sin., There is, also clear 

evidence of a view that sickness was not always. so caused. 
This need not, of course, indicate disharmony between New 

Testament writers [11], for the two views are not mutually 

exclusive. Indeed, as I have already indicated, James 

understood that sickness might be caused by sin but that it 

need not be, and a comparison of John 5: 14 with, John 9: lff 

suggests a similar position as does. a comparison of, 1 

Corinthians 11: 30 with,. for example, Galatians 4: 13 [12]. 

Admittedly in Luke's writings there is no clear evidence, that 

sickness may not be caused, by sin, but neither-do. the 

particular statements about Herod and Elymas (Acts "12: 21-23, 

13: 11) imply that all sickness is so caused. It is certainly 

possible that Luke held a view similar to that expressed in 

John, in James, and in the Pauline corpus - that sickness is 

sometimes, though not always, caused by personal sin.,,,. :,. 

But of what significance is this for the doctrine that healing 

is in the atonement? _-"=I. have-ý, already suggested 
. 
that .,; 

if 

personal sin is, the cause of, a sickness. then. healing for that 
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sickness might be seen to be provided for in the atonement 

[13]. This line of reasoning, however, offers insufficient 

evidence to establish the doctrine for it merely underlines 

the fact that it is the forgiveness of sins that is made 

available through the atonement, the healing of the sickness 

resulting from the forgiveness of the sin. Thus healing 

could, at best, be considered to be in the atonement in a 

secondary sense and this is not what the advocates of the 

doctrine claim for it for Christ is seen as having carried our 

sicknesses just as he carried our sins [14]. Further, if 

healing is in the atonement only in the sense that it is 

provided on the basis that the personal sins that caused it 

have been atoned for, then clearly those cases where sickness 

is not caused by personal sin would not be covered by the 

atonement. In short, such a version of healing in the 

atonement would be far removed from the understanding of those 

writers who have promoted the doctrine whose work we have 

already examined. 

If, on the other hand, personal sin is not the cause of a 

sickness is there any sense in which healing for that sickness 

might be said to be in the atonement? If, as I have already 

argued, the suggestion that healing is in the atonement only 

for those sicknesses that are caused by personal sin is to be 

rejected and along with it the view that Jesus carried our 

sicknesses on the cross [15], is there any meaningful sense in 

which healing might be said to be in the atonement? One 

possible way forward is to consider the view that sickness in 

the world is a result of Adam's sin. 

The argument for the doctrine that healing is in the atonement 

which is based on the view that sickness is a result of Adam's 

sin may briefly be summarised as follows: 

Sickness in the world is a result of Adam's sin. 

Christ's death on the cross dealt with Adam's sin. 
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Therefore Christ's death has dealt with. the cause of sickness. 

Accordingly Christians may expect healing today. 

But the final outworking of Christ's victory at Calvary will 

not be consunmated until the Parousia. 

Therefore some Christians may not be healed until Christ 

returns. 
Healings experienced today must be seen as 'firstfruits' of 

the age to come [16]. 

Although I am in broad agreement with this view it seems clear 

to me that it is the Spirit, not healing, that is the 

'firstfruits' of the age to come [17] and as I have already 

suggested and will argue again later [18], it is the gift of 

the Spirit rather than healing that is 'in the atonement'. 

However, since healing is a gift of the Spirit (1 Corinthians 

12: 9), healing may be said to be, indirectly at least, in the 

atonement. - 

A further difficulty with this view, however, is that it 

presupposes that sickness in the world is a result of Adam's 

sin and it is, to say the least, questionable whether the New 

Testament supports this presupposition which must now be 

examined in more detail. 

rI> 

George Jeffreys, who acknowledges that 

'there is no definite scripture to shew that sickness and disease 

came into the world as; a result of. the first Adam's disobedience' 

[191 

nevertheless adduces Romans 8: 20-21 , as, evidence that the, 

creation is suffering because of Adam's sin [20] and reaches 

the conclusion that.,; 
_. 
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'Sin, sickness, death, 'mortality, the curse upon the earth and 

the bondage of corruption from which the animal creation suffers 

came into the world as a result of the first Adam's disobedience' 

[21]. 

It therefore seems appropriate to examine the passage in 

question to see whether Jeffreys' conclusion is legitimate. 

Does Romans 8 indicate that sickness in the world is a result 

of Adam's sin?. To answer this question it is clear that two 

preliminary questions must be addressed. First, does Paul 

have in mind in Romans 8 the sin of Adam? And second, does 

the suffering referred to in this passage include sickness? 
If the answer to both these questions is affirmative then 

Jeffreys' conclusion that sickness came into the world because 

of Adam's'sin is valid. 

We need spend little time with regard to the first of these 

questions. There is wide agreement among commentators that 

Romans 8: 20 refers to the Fall [22]. As Cranfield conments: 

"The aorist üaetärn refers to a particular event. The use of the 

passive veils a reference to God. There is little doubt that 

Paul had in mind the judgment related in Gen. 3.17-19, which 

includes (v. 17) the words 'cursed is the ground for thy take" 

[23]. 

Thus Paul may be understood to be saying that Ta zaOi. tasa toG 

vv uatpoü (v. 18) are a result of the curse placed upon 

creation in Genesis 3: 17-19 as a result of Adam's sin. But 

are we at liberty to understand that sickness is a part of 

that suffering? I shall discuss in the final part of this 

chapter whether a valid distinction may be drawn between 

sickness and other forms of suffering in the New Testament and 

any conclusion reached at this stage must therefore be 

provisional. It seems to me, however, that there is no reason 

to exclude sickness from Paul's use of xaOllpasa in Romans 8. 
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His overall emphasis in the passage is that Christians suffer 

now but in the age to come will share in Christ's glory (vv 

17-18). The reason for this suffering is that we live in a 

world that is under God's curse and we, like the rest of 

creation, are longing for that future Day when the creation 

will be set free from its bondage to decay (v 21) and when our 
bodies will be redeemed (v 23). The scope of Paul's thought 

in this passage is so vast and the terms of reference so 

general that it seems inconceivable that one particular form 

of suffering should be excluded from his thinking. His 

imagination spans the entire creation and stretches. the length 
t 

of this present age from the Fall whence all suffering results 

[24] to the Parousia when all, suffering will be done away. 

Meanwhile Christians have the Spirit as the äxapxrj of the. age 

to come (v 23) and live in the knowledge that nothing can 

separate them from the love of God in Christ (v 29) who loved 

them enough to die for them (vv 31 and 35). If sickness is not. 

specifically mentioned - though note aaO vets in verse, 26 -, it 

is surely covered by the phrase oüze stg utiißtS ETepa in the 

j final verse of the chapter. 

I see no reason, therefore, to exclude sickness from the scope 

of Paul's thinking in this all-embracing passage. IfI am 

right in drawing this conclusion then Paul did understand 

sickness to have come from Adam's sin and there may be here a 

way rightly to understand that healing is, indirectly at 

least, in the atonement. But this is by no means the healing 

in the atonement view of the proponents of the doctrine who 

believe that healing can be claimed immediately because of, 

Christ's work on the cross [25]. This view makes room for 

healing to be delayed, until the, Parousia without denying the 

possibility of. healing, now through. the work of the Spirit. 

{ 
ýE 

a 
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I''4 1 

Sickness and Satan 

Even if the view that sickness in the world results from 

Adam's sin is correct, however, it must be borne in mind that 

this is by no means the only emphasis in the New Testament. 

Sickness is sometimes understood, particularly by the 

Synoptists, as the result of the activity of Satan [26] or of 

evil spirits [271 rather than as the result of sin and 

although the two views are not mutually exclusive there is in 

these passages no clear indication that personal sin had 

opened the door to satanic attack. To take the case in Luke 

13 as an example, there is no suggestion that the woman's 

condition had been caused by her sin; rather, as a 'daughter 

of Abraham' she had a right to be set free from her long- 

standing affliction without a moment's delay - without even 

waiting for the Sabbath day to pass (v. 16). Sickness is seen 

as a bondage from Satan from which Jesus had come to set 

people free (cf. Acts 10: 38). 

But how does this understanding affect the doctrine that 
healing is in the atonement? First, it is clear that the view 

of healing in the atonement which I have suggested to be 

acceptable, namely that Christ's death dealt with Adam's sin 

which may have been understood by Paul at least to be the root 

cause of sickness in the world, is not undermined by the 

understanding that sickness is the work of Satan. The latter 

position need not be seen as an alternative view. It may 

reasonably be seen as complementary [28]. Second, if sickness 
is understood to be the work of Satan and his forces, then 

Christ's death may reasonably be understood to have dealt with 

sickness if it can be shown to have dealt with Satan [29]. 

This second possibility must now be briefly explored. 

Several verses in the New Testament indicate that by his death 

Christ is understood to have triumphed over Satan and his 

forces. Hebrews 2: 14 states that Christ partook of human 
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nature tva Stä toü Oavdvou xasapyrjoU tbv cb xpätOS IXovta soü 
Oavätou, roüt' eatity tv Stäßo)ov. Here the devil, as the one 

'who had the power of death', is said to be rendered powerless 

by the death of Christ. 

In Revelation 12: 9-11 those whom Satan accuses are portrayed 

as having conquered him Stä tö atta roü äpvtou xai Stä sbv 

Xöyov Tfc µaptup(aS cdt&v. The mention of 'the blood of the 

lamb' is almost certainly a reference to Christ's victory over 

Satan on the cross into which victory Christians enter by 

refuting Satan's accusations against them as they testify to 

the redemptive power of Christ, 's passion. 

Perhaps the most graphic description of Christ's death as a 

victory over the forces of Satan, however, is Colossians 2: 15 

where Christ is seen as having disarmed the principalities and 

powers ranged against the Christian äaeKSuadtevos ca; äpxäc 

xai täß e4ovviac e8etyµ&Tioev iv aappilakc, Optappe aac aütoüs 

ev c«rr. The principalities and powers which are seen as the 

Christian's enemy (cf. Ephesians 6: 12) are here said to have 

been disarmed, made a public example of and triumphed over by 

Christ's death on the cross in the manner of a Roman triumph 

[30]. 

The three passages to which I have just referred, seem to 

indicate, therefore, that Christ's death was understood by at 

least some New Testament writers as a triumphant victory over 

Satan and his forces. But may they legitimately be 

interpreted as meaning that Christ conquered sickness on the 

cross? The context-of each verse certainly does not suggest., 

this. In Hebrews 2: 14 sickness As neither mentioned. nor 

alluded to, but the, devil's power over death [31]. In 

Revelation 12: 9-11 it is Satan's accusations, not the 

Christians' sicknesses, 
-that are overcome 'by the blood of the 

lamb' [32]. And in Colossians 2: 15 Christ's victory over the 

principalities and powers is set in,. the immediate context of, 
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legalistic regulations which are dealt with by the cross 
(v. 14, cf. v. 16), and in the wider context of'a letter written 

to a church grappling with a heresy which probably combined 

the free-thinking Judaism of the Dispersion with the 

speculative ideas of Greek mystery-religion [33]. Deliverance 

from sickness is nowhere part of the discussion. 

Nevertheless there is no reason to suppose that the writers in 

question understood Christ's victory over Satan to have been 

limited to the specific areas they were addressing. If, as 

seems likely, their understanding was that Christ's victory 

was total, then these verses may well indicate a wider 

understanding of that victory. If that be the case then the 

view that Christ's death dealt with sickness in that by it he 

conquered Satan who is understood to be the author of sickness 

is at least credible. 

Such a position, however, although it links victory over 

sickness with Christ's death, is not to be identified with the 

view that healing is in the atonement. (L. F. W. Woodford [34], 

for example, adopted a position very close to this and yet he 

rightly rejected the concept of 'atonement' in relation to 

sickness [35]). The New Testament does indicate that Satan 

and his forces are sometimes the cause of sickness. It also 

indicates that by his death and resurrection Christ won a 

great victory over Satan and his forces. But it draws no 

explicit conclusion from this with regard to Christians and 

sickness. 

The theory that Christ's death dealt with sickness in that it 

dealt with Satan is, therefore, at best at unproven. 

Nevertheless, since it is 'likely that the view that sickness 

was attributable to Satan was held fairly widely, it does not 

seem improbable that the' understanding that Jesus conquered 

Satan and his forces on the cross carried with it, for some at 

least, the idea that sickness was also in some way conquered. 
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However, even-if such a theory . is to be adopted,. two points 
need to be borne clearly in mind. First, the theory does not 
in itself lend support to the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement, for Woodford at least appears to have held the 
theory and yet rejected the doctrine. And second, if the 
theory is correct then Christ's death would deal with those 

sicknesses caused by Satan. It would not necessarily deal 

with any sickness that was not. 

Sickness and Suffering 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement suggests that 

sickness is to be distinguished from other suffering in-that, 

if the doctrine is correct, then Christians ought not to be 

sick, whereas other forms of suffering - persecution for 

example - are to be expected by Christians [36]. In the 

remainder of this chapter I shall consider whether such a 
distinction is made in the New Testament and in this,., 

connection it will be convenient briefly to consider the 

semantic field of the verb nauXety. In the New Testament, 

according to P. H. Davids, 

.... the vocabulary of suffering I. limited to external 

persecution by persons or demons or to the eschatological 

judgment of God; in the NT documents it does not include human 

illness" [371. 

However, the distinction here between sickness and-other forms 

of suffering is clearly too rigid. The nature of language is 

such that-vocabulary can, rarely be defined as precisely as 
Davids' analysis . demands and, Michaelis has shown that from 

Homer on the xäaxw word-group was used to refer -, general ly- to 

an experience of . something which has to be suffered [38]. 
Such suffering. included ,, corporal. and capital punishment, 
misfortune, the blows of fate, the disfavour of men or gods, 
and sickness. , Indeed 

, 'xäaxw 
, embraces the multiplicity of, 
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experiences which can overtake a man' [39]. The fact that it 

is used in the New Testament largely to refer to the 

sufferings of Christ and to the persecution of Christians by 

no means precludes the possibility of its referring on 

occasion to sickness as it clearly does in Matthew 17: 15 [40]. 

Further, to classify the x&axety word-group so as to exclude 

sickness but to include persecution may conveniently allow us 

to say that it can be God's will for Christians to suffer 

persecution although it is not his will for them to be sick; 
but if this argument is followed to its logical conclusion 

then sicknesses caused by demons or by snake-bite must 

presumably be categorized along with persecution and 

considered to be part of God's will for Christians - for 

aäaxety is used in both these connections (41] - whereas other 

forms of sickness are not his will! But this absurd 

conclusion is only reached by an over-rigid classification of 

the use of xda etv. 

Nbreover it seems to me that the exclusion of sickness from 

the semantic field of x&axety ignores at least two important 

passages with which I have already dealt in this thesis. 

First, if my exegesis of James 5: 13-18 is correct [42] the use 

of xaxoxaOEW (v 13) links the xaxoxaOia of Job (vv 10-11) 

whose suffering included sickness with the verb &aOevico (v 

14). Second, the distinction between sickness and other forms 

of suffering excludes sickness from the scope of ch xaOrjµasa 

toü vüv xatpo6 (Romans 8: 18) and, as I have already argued 

[43], the range'of Paul's thought in this passage is so vast, 

spanning the entire creation and stretching the length of this 

present age from the Fall to the Parousia, that no form of 

suffering can be excluded from his thinking. 

Finally. such an analysis gives insufficient weight to Paul's 

'thorn in the flesh' and to his &aOiveta tfS aapicöt in 

Galatians 4: 13-15 which even Davids acknowledges was probably 
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a sickness [44]. But these are subjects which I shall take up 

in the next chapter [45]. 

In conclusion, as far as the subject of this thesis is 

concerned, it is evident that although the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement requires the kind of distinction 

that Davids has made between sickness and other forms of 

suffering, nevertheless even if such a distinction is, valid it 

by no means proves that doctrine. Moreover, if the 

distinction is, as I have suggested, invalid, then the 

possibility that suffering may be God's will for his people 

holds serious implications for the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement. 

Sunma ry 

In this chapter I have considered sickness in relation to sin, 

to Satan and to suffering. With regard to the relation 

between sickness and sin I concluded from Romans 8 that if 

Adam's sin may rightly be. understood to be the root cause of 

sickness in the world then Christ's death may be viewed as 

dealing with sickness in that it dealt with the root cause. 

Such a view of healing in the atonement, however, differs 

widely from the position of those who first promoted the 

doctrine. 

With regard to the relation between sickness and Satan I found 

that although Satan is sometimes seen in the New Testament as 

the author of sickness and although Christ's death is seen in 

several passages as having rendered Satan and, his forces 

powerless, in none of the passages in question was sickness a 

part of the immediate context. Certain passages,, however, 

indicate such a comprehensive victory that it is difficult to 

see that Satan's power over sickness might not have been 

understood to have been broken by Christ's triumphant death 

and resurrection. 
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Finally, with regard to the relation between sickness and 

suffering, I have concluded that even if it could be finally 

shown that sickness must be excluded from the New Testament 

use of the näßxw word group - an assumption which I have 

challenged - this would not in itself offer evidence that 

healing is in the atonement, for although the doctrine 

requires the distinction, the distinction does not require the 

doctrine. 

In short, the doctrine that healing is in the atonement as 

taught by its early proponents is not supported by the 

evidence we have considered. There is room, however, for the 

possibility that healing may be said to be in the atonement if 

Christ's death is seen as the antidote to Adam's sin and if 

Adam's sin is seen to be the cause of sickness. Christ's 

death may also be understood as a victory over Satan who is 

also seen as a source of sickness. Both these views associate 

Christ's death with the conquest of sickness without embracing 

the fallacious view that Christ carried our sicknesses just as 

he carried our'sins. 
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NOTES 

1. I shall use the terms 'personal sin' and 'personal sickness' when 
considering the possibility that a person's sickness may be caused by 
their own sin. I shall use the term 'sickness in the world' to refer to 
sickness in general which is seen by sonn to be a result of Adam's sin 
(cf. note 6 below) rather than a result of personal sin. 

2. See the quote from Gloria Copeland on p. 1 of this thesis. 

3. e. g. Matthew 5: 10,1 Peter 1: 6,2: 20ff., 3: 17,4: 14,16,19. 

4. See my working definition on p. 2 of this thesis. 

5. However, this is not the basis on which healing is generally understood 
to be in the atonement. Advocates of the doctrine support it by 

references to verses such as Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24 which they 
interpret to mean that Christ dealt with sickness on the cross. (For my 
rejection of this view see chapters 4 and 5 of this thesis). Thus 
Christ's sickness-bearing is linked with his sin-bearing because both 
took place on the cross, not because sin is seen as the cause of 
sickness. Osborn, for example, in a chapter entitled "Wby Christians are 
Sick' nowhere suggests that sin might be the cause. Rather his emphasis 
is that if Christians only understood that Christ had substitutionarily 
borne their sicknesses on the cross as he had borne their sins they would 
be healed (Osborn, T. L., 'Healing the Sick', Tulsa, Osborn, 1961, 

pp. 147-156). 

6. For the view that sickness in the world. is a result of Adam's 
disobedience, see the quotation from George Jeffreys on p. 33 of this 
thesis. Cf. p. 233. 

7. The context, however, does not demand such an interpretation. The 
passage is, in my view, better understood as illustrating the priority of 
forgiveness than as indicating that sickness may be caused by sin. 

8. However, note Brown's conment that elsewhere Jesus does not accept the 
thesis that because a man was sick it was a sign that he had ccamitted 
sins. See: 

Brown, R. E., 'The Gospel According to John (i-xit)', New York, 
Doubleday, 1966, p. 208. 

Brown does accuse the man of 'persistent naivety' (ibid p. 209), (e. g. his 
failure to ask Jesus' his name, and his reporting him to the Jews), but, 

rejects (rightly in my view) the suggestion of Theodore of Mopsuestia 
(In Jo. [Syriac) CSaD 116: 73) that the latter action was tantamount to 
treachery. (The sin to which Jesus refers in verse 14 can hardly be that 
of informing on'Jesus'to the'Jewish authorities, for prior to this verse 
the man did not know Jesus' name. It was after the conmand to stop 
sinning that he informed the Jews that it was Jesus who had cured him 

v. 1S). 

-243- 



Chapter Elaht 
it., V 

9. Cf. my discussion of this passage, pp 173.178 of this thesis. 

10. Cf. my discussion of this passage, pp 178-188 of this thesis. 
See also my convent on p. 240. 

11. Harmony of doctrine anong M writers null not, of course, be presupposed. 

12. See my comments in Chapter 9 with regard to this passage. Cf. In the 
same chapter my comments with regard to Trophimus, Epaphroditus and 
Timothy. Taken along with 2 Corinthians 12: 7 these passages make clear 
that Paul did not understand all sickness to result from personal sin. 

13. See p. 229. 

14. See p. 2 of this thesis. 

15. See my discussion of Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24 in Chapters 4 and S. 

16. I have already outlined several different versions of this view. See my 
discussion of the contributions made by: 

Gee, pp. 44-49 (esp. p. 46) 

'M odford, pp. 49-53 (esp. p. 52) 
Jeffreys, pp. 54-62 (esp. the chart on p. 55) 

Parker, pp. 62-65. 

17. Romans 8: 23. My interpretation is based on the understanding that the 
genitive Toi aveüµavoc here is possessive denoting the Holy Spirit 
himself. However, note Cranfield's preference for the appositive 
indicating not the Spirit himself but his present work in the believer. 
Cranfield acknowledges, nevertheless, that both views 'yield 

substantially the same sense' (Cranfield, C. E. B.. 77he Epistle to the 
Romana', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1977, Vol. 1. p. 418). 

18. See my cannents on Galatians 3: 14 on p. 173. 
See also pp. 343ff. 

19. Jeffrey., G., 'Healing Rays'. London. Elim. 1932, p 19. 

20. Ibid, p. 16. 

21. ibid, p. 37. 

22. E. g. Best, op, cit., pp. 97.98 
Black, op. cit., pp. 121-122 
Bruce, F. F., 'Romans', London, Tyndale, 1963, p. 169 

Cranfield, C. E. B.,. op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 413 

Davidson, F. and ThonVeon. Q. T., 'Romans' article in The New Bible 
Canmentary, London, IVF, 1961, p. 954. 

Dillistone, F. W., 'The Christian Understanding of Atonement', London, 
SQvI, 1984, pp. 40-41 

Dodd, op. cit., p. 134 
Dunn, J. D. O., 'Romans 1-8'. Dallas, V. brd, 1988, p. 469. 
KYaemann, op. cit. p. 233 
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Sanday W. and Headlam A. C., 'The Epistle to the Romans'. Edinburgh, 
T&T Clark, 1977, Vol. 1, p. 208. 

Williams, N. P., 'The Ideas of the Fall and of Original Sin'� London, 
Longmans, Green & Co., 1929,157-159. 

However, cf. Barth, op. cit., p. 100, who sees v. 20 as a reference to 
the cross: 

"Jesus Christ ...... in his death..... has pronounced and executed this 

verdict". 

See also: 

Christoffersson, 0., 'Pd Fakt efter den ratter bakgrunden till Rom 
8: 18ff' (Stalking the Real Background to Rom 8: 18ff), SvenskExegArs 50, 
'85, pp. 135-143. Christoffersson argues that although most exegetes 
(rightly) assume a Jewish apocalyptic background and bring Adam's fall 
into the picture, a more likely background to Paul's text is the Noah 

tradition (Genesis 6-9) particularly as it is presented in 1 Enoch 6-12. 

Cf. N. P. Williams, op. cit., pp 20-35. 

23. Cranfield, op. cit., p. 413. 

24. However, see Christofferson's view in note 22 above. 

25. See, for example, pp 1-2,18-24,33-34 of this thesis. 

26. e. g. Luke 13: 16, Acts 10: 38. Cf. note 27 below. 

27. Although a distinction is made between demonization and sickness (Matthew 
4: 24) sickness is sometimes attributed to the work of spirits - e. g. 
Matt. 12: 22, blindness and dumbness; Mark 9: 17, dumbness; Mark 9: 25, 
deafness and dumbness; Luke 13: 11. curvature of the spine. This last 

case is noteworthy in that the condition is attributed to both a 'spirit 

of infirmity' (v. 11) and to 'Satan' (v. 16). Presumably the spirit is 

seen as an agent of Satan. Cf. also Luke 7: 21 where Luke uses Aepaxeüw 
in connection with evil spirits. 

On the relationship between exorcisms and bedinge Theissen comments: 

"Only a few exegetes regard exorcisms as an independent theme. It is 
held to be difficult to separate them from healings, since here too 
demons are regarded as the cause of disease. Nevertheless a distinction 
is necessary". 

Theisien, G., 'Miracle Stories of the Early Christian Tradition'. ET 
Francis McDonagh, Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1983, p. 85. 

See also: 

Böcher, 0.,,, 'Dämonenfurcht und Damonenabwehr. Ein Beitrag, zur 
Vorgeschichte der christlichen Taufe'. BWANT 10, Stuttgart und Berlin, 
1970, whose work Theissen (loc. cit. ) criticises on the grounds that: 
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"BScher interprets as demonic almost anything which has any analogy 

with something which can obviously be regarded as demonic. The result is 

that exorcisms and healings can no longer be distinguished". 

28. If Adam's sin is seen as a surrender to Satan (Genesis 3: 1-19) - assuming 
the serpent to refer to Satan (cf. Revelation 12: 9) - the understanding 
that sickness comes from Adam's sin may well be harmonised with the view 
that sickness is caused by Satan. 

29. Gustav Aul6n draws attention to the 'dramatic' view of the atonement 

which sees Christ's death as a cosmic drama in which God in Christ does 

battle with the powers of evil and gains victory over them. He claims 
that this was 'the ruling idea of the Atonement for the first thousand 

years of Christian history'. 

Aul6n, G., 'Christus Victor'. London, SPCK, 1931, pp. 22-23. 

cf. Leivestad, R., 'Christ the Conqueror', London, SPCK, 1954, 

pp. 102-104 

For an alternative view see: 

Carr, W., 'Angels and Principalities', Cambridge, CUP, 1981, pp. 47-85, 

93-111,122,174-177. Cf. note 30. 

30. Carr, however, (ibid pp. 52-66) rejects this interpretation of Colossians 

2: 13 arguing that tät äpxäc xai thS ekouaiac are not demon. but angels. 
He paraphrases (p. 65) the passage as follows: 

'He obliterated our autographed self-condemnation 
(together with all our damning decisions on it) 

He has removed it once and for all; 
He nailed it to the cross. 
He laid aside his battledress (his flesh); 
He publicly paraded his army of the heavenly host; 

He, there on the cross, led them in his triumphal procession'. 

His exegesis depends, however, on the rejection of Ephesians 6: 12 (which 

depicts the 'principalities and powers' as enemies of the Christian) as a 
later interpolation (ibid pp. 104-110). 

31. Carmenting on this passage Bruce cites the Wisdom of Solomon 1: 13,2: 23- 

24 and observes: 

'These quotations do not amount to a statement that the devil had the 

power of death", but they came very near to it. Jesus broke the devil's 

grip on His people when in death He became the death of death' 

(Bruce, F. F., 'The Epistle to the Hebrews', London, Marshall, 1971, p. 50) 

Cf. INontefiore, H. W., 'A Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews', 

London, Black, 1964, p. 65 where the same passages in the Wisdom of 

Solomon are cited. 
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Attridge points out that 

The imagery evokes the depiction of the Messiah's victory over demonic 
forces widespread in Jewish apocalyptic tradition and in early 
Christianity. This general tradition frequently becomes specified as a 

victory over death in Christian sources" 

(Attridge, H. W., 'The Epistle to the Hebrews', Philadelphia, Fortress. 
1989, p. 92). 

Neil, however, appears to connect Christ's victory over Satan manifested 
in his healing ministry with Christ's victory over Satan on the cross 

when he comments: 

'Jesus..... had cane ss God's Messiah to do battle with Satan and he 

regarded his healing of men's bodies and minds as signs that the power of 
God was stronger than that of the Devil..... 

The conviction of the Church was that in principle Satan had been 

defeated. Evil still flourished in the world and would fight for the 

mastery until the final victory of Christ, when he would reign 

supreme ..... But victory was assured since Christ had by his 

resurrection wrested the power of death fron Satan's hands. The death of 

the body, epitomizing all the pain and suffering of mankind ..... was the 

thraldom from which Christ had delivered men". 

(Neil, W.. 'The Epistle to the Hebrews', London. SCM. 1935, p. 42). 

However, at no point does Neil identify Christ's victory on the cross as 

a victory over sickness. His comments do, nevertheless, provide a 

possible basis for believing that at least some early Christians may have 

understood Christ's death as a victory over all Satan's power, including 

that of sickness. If this be the case, however, the final outworking of 
that victory must be seen as awaiting the Parousia as Neil's comments 

suggest. 

32. See Beasley-Marray, ß. R., 'The Book of Revelation'. London, Oliphant&, 
1974, pp. 203-204. ,, 

Cf. Kiddie, M., 'The Revelation of St. John', London, Hodder, 1947, 

pp. 230-234 

Caird, a. B., 'The Revelation of St. John the Divine'. London, Black, 
1966, pp. 152-156 

Sweet, J., 'Revelation', London, SOv1,1979, pp. 201-202. ""- 

33. The difficulties in identifying the heresy at Colossae are notorious. 
For a sample and methodological critique of major views see: 

Francis, F. O. and Meeks, W. A., (Eds), -'Conflicttat Colossal', Missoula, 

University, of Montana, "1975, passim 
_,, -_: x, .-, 
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where the contributions of Lightfoot. Dibellus. Bornkanm, and Lyonnet are 
reprinted. 

See also: 

Martin, R. P., 'Colossians and Philemon', London, Oliphants. 1974, 

pp. 8-22,80-88. Martin argues that the heresy at Colossae appears to 
have resulted from the free-thinking Judaism of the dispersion and the 

speculative ideas of Greek mystery religion. This fusion produced a 
syncretism which was a deadly danger to the incipient church. Paul's 

answer, he argues, is to present the Lordship of Christ (1: 18,2: 10) and 
to neutralize the power of the aso%Xeia (2: 8,20) as immortal lords of 
creation existing in their own right who as astrological tyrants laid 

claim to control men's lives as the playthings of fate. 2: 15 is thus 

understood as a statement of Christ's victory over the asotXeta. 

Cf. Caird, G. B., 'Principalities and Powers', Oxford, Clarendon, 1956, 

pp. 86,92. 

However, cf. Carr's view - see note 30. For a rebuttal of Carr's view 
see: 

Tan, J. H., 'Principalities and Powers in Pauline Literature'. Aberdeen, 
Mlii Thesis. 1990 

Cf. Stott, J. R. W., The Cross of Christ'. Leicester, IVP, 1986, 

pp. 227-239 

Th elftree, G., 'Christ Triwnphant - Exorcism then and now', London, 

Hodder, 1985, pp. 91,133,149,176,192,210. We lftree sees Paul as 
having 'widened the demonic beyond the scope of certain types of 
illness to include even the evil of men's design' (ibid p. 133). 

34. See my extensive quotes from Vlbodford's paper on pp. 49-53 of this 
thesis. 

35. See p. 32 and note 89 on p. 75. Woodford also stressed the resurrection 
rather than the cross as the scene for Christ's victory (cf. p. 52 of 
this thesis) although he did see the cross and resurrection as 
inseparably linked (cf. p. 50). For Woodford the death and resurrection 

of Christ had a wider significance than atonement for sin, a significance 
'touching God's creation at all points' (ibid, p. 51. ) He saw disease 

and sickness as 'elements in a world of corruption' which, by his death 

and resurrection, Christ has conquered (! bid p 53). Thus although 

sickness is not dealt with by the atonement (for the atonement deals with 

sin) it is nevertheless 'conquered' by Christ's death and resurrection. 
But although he acknowledged that Satan and his forces are also similarly 
conquered he nowhere made explicit the connection between Satan and 
sickness. It is, therefore, -not entirely clear whether he understood 
Christ's death to have dealt with sickness on the grounds that it dealt 

with Satan. However the fact that, in a paper on Healing and the 
Atonement, he stressed so strongly Christ's victory over both Satan and 

sickness may well suggest that he saw some connection. But it is possible 
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that W odford refused to be explicit on this matter because he saw that 
the New Testament is by no means explicit. 

It is perhaps noteworthy that 'M odford's argument distinguishes between 
Christ's victory from the atonement whereas Aulbn (cf. note 29) 

understands that victory to be the atonement. In Chapter 10 I shall 
argue that 'atonement' has acquired a wider connotation than its narrow 
definition of at-one-ment. Victory over the powers of evil may, 
therefore, be understood as at best an aspect of the atonement. 

36. Cf. Notes 1 and 2. 

37. Davids. P. H.. 'The First Epistle of Peter'. Grand Rapids, Eerdmans. 1990, 

p. 37. 

Davids argues further (pp 30-44) that Christians are encouraged to endure 
persecution, but never to endure illness. James 5: 13-18 indicates that 
Christians who suffer are to pray (for strength, endurance, and the 

coming of Christ) whereas those who are sick are to call for the elders 

whose prayer of faith will lead to healing. Davids acknowledges that 

even the New Testament Christians did not see 100% success in praying for 

the sick but nevertheless argues that illness I. to be met with prayer 
and the expectation of healing whereas persecution is to be met with 
endurance. 

Davids accounts for the shift in the Church's thinking which he 

understands to have taken place over the centuries by drawing attention 
to the reduction in the level of persecution on the one hand and the 
lessening of healing-gifts on the other. Thus suffering for the faith 

came to be identified with illness and illness was seen to be the will of 
God since he did not see fit to heal. This was accompanied by an 
increase in the Influence of Platonism which saw the suffering of the 
body as a means of purifying the body from the evils of the flesh. With 

the consequent lack of expectation of miracles of healing in the Church 

the healing passages in the New Testament came to be interpreted in terms 

of the soul. The need today is to recapture the biblical tension. 

38. Michaelis, W., säcxw article in TW417 pp 904-903. 

39. ibid, loc. cit., cf. pp 926-927. 

40. Davids excludes it on the grounds that the illness is attributed to a 
demon. But such an exclusion is surely unwarranted in the light of the 

widely held view that many sicknesses were caused by demons. This is 
highlighted by the fact that the epileptic sufferer out of whom the demon 

was cast in the case in question was perceived to -need healing as the 

use of 6epaae6w in the following verse suggests. Cf. notes 26 & 27. 

41. With regard to illness caused by demons see note 27 above. 
With regard to illness caused by snake-bite see Acts 28: 5. 

42. See my discussion of this passage, pp 178-187 of this thesis. esp. P 181. 

43. Cf. p 234. 
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44. Davids, op. cit., p. 39, footnote 59, 

45. See Chapter Nine. 
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CHAPTER NINE: SICK CHRISTIANS AND THE ART OF MEDICINE 

IN THE NB W TESTAMENT 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement suggests, and 

indeed several of the proponents of the doctrine have taught, 

that Christians who become sick should not continue to be so 

and should not need to resort to medical remedies for their 

healing [1]. The-New Testament, however, despite the many 

miraculous healings that are recorded, also appears to make 

reference to Christians who were sick and who do not seem to 

have found inmediate supernatural healing. These include, 

notably, the apostle Paul himself [2], and others such as 

Trophimus [3]; Epaphroditus [4], and Timothy [5]. In this 

chapter I shall consider these cases and conclude with a 

discussion of a closely related theme, the New Testament 

church's attitude to the practice of medicine. 

The Weakness and Thorn in Paul 's Flesh 

In Galatians 4: 13 Paul writes: 

oiSaie Se ött 81'äa9EVetav vjc oup)% v: nmext04w üµiv Tö 

apötepov 

and in 2 Corinthians 12: 7 he speaks of a aKS%oW tin aapxi 

which had been given him iva µil üaepaipwµat. 

For the purpose of my present discussion I shall refer to the 

äa0eveta referred to in Galatians 4: 13 as Paul's 'weakness' 

and to the aKÖXoW in 2 Corinthians 12: 7 as his 'thorn'. The 

discussion will centre around whether the thorn may be 

identified with the weakness, and whether either the thorn or 

the weakness may be understood to have been a sickness. - 
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According to Plunmer 'it is comnonly assumed' that Paul's 

weakness may be identified with his thorn [6]. Certainly 

Luther appears to have identified them understanding both the 

weakness and the thorn as Paul's persecutions [7]. However, 

the majority of modern comnentators are more cautious 

acknowledging that although such an identification is natural 

we are too ill-informed to be certain -[8]. In the light of 

this uncertainty I shall not prolong the discussion further 

but will deal with the' passages separately making no 

assumption about the identification of Paul's weakness and his 

thorn [9]. 

With regard to Galatians 4: 13 the majority of commentators are 

agreed that Paul's weakness was a sickness although there is 

little agreement as to what that sickness was [10]. 

Ridderbos, however, appears to follow Luther in understanding 

Paul's weakness to have resulted from the persecutions 
described in Acts 14: 19ff arguing that it refers 

'not to a particular disease or ailment, but to an exhausted and 

weakened condition owing to the molestation that he had 

undergone" [11]. 

But even if Paul's persecutions are seen as the cause of his 

weakness that does not preclude the possibility that the 

weakness was a sickness. This possibility is acknowledged by 

Longenecker when he states that 

'modified by v4; aapxöc ('of the flesh').......... it -(ac. 
äo6eveta) certainly refers to a physical weakness - is a 

'sickness' or 'illness'" 

and then adds that 
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"Perhaps- that illness was"a result of one or more of the 

afflictions mentioned , in 2 Corinthians 11: 23-25: - frequent 

imprisorlnenls, severe floggings..... " [121. 

But whatever the cause-of Paul's weakness might have been its 

effects were undeniably physical as the use of a6p4 in this 

context clearly indicates [13]. Paul's &aOeveia 61; oapxöc 

was a physical weakness or sickness which may or, may not have 

been caused by his persecutions. And whatever it was, his 

purpose in referring to it was to appeal to the Galatians' 

loyalty to him reminding them that although his physical,, 

condition had been such a trial to them when he had first 

preached the Gospel to them they had nevertheless received him 

as God's' messenger` (v. 14). Clearly either interpretation 

would fit this context and it would be unwise to be. dogmatic 

as to the precise nature of that weakness or sickness.,., In 

short, we cannot^be sure that it was a sickness rather than a. 

weakness (or vice versa). 

But does-this matter? For the rigid adherent to the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement it clearly does. This is 

demonstrated by T. L. Osborn's reaction to the suggestion that 

Paul's weakness might have been a sickness, for, for Osborn:, 

"Paul's alleged sickness (? ) would contradict so much of Bible 

truth' [141. 

This statement is followed by a series of rhetorical questions 

all prefaced by the clause 'If Paul was sick..... ' clearly 

revealing that for Osborn, if. Paul had been sick, he-could not 

have enjoyed the 'fulness of the blessing of the Gospel' 

(Romans 15: 29), the people of Ephesus could not have received 

faith for 'special miracles' (Acts 19: 11-12), the, cripple at 

Lystra would not have had faith to be healed (Act, s 14: 8), and 

Paul could not have made the Gentiles obedient by signs and 

wonders by the power of the Spirit, (Romans 15: 18-19) [15]. 
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Thus, for Osborn, his entire structure of belief in divine 

healing is undermined if it can be shown that Paul was sick. 

This illustrates what a shaky' foundation the doctrine is built 

on, for although we cannot say with certainty that Paul was 

sick, Galatians 4: 13 gives an-extremely strong indication that 

he may have been. It also shows how doctrinal bias can cloud 

objectivity and predetermine the exegesis of a particular 

text, for'without a doctrine which asserts that Christians can 

always claim immediate healing for their sicknesses, probably 

the most natural way to read the verse in question, is to 

understand that Paul was sick [16]. 

Finally, it is worth pointing out that those who promote the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement adopt an extremely 

literalist approach to Scripture. 'Promises' such as Matthew, 

8: 17 and' 1 Peter 2: 24' are "to be 'claimed' by faith [17]. 

Given' that this is so the claim that aa6£v¬ta in Galatians 

4: 13 refers to a weakness and not a sickness fails to resolve 

the difficulty for the advocates of the doctrine, for in 

Matthew 8: 17 Christ' is said to have borne our &a9Evetasl if 

this verse is to be claimed as-the advocates of the doctrine, 

say that it' -should be claimed -[18] we may well ask why Paul 

did not claim deliverance from' his äa9Evcta. We can only 

assume that he was ignorant of the doctrine! But we must now 

turn to the-subject of-his thorn. - 

In 2 Corinthians 12: 7 Paul writes: 

fvf. /f/n/v Sao tva M vxzpatMtut, e86Oq pt (; ic6A I tp arzpict, aryeXo; 

aaTava, 0v im t iva uxe pa i, ,1it. "t 

This statement is set in the context of Paul's defense of his 

apostolate against the claims of those he calls Weu8an0oso)ot 

(11: 13). If these men are btdicovot Xptaroü (11: 23), he, Paul 

is more so because of the abundant labours and frequent 

persecutions which he recounts (11: 23-33). In the opening 
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verses of Chapter 12, Paul reluctantly (v. 5) speaks of the 

'visions and revelations' (v. 1) he has received and informs 

his readers that it is because of these that he has been given 

a aK6Xoyr zn aapýci to keep him from being excessively exalted 

(v. 7). But how is this 'thorn' to be understood? 

As I have already pointed out, the suggestion that Paul may 

have been sick causes considerable difficulty for advocates of 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement [19]. The view 

which sees Paul's thorn as a sickness given by God is, 

therefore, strongly resisted [20] the proponents of the 

doctrine aligning themselves with the position of those who 

understand the thorn. to refer to Paul's opponents. As 

Martin has pointed out [21] this position. is endorsed by four 

facts. First, the phrase äyyc). os Lazava could well refer to a 

person since 'it appears that Paul does not use äyyE. oc except 

to refer to a person'. Second, the 'thorn' may well be 

rightly understood to be personal on the grounds that chapters 

10-13 describe Paul's fight against his adversaries. Third, 

the use of KoXa(pt; ety may be taken to refer to beating about 

the head, and finally, in the LXX we find axöXoyi associated 

with opponents of Israel (Numbers 33: 55, Ezekiel 23: 24). 

Further, it i s by no means certain that tfi aap xi should be 

read as a locativ e dative. Tasker [22] and Plummer [23] 

understand it as a dativus incotanodi or dative of disadvantage 

and interpret (; äp4 as referring : to Paul's lower, nature ("Why 

omit ev if 'i n the flesh' is intended? [24]"). The thorn is 

thus for the flesh rather than in it and as such could mean 

the 'painful experiences which pierce-this (sc. lower) nature 

from without' [25] rather than a sickness. 

Despite this evidence, however, the view that Paul's. thorn; was 

a sickness should not be entirely discounted.., Satan,. is 

associated with illness, in biblical 
. tradition (Job 2: 5, -, Luke 

13: 16) and it does not seem inappropriate for a sickness to be 
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described -as -a messenger of Satan. Not all the difficulties 

Paul faces in chapters 10-13 need have been inflicted by 

personal agency [26] and therefore the thorn need not be 

understood to be a person. Indeed, it is questionable whether 

Paul would have asked the Lord to take it away (12: 8) if the 

thorn referred to human opposition [27]. The dative in ßapKC 

could be locative and, as Hughes has pointed out, if Paul had 

intended 6äp4 to refer to the lower nature here we might have 

expected him to have contrasted it with some reference to the 

Spirit [28]. 

But all this is extremely inconclusive and as Martin comments: 

The exact'meaning of the thorn remains elusive. No one has ever 

yet given an interpretation that is generally accepted (29]. 

Yet this uncertainty does not mean that nothing may be learned 

from` the' passage [30]. Paul's thorn clearly represents 

suffering in some shape or form and whatever its precise 

nature there are lessons to be learned that may well be of 

value to Christians in circumstances far different from Paul's 

and yet undergoing a form of suffering for which the lessons 

of Paul's thorn may seem entirely appropriate [31]. Thus even 

if Paul's thorn was not a sickness - and in my view, on 

balance, it probably was not - the principles taught in the 

passage may certainly be applied in cases where a Christian's 

sickness has not been healed in response to persistent and 

believing prayer. 

But such a position is unthinkable for those who hold that 

healing from sickness may always be immediately claimed 

because it is in the atonement. Here, as with the passage in 

Galatians 4: 13, it is vital for the proponents of the doctrine 

that Paul be shown not to have been sick. Yet once again [32] 

the problem for the literalist lies in the use of &QOeveta for 
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if Christ has really-carried our, &oOevetac (Matthew 8: 17). how 

can Paul say that. he glories in them (2 Corinthians 12: 9)?, - 

In summary, therefore, neither Paul's weakness nor his thorn 

can be-adduced as, conclusive: evidence that Paul was sick. But 

the proponents of. the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement can take little comfort from this, for the fact that 

both- Galatians i4 and 2 . Corinthians 12 refer so explicitly to 

Paul's auOeveta(t)" " must shed serious doubt. on the 

interpretation they place on Matthew 8: 17 where Jesus is said 

to have carried our äaOeveta;. 

But even if Paul himself may not have been sick, there is 

clear evidence that some of his companions were and this 

evidence must-now be considered. 

Trophimus, Epaphroditus, and Timothy 

The evidence for "the sickness of Trophimas, Epaphroditus and 
Timothy is very easily provided. 2 Timothy 4: 20 states that 

Paul left Trophies ill at Miletus. Philippians 2: 27 reveals 

that Epaphroditus had been extremely ill, indeed he had nearly 
died, but 'the Lord had mercy on him'. 1 Timothy 5: 23 refers 

to Timothy's 'frequent illnesses' and recommends the taking of 

a little wine as a remedy. ; However, as I have already shown 
[33], the doctrine that healing is in the atonement means for 

some of_its proponents at least that Christians need not be 

sick, and the evidence of the passages to which I have just, 

referred might, therefore, be expected to occasion, them some 
difficulty. 

The majority of writers-who hold the doctrine, however, appear 

either to ignore the problem of, these verses [341 or to deal 

with them trivially. In the case of Epaphroditus we are, 

simply reminded that the passage records his,, healingas well. 

as his sickness and in the case of Trophimus we are told that 
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he may have been healed eventually, that not all healings are 

instantaneous and that he himself may have been to blame for 

his illness or lack of faith [35]. As far as Timothy is 

concerned both Jeter and Yeomans make use of the passage to 

remind the-reader that the instruction to take a little wine 

is no excuse for drinking to excess but completely fail to 

address the problem posed by Timothy's 'frequent illnesses' 

[36]. Of the writers who uphold the doctrine only Donald Gee 

has offered any serious attempt to discuss the problems posed 

by these cases of Paul's sick colleagues and his writing seems 

to be more an attempt to modify the doctrine than to defend it 

[37]. 

In this 'section', therefore, I shall attempt to show why these 

three cases pose, in my view, serious problems for the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement, problems which to 

the best of my knowledge remain unanswered by the advocates of 
the doctrine. 

Turning first to the case of Epaphroditus, the passage makes 
it abundantly clear that he was sick: 

mt TaP i'aOevraev r pcaOjatov Oavd (Phi t ippians 2: 27) 

Indeed, as Silva points out [38], Paul stresses the 

seriousness of'Epaphroditus' condition three times, by the use 

of xai yap, by the phrase aapaakrjatov Oaväticp, and, in verse 
30, by jizpt Oavätou 'Iyytaev, - he was indeed sick, he was 

close to death, he came near to death. 

But that he was sick is not disputed by the advocates of the 

doctrine. They simply - or perhaps we might say, 

simplistically - point out that Epaphroditus was healed. Yet 

this 'explanation' ignores two major facts. First, it ignores 

the significance of the clause 
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&VA 6 9eüc iP. bpcv aüuiv (v. 27). 

Far from implying that Epaphroditus 'claimed' his healing in 

the manner advocated by-the proponents of the doctrine this 

clause-clearly indicates that the source of his healing was 

God's-gracious mercy. Nothing else is, said about what caused y.. 
the healing. There is no '"suggest ion that .. Paul could command 
his friend's recovery. There is no mention of faith or prayer . 
or the laying on of hands or the anointing with oil. Rather, 

as Collange comments, 

'cc qui Importe I l'ap6tre west pas Is gulrison on olle-mEme 

mais son sens. II y distingue un ac; e souverain et 

misbricordieux de Dieu lui-memo", [39]. 

And Hawthorne, having quoted Collange, adds: 

"In other words, Paul views Epaphroditus' recovery as the direct 

merciful intervention of God which not only spared a devoted 

servant for the work of the gospel, but which also spared 

himself, Paul, the pain of bereavement added to the pain of 

suffering with a much loved friend during his illness. God thus 

delivered Paul from 'wave upon wave of grief' (). üxrly ixi X6xTlv)* 

[40). 

Sec'ond, " in offering the simple explanation that Epaphroditus 

was healed the proponents of the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement appear to ignore the plain implication of the 

passage that Epaphroditus was not healed immediately. This in 

itself must pose a major problem for a doctrine which insists 

that Christians need not be sick and that if they are healing 

should be claimed immediately by faith. But this leads us on 

to the case of. Trophimus. 

2 Timothy 4: 20 simply states ,x 
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t3 ý 

Tp6yt wv SE än 
,i nov £v M AAl* &o9Evoüvtac [411. 

But if healing is readily available and may be claimed by 

faith in the 'promise' that Christ has already carried our 

sicknesses, then why didn't Trophimus claim it?, It is surely 

unthinkable that, if the doctrine had existed at the time. and 
if Paul had been aware of it, one of his companions should be 

ignorant of it. But perhaps Trophinus himself was to blame 

for his illness or simply lacked faith for healing [42]. Yet 

such an assumption is completely gratuitous. As Gee has 

pointed out: 

"Those who want, somehow or other, to fit in this verse about the 

illness of Trophimus with their own doctrines of Divine healing 

are tempted to assert that he MJST have failed somewhere. But 

that is the worst possible way of interpreting the Scriptures. 

There is nothing whatever in the statement, or in its context. to 

suggest anything spiritually or' morally wrong about Trophimus' 

1431. 

And the alternative explanation, that Trophimus may have been 

healed later (with' the corollary that not all healings are 
instantaneous) [44] really fares no better. First because 

there is no statement that Trophimus was healed later, and 

second, because the defense that not all healings are 
instantaneous really will not do. - If we adopt a 'long-term' 

view of healing in the atonement [45] we may consistently 

adopt this explanation, but for those who insist that sickness 
has been carried by Christ and that, therefore, healing may be 

claimed by faith inmediately [46] there clearly can be no 

recourse to it. I' 

Finally, before turning from the case 'of Trophimus, "it is 

important to draw attention to one further implication of the 

statement that Paul left Trophimus at Miletus' sick. Miracles 
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of healing are not at the, command of those who perform them. 

As Vine conments 

This (Be. Paul's leaving Trophinms sick) may seem somewhat 

strange, considering the Apostle possessed the gift of healing 

(see Acts 19: 11,12; 28: 8). 'Mills such supernatural gifts were 

bestowed to confirm the work of the gospel, there were 

limitations as to its exercise. The Apostles' use of the gift 

was not directed by their own wishes. They were acting simply as 

the Lord's servants and their power was controlled by their 

Master, and not by their personal affections or desires. The 

healing was accomplished by faith, but faith-healing was not 

practised as an art'-[47]. 

Thus the simple brief statement that Paul left Trophinns sick 

at Miletus implies that healing could be demanded neither by 

Trophimus nor by Paul. Indeed, according to Paul, healing 

like other spiritual gifts is at the discretion of the Spirit 

[48]. 

And Paul's inability to use his healing gifts at his own 

discretion is further attested by his reconmendation that 

Timothy take a little wine for the sake of his stomach and his. 

frequent-illnesses:, 

M1ic 66ponöte ,= 
&U& oivrp 6) p xpw Bta Tov at41czxov mi t&K 

" avxvväc ßou äoßeve(czs (1 Tian thy 5: 23). 

This verse,, like those concerningEpaphroditus andTrophimus, 
in my , view poses unsurmountable difficulties for those who 

argue that healing can be claimed on the basis that it has. 

been provided in the atonement. I have already drawn 

attention to the view, that, Trophimus may have been in some way 

to blame for his own-sickness and agreed with Gee that such an 

explanation must be rejected for. want of evidence [49]. And 

any attempt to argue in similar fashion with regard to 
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-. 

Timothy's frequent illnesses must. be rejected on the same 

grounds. Indeed if the illness were Timothy's fault-we might 
have expected Paul to say so and to encourage him to rectify 

the matter accordingly. Instead he offers a medicinal 

solution. 

Further, if Paul had understood healing to be in the 

atonement, why did he not encourage Timothy to claim his 

healing as would the advocates of the doctrine today? Again, 

his offer of a natural remedy seems to preclude the 

possibility of his having any understanding of such a 
doctrine. Indeed, when we bear in mind the view of the early 

proponents of the doctrine which opposed thezuse of medicine 

on the grounds that medical means are unnecessary if healing 

is-in the atonement [50], this verse reduces the doctrine to 

absurdity. But this leads us into our next section, the New 

Testament attitude to the art of medicine. 

The Art of Medicine in the New Testament 

I have already drawn attention-to the fact that several of the 

proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement 

have taught that Christians should not need to resort to 

medical remedies for their healing [51]. Indeed, if 

Christians can claim inmediate healing on the grounds that 

Christ has already carried their sicknesses for them, then the 

use of medicine is clearly unnecessary. If, on the other 

hand, it can- be shown that New Testament writers adopt a 

positive attitude towards the medical profession and on 

occasion advocate orý endorse the use of medical remedies for 

Christians who are sick, -then-this in itself nnist call into 

question the doctrine that healing is provided in the 

atonement. In attempting to assess. the attitude of New 

Testament writers to the use of medicine I shall consider 

first those passages where the medical profession might be 
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understood to be spoken of negatively -and, second, those 

passages where itis referred to positively. 

Mark 5: 25-26 is perhaps the" most negative reference with 

regard to the medical profession to be found in the New 

Testament: 

mt yuvrl oüaa Ev piý ell aEt a{µaw; & &ewx Efi Nut ROLM mxooüßa ,ý 

xO W/ iaT* ii Saravrpaaa Ta nap'aütijS 2WA'Va xixi µrjSýv 
üxpeWeiooc &Uä NäAXov etc Ro xeipov Woüaa.... 

This aspect of the story, which is entirely omitted by Matthew 

(cf. Matthew 9: 18-26), is considerably softened by Luke: 

Kai. ýyuvil oüoa ev püaet aiµaTos öatö em )v & 8E1u, 4jttc itatpoic 

tpoo vaAcüx«x ö9 ov , r6v '' ßiov oüie iaxußev 4 äQE, 066cvo; 

OEpaxaknvat... (Luke 8: 43)'[52]. 

Luke simply states that although the woman had spent 

everything she had on doctors none of them had been able to 

heal her. Mark' however-emphasises that she had suffered at, 

the hands of the doctors and instead of getting better had 

actually become worse! 

Lane points out that what she might have experienced may be 

estimated from the Talmud which has preserved a record of the 

medicines and treatments applied to an illness of-this nature, 

[53]. One remedy consisted of drinking a goblet, of wine, 

containing a powder compounded from rubber, alum and garden 

crocuses. Another treatment consistedýof a dose of Persian 

onions cooked in wine administered with the '- sunmons,, 'Arise 

out of your flow-of blood! ' Other physicians ; prescribed, 

sudden shock, or the carrying of the ashlof an ostrich's egg 

in a certain cloth [54]. ý -r. -, ý- 
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But was it Mark's intention to be critical of the medical 

profession? This is, certainly one way of understanding his 

statement [55], but it is by no means the only way. A second 

possibility would be to understand Mark as criticising the 

particular doctors who treated the woman but as not condemning 

the medical profession as a whole. Thirdly, and in my view 

preferably, we may understand that Mark's intention was to 

stress the extremity of the woman's condition and thus to 

emphasize the greatness of the miracle that Jesus performed on 
her. To state that doctors have failed completely in a 

particular case is not necessarily to condemn the medical 

profession as a whole. x 

In support of this view Schweizer comments: 

"It it- affirmed explicitly that human skill had been exhausted. 

This is a regular feature in miracle stories, which usually 

indicates the severity of the illness..... and does not say 

anything about the Christian's attitude toward physicians' f56). 

Further, Mark's inclusion-of Jesus' saying that the healthy do 

not need a doctor but those who are sick (Mark 2: 17) strongly 

suggests that his attitude to the medical profession in 

general was by no means hostile, for although the saying is 

used to illustrate a spiritual truth and to, defend Jesus' 

eating with sinners and tax-collectors (v. 16), the parallel 

would have been. offensive had he disapproved of the medical 

profession [57]. 

But is the medical profession condemned elsewhere in the New 

Testament? " According to -John Nelson Parr [58] the use of 

(papµaxefa and its cognates in Galatians 5: 20 and in Revelation 

9: 21,18: 23,21: 8,22: 15 certainly indicates such 

condemnation. Parr argues [59] that ppappaKe(a properly means 
'The administration or application or use of a medicine, a 

remedy, a'purgative, a charm, or poison'. He dismisses the 
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possibility that in the New Testament the word may carry the 

connotation of -sorcery. because he believes that yapµaxsia 

'prinarily means the use of drugs' and is 'clearly 

distinguished' from the occult because the New Testament uses 

other words to refer, to sorcery [60]. Thus in the passages 

referred to it is not sorcery (since for Parr cpapµaueta in, the 

New Testament does"not mean sorcery) that is condemned, but 

the practice of medicine! Such a conclusion clearly-reveals a 

serious. lack of understanding of, the nature of language [61] 

and-makes no allowance for variation in the use of a word 

according to context. A similar error today might be to 

assume that the word 'drug' always refers to narcotics and 

never to a medicine on the fallacious assumption that the 

writer would use the word 'medicine' if he meant medicine! 

Furthermore it is noteworthy that, despite the scathing 

implications of Parr's understanding of the meaning of 

papgaxe(a in the passages-referred to above, he later modifies 

his position with the following comment: 

"It is perhaps, necessary to make it clear that we do not condemn 

= physicians. because we do- not find the Saviour ever, condemned 

them; and while He never arecomnended or advised anyone to go to 

them, He did not . forbid anyone, to go, neither did He upbraid 

anyone for having been to them. We need to avoid going to a 

fanatical and unacriptural extreme' 16211 

This conment, it seems to me, clearly invalidates his former 

argument and leads naturally to a consideration of those 

passages- in the. New Testament which display a positive 

attitude to medicine or the medical profession. 

I have already drawn attention to Jesus' saying that the 

healthy do not need, a doctor but those who are sick (Matthew 

9: 12, Mark 2: 17j,. -Luke 5: 31) [63] and, have, argued that such a 

statement by no means suggests hostility . to the medical 
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profession. Indeed, it may reasonably be understood to 

indicate approval. At'thevery least it is an acknowledgement 

of a need. 

The reference, found only in Luke, to the proverb 'Physician, 

heal yourself' (Luke 4: 23) is used by Harnack as evidence of, 
Luke's special interest in the medical profession [64]. His 

suggestion that Luke was better acquainted with the proverb 

than was Jesus need not concern us here. For our present 

purpose it is sufficient to note that the use of the proverb 

indicates no hostility, to the physician's -skill. Indeed, 

coupled with the understanding that Luke was himself a, 

physician (Colossians 4: 14) [65] the use of the expression 

almost certainly indicates approval., -z 

Even more interesting for the purpose of this thesis, however, 

is Harnack's twofold suggestion that Luke may well have been 

Paul's physician and that his medical skill complemented 

Paul's charismatic gifts in healing the sick in Malta. 

Harnack argues on the basis of Acts 27: 1-3 that Paul was an 

invalid when he started his voyage to Rome- hence the need to 

be put ashore after only one day's journey-to be cared for by 

his friends [66] - and, that--Luke accompanied him as his 

personal physician. Indeed, "this was part of the purpose of 

his presence with Paul in"Rome-(Colossians 4: 14). 

With reference to Acts 28: 8-10 Harnack states: 

'In this narrative, which is also noteworthy for the precise 

medical definition'xupeto% cat SuaevtepC, we are struck by the 

concluding words: 'we were honoured with many honours'. It 

follows that the numerous sick folk ..... were healed not only by 

St. Faul, but also by his companion the writer of the narrative. 

If St. Paul had been the sole agent upon this occasion, the 

author would not have written simply ieepaaeüovso, but would have 

added (xb Ihuloü' [67]. 
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But both parts-of Harnack's suggestion must surely be treated 

with' some caution. Although I see no great difficulty with 

the view that Luke may have on occasion given medical 

assistance to Paul, Harnack clearly claims too much in using 
Acts 27: 3 as a basis for his assumption that Luke served as 
Paul's personal-physician both on board ship and during his 

{ imprisonment in, Rome. For even if we accept on the basis of 

the use of eintgiXcia-in Acts 27: 3 that the purpose of Paul's 

going ashore at Sidon was-to receive medical attention - and 1 

have already noted that the connotation of extµ3 eta is-by no 

means restricted to the medical [68] - the clear implication 

is that he received this from 'his friends' and not merely 

from'Luke. And' the phrase o tarp?; 6 äyawrltög (Col. 4: 14) is 

hardly compelling evidence that Luke served as physician to 

Paul himself. The suggestion that Luke served as Paul's 

physician is, therefore, in my view only a possibility, at 

best a probability., - 

And the view that Luke's medical skills complemented Paul's 

charismatic gifts in healing the sick in Malta (Acts 28: 8-10) 

I find even less compelling. First, there is no clear 

statement that Luke used his medical ability in this 

situation. Second, it is by no means impossible that Luke 

himself was also charismatically gifted in the realm of 

healing. (He does not restrict, the possession of such gifts 

to the apostles - cf. Acts 6: 8,8: 5-7). Third, the bestowing 

of honours on both Paul and Luke by no means implies that both 

were used in healing the sick. Luke may well have been 

honoured along with, Paul simply by virtue of being his 

companion (cf. the reaction at Lystra to both Paul and 

Barnabas after Paul has healed the cripple -, Acts 14: 8-12). 

And finally, by far the most natural, way to 
. _interpret 

the 

passage is t6-understand the sick of the. island coming to Paul 

for the laying on of hands (v. 9) as. a=result of the healing of 

Publius (v. 8)., ` ýThis.. is, surely the force of toScou Be 

yevoµEvou xai (v. 9). Despite this evidence. however, it is, 
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is?. fr 

of course, 'not impossible that Luke used his medical skills in 

Malta, but the passage in my view, pace Harnack, by no means 
demands, nor even suggests, such an interpretation. 

Nevertheless, even if Harnack's twofold suggestion is to be 

rejected for want of compelling evidence, the very use of the 

phrase ö iarpbc 6 ayanrltöc (Col. 4: 14) clearly displays in 

itself at least a positive attitude towards his medical 

ability. Furthermore, the phrase must surely indicate the 

distinct possibility that Luke was still practising medicine, 
for why else should he be referred to as a physician rather 

than as just a 'brother'? Even if, as Martin suggests, Paul 

commented on'Luke's medical ability because it was so unusual 

[69], the view that the New Testament condemns the practice of 

medicine [70] must surely be rejected. 

Finally, it is noteworthy that on at least three occasions the 

New Testament actually advocates the use of medicinal means. 

One clear example, to which I have already referred, is Paul's 

recommendation to Timothy to take wine for the sake of his, 

stomach [71]. A further example is the instruction given to 

the church at Laodicea to purchase eyesalve that they might 

see [72] and although the use here is clearly metaphorical it 

seems hardly likely that such a metaphor would have been 

employed if the use of medicinal means were disapproved of. 

Yet another example is the use of oil and wine in the Parable 

of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10: 29-37). In v. 33 the Samaritan 

takes pity on the wounded man and in v. 34 dresses his wounds, 

pouring on oil and wine. He then takes him to an inn where he ". 
t 

takes care of him. The force of the verb eatµe)Eoµat is of 
little consequence here [73]. It is clear from the context 

that the purpose of the oil and the wine was medicinal and 
Harnack cites Hippocrates to show that 'physicians of 

antiquity used oil and wine not only internally, but also for 

external application' [74]. And Jesus comnands his followers 

-268- 



Healing & , the. Atonement 

to 'Go and do likewise' (v. 37). - Such an exhortation would 

surely have been inappropriate if his intention had been that 

his followers should not use medical means in healing the 

sick. 

Sumnary 

Working on the premise that the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement implies that Christians who become sick should 

not continue to be so and should not need to resort to medical 

remedies for their healing [75], it seems reasonable to assume 

that, if the doctrine-is valid, the Christians of the New 

Testament would always find immediate deliverance from 

sickness and that medical means would not be advocated. But, 

as I have sought to show in this chapter, the New Testament 

provides evidence not only that several prominent Christians 

were sick over a prolonged period of time, including even the 

Apostle Paul himself, but also that medical remedies were 

recommended and the art-of medicine approved of. This evidence 

must surely cast serious doubt on the doctrine at. least 
lin 

the 

form in which it was originally propounded. 
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NOTES 

1. See pp. 14-18,21,24. Cf. pp. 38-44,81-84. 

2. Galatians 4: 13ff. Cf. 2 Corinthians 12: 7 

3.2 Timothy 4: 20 

4. Philippians 2: 23-30 

S. 1 Timothy 5: 23 

6. Plunrner, A., '11 Corinthians', Edinburgh, Clark, 1978, p. 349. 
Plummer himself, however, commented that although there is much to 

commend this view 'nothing approaching proof is possible' (loc. cit. )' 

However, cf. Betz, H. D., 'Galatians', Philadelphia, Fortress, 1979, pp. ' 

224-225. Betz assumes their identity -a sickness caused by a demon 

residing in Paul's body. 

7. Luther, M., 'A Conrnentary on St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians'. 
London, Clarke, 1953 (first published 1535), pp. 400-401. 

8. See. for example: 

Barrett, C. K., 'A Commentary on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians', 
London, Black, 1973, p. 

Bruce, F. F., 'Commentary on Galatians', Exeter, Paternoster, 1982, p. 208 

Burton. E. de W., The Epistle to the Galatians, Edinburgh, Clark, 1977, 

p. 239 
Fung, R. Y., 'The Epistle to the Galatians', Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1988, 

p. 197 
Hughes, P. E., 'The Second Epistle to the Corinthians'. Grand Rapids, 

Eerdmans, 1977, p. 444 
Longenecker, R. N., 'Galatians', Dallas, Word, 1990, p. 191 
Martin, R. P., '2 Corinthians'. Waco, Word, 1986, pp. 411ff 
Ridderbos, H. N., 'The Epistle of Paul to the Churches of Galatia', Grand 

Rapids, Eerdmans, 1976, p. 167 
Tasker, R. V. G., '2 Corinthians', London, Tyndale, 1969, p. 175. 

9. It is noteworthy, however, that Cole appears to identify them. ' He sees 
Paul's weakness as 'some constitutional malady to which Paul was 

constantly subject' and comments that 'it does seem that Paul was 
constantly plagued by ill-health'. Of Paul's thorn he says, 
'2 Corinthians 12: 7 seems to describe Paul's constant malady as 
skolops to sarki, 'a stake thrust into my body' which suggests intense 

pain' (Cole, R. A., 'Galatians', London, Tyndale, "1971, pp. 121-122). 

10. In support of the view that Paul's weakness was a sickness, see: 

Betz, op. cit., p. 224 

Bruce, op. cit., p. 208 
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Burton, op. cit. p. 238ff 
Cole, op. cit. p. 121ff 
Fung, op. cit. p. 196ff 
Hendrikson, W., 'Galatians', London, Banner of Truth, 1969, p. 170 
Lightfoot, J. B., 'St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians', London, 

Macmillan, 1876, p. 174 
Longenecker, op. cit. p. 190ff. 

Theories as to nature of the sickness include: 

MARIA (supposed to have been contracted in the low-lying territory of 
Paniphylia whence Paul made his way up to Pisidian Antioch to recuperate - 
hence Si'äa$cvetav, 'because of an infirmity'). See: 

Ramsay. W. R., 'St. Paul the Traveller & the Roman Citizen', London. 
Hodder, 1920, (14th Edn), pp. 94-97 

Schweizer, E., aäpE article in 1TM' VII, p. 125 n. 216 

EPILEPSY (based on the use of oü8e e4e* oc* e in v. 14 because of the 
practice of spitting to exorcize a demon believed to be the cause of 
epilepsy). See: 

Wrede, W., 'Paul', Ef E. Lwnnie, London, Green, 1907, pp. 22-23 
Klausner, I., 'From Jesus to Paul', ET W. F. Stinespring, New York, 

Macmillan. 1943, pp. 325-330 

OPHTHALMIA (based on a literal understanding of v. 15, cf. also Gal. 6: 11). 
See: 

Brown, J. T., 'St. Paul's Thorn in the Flesh', in Horae Subseclvae, 
Ed. J. Brown. Edinburgh. 1858. 

However, as Bruce has rightly conmented: 

The fact that such diverse ailments..... have been suggested.... 
indicates that there can be no certain diagnosis' 
Bruce, op. cite p. 209. 

11. Ridderbor, op. cit. pp. 166-167 

12. Longenecker, op. cit. pp. 190-191 

13. The context does not allow for aapf to be understood in its ethical sense 
here. 

14. Osborn, T. L., 'Heating the Sick'. Tulsa. Osborn, 1961, p. 175. 
For Osborn, when Paul speaks of his weakness 'he is expressing his 

nothingness in his own strength, depending wholly on the power and Spirit 

of God' (ibid p. 174). Although this may fit the context elsewhere, 
however, (e. g. 1 Corinthians 2: 1-4), it does not, in my view fit the 

context in Galatians 4: 13. 

15. ibid p. 176 
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Binder. H.. 'Die angebliche Krankheit des Paulus'. TheolZeit., 1976,32. 
1. pp. 1-13. Only a healthy person could have achieved what Paul did. 
The thorn is 's metaphor to describe the opposition he encountered. 

Hisey, A.. 'A paragnostic view of Paul the Apostle', Unitarian 
Universalist Christian, [Boston MAI, 1978,33,3-4, pp. 12-19. Paul's 

experience on the Damascus Road-was probably a subarachnoid haemorrhage 

of which the consequent neurological disturbances of vision and speech 
constituted his 'thorn'. 

Price, R. M, ''Punished in Paradise (An Exegetical Theory on 
11 Corinthians 12: 1-10)', 'JournStudNC 1980,7, pp. 33-40. 

The thorn, a demon or malevolent angel, was inflicted in direct 

connection with Paul's visionary journey to paradise. 

Barrio, M. L., 'Qwnran and the 'weakness' of Paul'. CathBibQuart, 1980, 

42,2, pp. 216-227. " As in the case of 1Q1 9: 25-27, the context is one 

of persecution by adversaries. Thus the thorn must allude to Paul's 

adversaries. 

Loubaer, I. A., 'Paulus se doting in die vlees, 2 Kor 12: 7', 

NedCerefTeolTyd, 1981,22,4, pp. 259-268. The phrase 'thorn in the 
flesh' was an ironic word-play referring to the irritation caused by the 

false apostles in Corinth. 

Louw, J. P. and Stander, H. F., "Paulus se doring in die vices. 2 Kor 

12: 7'. NedGerefTeolTvd, 1981,22,4. pp. 269-272. The phrase is an 
idiomatic expression meaning 'that which causes hardship'. The 

expression can only refer to Paul's suffering in the service of the 

Gospel. 

McCant, J. W., 'Paul's Thorn of Rejected Apostleship'. NTS 1988,34.4, 

pp. 550.572. Paul's thorn was not a physical malady. It referred to the 

Corinthian church's rejection of his apostleship. 

30. Indeed Hughes goes so far as to suggest that our uncertainty about the 

thorn is providential as it leaves open a wider field of application to 

our personal needs - Hughes, op. cit., p. 442.3 See also 

Barnett. P., The Message of 2 Corinthians'. Leicester, IVP, 1988, p. 177 

31. Martin (op. cit. p. 416), for example, points out that although the thorn 

was inherently evil it served a good purpose as a gift from God. This 

divine concealment in a human trial places the experience on a 

theological plane where'the need for a theodicy is urgent, Paul's 

suffering is viewed within the context of divine grace which not only 

allows the affliction but'sustains the sufferer. 

32. Cf. my comments on p. -2S4. 

33. See. for example, my quotation from Copeland on pp. 1-2 of this thesis. 
Cf. Osborn, op. cit. pp: 147ff. 
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r.; 

16. See p. 252 and note 10. 

17. See, for example, my comments with regard to Carrie Judd Wntgmrory and 
A. B. Simpson on pp. 18-24, esp. p. 19. See also pp. 34-37. 

18. E. g. Osborn, op. cit., p. 48. 
Cf. Montgomery, C. J., op. cit. pp. 41 and 47. 

See my discussion of Mathew 8: 17 and the reasons for rejecting this claim 
in Chapter 4 of this thesis, esp. pp. 116ff. 

19. See pp. 252-254 and notes 14 & 15. Cf. Simpson op. cit. pp. 62-62. 

20. See note 19. Cf. Jeter op. cit., pp. 100-102. Cf. also Hicklin's cannent 
quoted on p. 42 of this thesis. 

For the understanding that &860T1 got is to be interpreted as a passivwn 
divinwn, see Martin, op. cit. p. 412. Cf. Plumner. op. cit. p. 348. 
This is clearly the correct interpretation despite Copeland's insistence 

that 'God does not use Satan's messengers' (Copeland op. cit. p. 88). 

Copeland's understanding of this whole passage illustrates once again how 
doctrinal bias clouds objectivity (cf. my ca ments on pp. 253-254 of this 
thesis), for Paul is understood by Copeland to have been delivered from 

the thorn (an evil spirit who inspired people to persecute Paul) when he 

realised that he, not God, must exercise authority over lit 

(! bid pp 89ff) 

21. Martin, op. cit. pp. 413-414. 

22. Tatkern op. cit. p. 174. 

23. Plumner, op. cit. p. 348. 

24. Plunmer, loc. cit. 

25. Taker, op. cit. p. 174. 

26. See, for example, 2 Corinthians 11: 23-28 (cap. v. 27) 

27. So Martin, op. cit. p. 415. 

28. Hughes, op. cit. P. 448. 

29. Martin, op. cit. p. 413. For historical surveys of the discussion, see': 
Allo, E. B., 'Saint Paul: seconde fpitre our Corinthiens', Paris, Gabalda, 

1956, pp. 313-321 

Furnish, V. P., '2 Corinthians', New York, Doubleday, 1985. pp. 548-549. 
Hughes, op. cit. pp. 443-446 
Martin, op. cit. pp. 412-417 
Plunmer, op. cit., pp. 348-351. 

Recent articles demonstrate that the problem of Paul's thorn is by no 
means resolved. The view that the thorn was a sickness. however, is 

largely rejected. See; 
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34. This is probably because most books on Divine Healing are not theological 
text-books but inspirational writings encouraging faith for healing. It 
is probable, therefore, that 'difficult' passages are not referred to 
lest they inhibit faith. The major exception is Donald Gee whose 
challenging booklet 'Trophinrus I left sick' still awaits a serious 
answer. Cf. pp. 44-49 of this thesis. 

35. Simpson op. cit. pp. 63-64 
Deter, op. cit. pp. 105-106 

36. Mid pp. 102-103 
Yeomans, L. B., 'Heating from Heaven'. Springfield, GPH, 1972, p. 62. 
Yeomans does address the issue raised by the medicinal aspect of the wine 
(p. 63 ff. ). a matter I shall deal with later in this chapter. 
See pp. 261-262. Cf. note 50. 

37. Gee, D., Trophimus I left Sick', London, Elim, 1952, passim. 

38. Silva, M., 'Philippians', Chicago, Moody, 1988, pp. 160-161. 

Cf. Vincent, M. R., 'The Epistles to the Philippians and to 
Philemon', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1976, p. 76 

Martin, R. P., 'Philippians', London, Tyndale, 1972, p. 131 
Beare, F. W., 'The Epistle to the Philippians'. Peabody, 

Hendrickson, 1987, pp. 88.89 
Bruce, F. F., 'Philippians', Peabody, Hendrickson, 1989, pp. 96-99 

Hawthorne, G. F., 'Philippians', Waco, Word, 1983, pp. 118-119 
Lightfoot, J. B., 'Philippians', London, Macmillan, 1883, pp. 123-125 

39. Collange, J. -F., 'L'ipttre de Saint Paul aux Philippiens', Neuchatel, 
Delachaux at Nicstl6,1973, p. 107. 

40. Hawthorne, op. cit. p. 118 

41. The use of the Present Participle may suggest that Trophinus' sickness 
was of a continuing nature. 

42. Simpson and Jeter both suggest this. See note 35. 

43. Gee, op. cit., p. 12. 

44. Again Simpson and Jeter both suggest this. Sae notes 35 and 42. 

4S. See, for example, the'position outlined on p. 232 of this thesis which I 

suggested was an acceptable way of understanding healing in relation to 

the atonement. See also Chapter Eleven in Part Four of this thesis. 

46. See, for example, my quotation from Copeland on pp. 1-2 of this thesis. 
Cf. Osborn, op. cit. pp. 147ff. 

47. Vine, W. E., 'The Epistles to Timothy'. London, Pickering, 1925, p. 98. 

Cf.. 
Brown, E. F., 'The Pastoral Epistles', London, Methuen, 1917, p. 90, 

Simpson, E. K., 'The Pastoral Epistles'. London,. Tyndale, 1954, p. 
_162.., 

and Gee, op. cit., p. 9, who express similar, _views. _ 
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For further comment on Trophinus see also 

Kelly, J. N. D., 'The Pastoral Epistles', Peabody, Hendrickson, 
1987, pp. 221-222 

Fee, G. D., 'I and 2 Timothy, Titus', Peabody, Hendrickson, 
1988, p. 301. 

Guthrie, D., 'The Pastoral Epistles', London, Tyndale, 1973, pp. 178.179. 
Lock, W., 'The Pastoral Epistles', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 

1978, p. 120. 

48.1 Corinthians 12: 8-11. NB. This passage in itself calls into question 
the teaching that healing can be 'claimed'. If, however, the Spirit 
himself may be understood to come as a result of the atonement,. then the 
healings which he gives may be said to result indirectly from the 

atonement. Cf. my cannents on p. 173 and Chapter 11 In Part Four of 
this thesis. 

49. See pp. 259-260. 

50. See the views of Montgomery and Simpson on pp. 14-24 of this thesis. 
Cf. Hicklin's similar view, p. 43. 

In stark contrast, Bill Popejoy ccmrnenting on 1 Tinwthy 5: 23 remarks: 

"A lot of people wish that verse were not in the Bible. but it it. I 

have no interest at all in discussing the age of the wine, but I would 
have you note the intent of it. Timothy had a bad stanch and he was 

sickly. And Paul prescribed some medicine - call it any other name you 

want, it was medicine! " 

Popejoy, B.. 'The Case for Divine Healing'. Springfield, GPH. 1976. p. 
54. 

Despite the evident sanity of these remarks, however, Popejoy fails to 

address the clear theological problem posed by this verse for the 
doctrine that healing is in the atonement, a doctrine which he himself 

embraces - Popejoy, op. cit., pp. 20,59. 

51. See p. 251. Cf. note I. 

52. Luke is described in Colossians 4: 14 as 6 ºatpbc 6 87axitb;. (For further 

discussion, see pp. 265-267 below). This may well be the cause of the 

softened the account here. 

53. Lane, W. L., 'The Gospel of Mark', London, Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1974, 

p. 192. 

54. See Preuss, J., 'Biblisch-talmudische Medizin', Berlin, 1911, pp. 439ff. 

Cf. Strack, H. L. & Billerbeek, P., 'K mtnentar zwn Neuen Testament aus 
Talmud und Midrasch'., 1922, p. 520 

55. See Kee, H. C., 'Medicine. Miracle and Magic in New Testament Times', 

Cambridge. CUP, 1986, p. 65. 
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According to Kee 'In the New Testament there are only seven occurrences 
of the word hiatros, and in only one of these is there a positive 
estimate of a physician'. Cf. note 65. 

56. Schweizer, E., 'The Good News according to Mark', ET D. H. Madvig, London, 

SPO(. 1971, p. 117. Cf. ibid p. 20. 

Cf. Alexander, J. A., 'The Gospel according to Mark', London, Banner of 
Truth, 1960, p. 127. 
Anderson, H., 'The Gospel of Mark', Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, 1976, p. 152. 

57. A similar argument may be applied to Matthew and Luke's attitudes to the 

medical profession (not to mention Jesus'! ) - of. Matthew 9: 12, Luke 
5: 31. 

58. Cf. p. 41 of this thesis. 

59. Parr. J. N., 'Divine Healing'. Springfield, GPH, 1955, pp 46-50. 

60. Parr refers to Acts 8: 11,16: 16, and 19: 19 where, he rightly points out, 

Vapµaxe{a is not used, but µaTe(a, µavteüoµat, and xepieP7oj are used 

respectively. 

61. Cf. the similar criticisms I levelled against Parr earlier with regard to 

his understanding of a(; tw. See pp 214-215 of this thesis. 

62. Parr, op. cit., p. -61. 

63. See p. 264. Cf. note 56. 

64. Harneck, A., 'Luke the Physician'. London, Williams and Norgate, 1907, 

p. 17. 

65. For the view that the third gospel and Acts were composed by a physician, 

see: 

Hobart, W. K., 'The Medical Language of St. Luke', Dublin, hiP, 1882, 

passim. Hobart's work is subtitled: 'A Proof from Internal Evidence that 

the Gospel attributed to St. Luke and the Acts of the-Apostles were 

written by the same person and that the writer was a medical man'. 

See also Harnack, op. cit., pp. 175-198. 

However, note Cadbury's rejection of this position: 

Cadbury, H. J., 'The Book of Acts In History'. Harper, 1955. 
Cadbury points out that although there are remarkable parallels between 

Luke's vocabulary and that of such writers as Hippocrates, Galen and 
Dioscorides, most of the examples cited could be paralleled in other 

educated Greek writers of that time. 

NB also Kees cc*imcnt that: 
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'the author of Acts does not look to physicians for cures, but to God who 
acts directly on behalf of needy, seeking persons' (op. cit p 65). 

For a convenient swrmary of more recent discussion see: 

Gutbrie. D.. 'New Testament Introduction'. 41h Edition, Leicester. 
Apollos, 1990, pp 116ff. 

66. Harnack, op. cit., p. 148. See also p. 181 where Harnack cites Hobart 
(op. cit. pp. 29,269ff) as evidence that extpe)eta is a technical term 

used for the medical care of the sick. It is clear. however, that 
extµeaeta and its cognates are by no means restricted to medical care 
(cf. 1 Timothy 3: 4-5 where extpe44oµat is used of the care an exfaicoxoc 

must have for the church). 

Further, it is noteworthy that Hobart (op. cit., p. 269) is far less 
dog= tic on this point than is Harnack: 

"extµcXeta, peculiar to St. Luke ...... was very much employed in medical 
language to express the care and attention bestowed on the sick and 
invalids. ' and perhaps (my italics) such is its meaning here". 

67. ibid pp 15-16. 

68. See note 65. 
t 

69. Ivfartin, R. P., 'Colossians and Philemon', London, Oliphants. 1874. p. 135. 

70. Cf. Parr's view, p. 264 of this thesis. 

71.1 Timothy 5: 23. See my discussion on p. 261. 

72. Revelation 3: 18. 

73. See my cannent. pace Harnack and Hobart, in note 65. 

74. Harnack, op. cit., p. 190. Cf. Hobart, op. cit., pp. 28ff. 

Cf. Hippocrates, Morb. Mul., 656: ijv be at i spat ettaxwat, xeptvCia 
aüTäS LS&ast XXtep4 xai eXetyac iXatw Kai oivw. 

I have already discussed the view that the anointing with oil in James 
S: 14ff may be a reference to the use of medicine. See p. 183. 

75. See p. 251. Cf. note 1. 

-278- 



Healing A theýAtonement 

PART FOUR 

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DOCTRINE 

In PART Ct E of this thesis I traced the -theological and 
literary origins of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement and sought, to show how it has developed and been 

modified within Pentecostal groups among whom the doctrine is 

largely to be found. 

In PARTS-T)40'& THREE I examined the doctrine in the light of 

some of the relevant passages and themes found in the New 

Testament. Here I found no legitimate support for the 

doctrine in the form in which it was originally propounded. I 

suggested, however, ' that in a modified form the doctrine might 

find"a basis in the New Testament, - This will be discussed, at 

greater length in the final chapter of this thesis. 

In PART FOUR I shall -attempt an, assessment of the doctrine 

discussing in Chapter 10 some of the difficulties with the 

doctrine before offering in Chapter 11 what I trust will prove 

to be a helpful modification to it not only from a: theological 

perspective but also from a practical and, pastoral point- of 

view. - 

ýsM i_ 3 w, ai #F 
.. 
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QýAPTER TEN: DIFFICULTIES WIlli THE DOCTRINE 

I have argued thus far that the doctrine that healing is in 

the atonement as originally propounded finds no legitimate 

support in the New Testament when the texts used to support it 

are correctly exegeted [1]. In this chapter I shall explore 

some of the considerable theological difficulties presented by 

the doctrine before highlighting some of the problems it 

produces both practically and pastorally. 

Theological difficulties fall into two main categories the 

first of which centres around the very-use of the word 

'atonement' in connection with healing. The second springs 

from the-understanding, common among the proponents of the 

doctrine, that verses of the Bible may be 'claimed' as 

'promises' [2]. Pastoral and practical problems occur largely 

because the doctrine offers no adequate theology for those who 

are not healed and leaves such people in doubt as to the 

forgiveness of their sins [3]. Serious difficulties also 

arise when the doctrine is taken to imply that a Christian 

should *not avail himself of medical assistance. The purpose 

of this-chapter, therefore, is to-show that the doctrine as 

originally 'propounded is theologically unsound and presents 

intolerable problems not only for the unhealed but for those 

who are responsible for their pastoral care. 

Theological Difficulties - the Meaning of 'Atonement' 

The purpose of this section is to ask if the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement makes sense theologically. The 

chief difficulty here is deciding whether the question should 

be based on 

(1) the definition of the word 'atonement' found in an English 

Dictionary (the early proponents of the doctrine having 

expressed their teaching in the English language) [4], or 
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(2) the use of the word in Romans 5: 11 in the Authorised 

Version of the Bible (the version invariably quoted by those 

proponents) [5] with= reference to the meaning of the Greek 

noun Katiakkayjj (there translated 'atonement') [6], `or. 

(3) the wider range of concepts which "both in the . 
New 

Testament and in later theological discussion have been., 

closely linked with atonement'[7]. 

The difficulty arises from the fact that, as I shall show 

later, the narrow denotation of the word precludes by 

definition the thought that the atonement deals with sickness, 

whereas its wider connotation might at least in one of, its 

aspects leave room for some understanding that healing is in 

the atonement. In this section, -therefore, I, shall attempt,.. 

briefly to deal with both the narrower and wider understanding 

of the word 'atonement' and to show that in the narrower sense 

of the word the concept"of-sickness being 'atoned for' is, to 

say the least inappropriate, and. that in the wider sense if 

the atonement may be understood to provide physical healing at 

all, it does not provide it in the way expressed by"the early 

proponents of the doctrine. Finally I shall consider whether a 

way forward might be. 
. 
found for the doctrine- in terms. of 

metaphor. 

The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary [8] indicates that the 

word 'atonement' finds its origin in the phrase, 'at one'., The, 

following uses are listed: 

1. The condition of being at. one, with others;, concord, 

agreement, 2. The action of setting at one or being set at one 

after discord; reconciliation, appeasement. 3. Reconciliation 

or restoration of friendly-relations between, God and sinners. 

4. Propitiation by. reparation - of. wrong or injury; amends, 

expiation; propitiation of God by expiation of sin. 
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The general sense of the word is therefore that of persons 
being at one with leach other usually after a.: state of 

estrangement. This is certainly the sense in which it is used 

in Romans 5: 11 (AV). Verse 8 indicates that while we were 

still sinners Christ died for us. We shall be saved from 

God's wrath (v9) because although we were enemies we have been 

reconciled to God through the death of his Son (vIO) and it is 

through him that we have received 'atonement' (vii AV) or 

reconciliation. Indeed the Authorised Version elsewhere 

consistently translates Kaza. XXayrj and Kaia)i.. iaao) as 

'reconciliation' and 'reconcile' respectively [9]. 

In short, the word 'atonement' is found only once in the 

Authorised Version, which was the version used by the early 

proponents of the doctrine, and there (Romans 5: 11) it denotes 

'reconciliation'. This is the underlying theological meaning 

of the word 'atonement'. -Man because of his sin is at enmity 

with God but because of Christ's death has been reconciled to 

God. It was thus because of man's sin that atonement or 

reconciliation was necessary. No atonement was needed for 

sickness. Sickness is not, as Stott has rightly pointed out 

[10] a misdemeanour which attracts a penalty. To speak of 

Christ atoning for sickness is to mix categories. Atonement 

by definition deals with sin. 

Compelling though this rejection of the doctrine may be, 

however, it is dependent on a very restricted understanding of 

'atonement'. It is surely at least possible that other New 

Testament concepts, closely related to atonement and 

traditionally understood to be aspects of the atonement, might 

provide a basis for an understanding that physical healing is 

in some way made available to Christians because of the 

atonement. If this isýso a broader understanding of atonement 

than that offered by its narrow denotation must clearly be 

considered. 
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That 'atonement' has7 in theological discussion acquired a. _ 
wider connotation than. the limited definition offered by the, 

English Dictionary is, evident from -both the historical 

discussion of the doctrine and from more recent theological 

contributions. Indeed the New Testament itself reveals, a 

variety of aspects from which the idea of atonement may be 

understood [11]. 

Space forbids a detailed examination of each of these aspects 

and such an examination is by no means necessary. It seems. to 

me that the aspects of propitiation and justification, 
, 
for 

example, are so clearly linked with sin that the criticism I 

have -already levelled against the doctrine that physical 

healing is in the atonement [12] must hold good against these 

particular ', aspects. But what of concepts like redemption, 

victory over the powers of evil, and even substitution [13]? 

Do these aspects of. the atonement offer grounds for. belief in 

the doctrine? 

I have already argued., in an earlier chapter [14] that the 

understanding- of, Christ's-death as a,. victory:, over Satan and 

the powers of evil may provide some, basis , for an understanding 

that-healing-is inAhe atonement,, and, little needs. to be added 

here. Gustav Aulen in his book Christus. Victor [15],: sees, the 

atonement as a cosmic drama in which God in Christ does battle 

with the powers of evil and gainsAhe victory over_. them.,, This 

aspect of the.. atonement,,, he : claims,, -was '. the ruling idea of 

the Atonement., for 
. the. first thousand, years,; of Christian 

history? [16] 

"Christ - Christus Victor - fights against and triumphs over the 

evil powers of the world, the 'tyrants' under which mankind is in 

bondage', and=.. uffering, . and; in Him God reconciles the world to 

Himself" (171` 4- kf_, r 

I draw;. -attention,, to this,, here, simply-: as evidence that , - 
'atonement'', has, in e, the=history; of,. theologicalý discussion, -, a,,, 
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wider connotation th n is indicated by its narrow definition 

in relation to sin, and to suggest, in answer to the question 

as to whether the idea of healing being provided in the 

atonement makes sense theologically, that there might possibly 

be a way forward here subject to the cautions I have already 

expressed in Chapter 8. 

I shall now consider the concept of redemption as an aspect of 

the atonement before briefly turning to the subject of 

substitution. There are two Greek word-groups which are 

translated by the word 'redemption' and its cognates. These 

are the äyopäýw and Xutipöw word-groups. &yopciw which means 

'to buy' (from äyopä, 'market')-occurs in the New Testament 25 

times in'a"conmercial sense. On six other occasions, however, 

it refers to Christians having been 'bought' or 'redeemed' by 

Christ [18]. -The compound form Etayopa; co occurs 4 times, twice 

in the sense of 'redeeming the time' (Ephesians 5: 16, 

Colossians 4: 5), and twice in the sense of Christians being 

'redeemed' from the law (Galatians 3: 13,4: 5). 

According to Büchsel, who -cites contemporary uses of the 

verbs, the thought underlying both äyopäýw and ekayop&; w in 

the verses relating to'the redemption of Christians is that of 

sacral manumission whereby 

the god buys the slave to freedom from his owner. For the legal 

establishment' of the liberation a purchase by the god is 

pretended. The owner actually receives the purchase price fron a 

man, even if only mediately. The god does the slave no real 

favour but simply mediates the freedom which he has mostly won 

for himself.... ' [191. 

Clearly the parallel nest not be pressed too closely [201 but 

two factors are significant here. The slave is (1) liberated 

from his former owner but is (2) now the possession of the 

god. ' Both these factors-are clearly discernible in Paul's use 

of äyop&Cw and E4ayop&Cw. To'have been bought by Christ means 

-284- 

, 



Healing &-the'Atonement 

that we are not our own (1 Corinthians 6: 20,7: 23) yet we are-' 

free from that which previously enslaved us (Galatians 3: 13, 

4: 5). With reference to these verses from Galatians Büchsel 

comments: 

The idea is the same as in the case of zTopa; eiv, except that 

now the purchase does not transfer to the possession of God or 

Christ, but to freedom. Standing under the Law and its curse is 

thought of as slavery (4: 1,3: 7). ' To. this extent the idea 

corresponds to the contemporary practice of sacral manuwnission'. 

[211. 

It is to this emphasis upon freedom or liberation that it will 

shortly be appropriate-to turn our attention with regard to 

the question of physical healing, but first it will be 

convenient to consider the 'closely connected concept of -a 

ransom conveyed by the XuTpöw word-group. 

The ? utpöw word-group (including Xütpov, ävtt)üspov, ? utpöw, 

Xütpwat;, Xuzp(*tis, and äaoXUTpwßts) is closely connected with 

the concept of a ransom [221. Büchsel comnents that 

"Xüspov is formed from Xüw with the ending -rpov. In the oldest 

stratum nouns formed thus denote a means, äpo-tpov, 
. 'plough'. 

pep-tpov. 'bier'. In post-Homeric constructs the means usually 

has the sense of payment for something, epix., epa_ 'reward for 

instruction'. u vu-Tpov, 'for information', 8i86ic-tpov � 'for:, 

teaching', and similarly'XGrpov, 'money paid as a ransom'...... 

..:. Xütpov is esp. the money paid to ransom prisoners of war, butt" 

it is then used for slaves or for release from a bond' 1231.,, ni,, 

There is thus a close - affinity between %vTpov,, _ and its 

cognates, [24]-and the &yopä; w word-group in that both connote., 

the payment of a, price in order., to obtain freedom,. liberation,, - 

or release: , 
Is it possible-to understand from this that the i; 

price paid has purchased freedom from sickness for those who, ; 
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are 'redeemed'' [25]1 For surely sickness Itis, 'a -form of 
bondage. 

Sickness is certainly seen as a bondage in Luke 13: 11-16. The 

woman (vii) is described as 'having a spirit of sickness' 
(xvct a Exouaa &aOeveta; ) and as having been 'bound by Satan' 

(Tjv ESi)aev 6 Eataväc) (v16) for eighteen years. Jesus tells 

her (v12) 'You are freed from your sickness' (&xoXL uaat cj; 
äaOsvetas aou) and in verse 16 she is described as having been 

'released from a bond' (. uO^vat äah 
.... Seapoü). 

At first sight it is perhaps tempting to see a possible 

solution here. Sickness is described as a bondage here and 

redemption is a setting free from bondage. It is also an 

aspect of the atonement. Is it, therefore, not possible to, 

understand healing to be a part of redemption and as. such to 

be provided by the atonement? 

Before reaching a hasty conclusion, however, three facts mist 
be borne in mind. First, it is noteworthy that Sew is nowhere 

else in the New Testament used with reference to sickness and 
Seßµös is used but once [26]. It would, therefore, perhaps 
be unwise to build a theology of healing in the atonement 
based on such slight evidence. Second, it, is highly 

significant that at no point in the text is the woman's 
healing described as 'redemption'. The verb describing her 

release from sickness in verse 12 is äxo) co (not A. uspöw) and 

although this is used 68 times in the New Testament it is 

never used to mean 'redeem' or 'ransom'. Further, that it 

here carries the simple sense of 'release' is indicated by the 

use of Xu(o in verse 16. And third, the sickness in this case 

is specifically stated to have come from Satan (v16) and it is 

from his bondage that Jesus looses her. Since it is 

relatively rarely that Luke attributes sickness to the work of 

Satan or of evil spirits [27] no conclusion may legitimately 

be drawn from this passage with regard to sickness in general 
[28]. 
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There seems thus far, therefore, no valid reason for the view 

that healing from sickness forms a part of our redemption. 

Yet examination of the use of the noun äxo)Svpwat; in the New 

Testament reveals 'a possible solution in that redemption is 

seen as having a physical dimension at least in Romans 8: 23 

[29]. Here Paul refers to 'the redemption of our body' (tily 

äxo)cpwaty tou^ acöµa; os ilµwv) as something for which we are 

eagerly waiting. That a physical redemption is here referred 

to there can be 'no doubt [30]. I have already argued [31] 

that 'the sufferings of this present time' (tiä aaOtjµac(% 'soü 

vüv xatpo, 3) embrace the full scope of human suffering, 

including sickness. ° There is, therefore, in my view in this 

passage at least an indication, that in Paul's understanding 

the Christian's ultimate redemption would bring freedom from 

all forms of suffering including sickness. But this is a 

matter which I shall discuss further in the final chapter of 

this thesis. 'It is sufficient to note meanwhile that the 

redemption of> the body of which Paul speaks is a future 

redemption [32] and, that'' although' this passage may, be 

understood to'support a modified version of the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement- [33] -it does not. support the 

doctrine as propounded in-its original form [34]. 

But we must now turn to the concept of substitution. At. first 

sight it might appear that like justification and propitiation 

substitution is so closely connected , to sin that to use it to 

refer to sickness must again involve a mixing of categories. 

It is necessary ,. to,, consider it; however, : because of the 

emphasis placed upon it by the proponents of the doctrine that 

healing is - in % the atonement' as is ', evident<. -from the following 

quotation from A. B. Simpson with reference to, 1'Peter 2 : 24: 

"That one cruel 'stripe's of His -tifor 'the word is singular, 

sunmed up in it all"the-aches and pains of a suffering world;, and 

there -is no longer, --need-that we should suffer; what He has 

sufficiently' borne''(my`italics). *° Thus', our healing, becomes-a ,:;; 
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great redemption right, which we simply claim as out purchased 

inheritance through the blood of His cross' 135]. 

In Chapter Five I rejected this understanding of 1 Peter 2: 24 

on the grounds that this is not the plain meaning of the verse 
in its context. But that in itself need not imply that the 

concept of sickness-bearing. is theologically meaningless. Even 

if, as I have argued, proponents of the doctrine misapply 

verses like Matthew 8: 17 and 1 Peter 2: 24 in their attempt to 

show that Christ carried our sicknesses substitutionally that 

does not mean that there can be no sense in which Christ bore 

our sicknesses on the cross. Yet if such a concept is to be 

validated it must in my view (1) find some attestation in the 

New Testament and (2) be capable of being demonstrated as 

meaningful and intelligible. 

With regard to (1) I have in Part Two of this thesis examined 

the major verses which are adduced as evidence that healing is 

in the atonement and have concluded that none of them, when 

correctly exegeted, support the doctrine. On these grounds 

alone, therefore, I consider the notion of Christ's bearing 

our sicknesses substitutionarily to be invalid. Furthermore, 

with regard to (2), I regard the concept as incapable of 

meaning or intelligibility. 

In this connection it is noteworthy that proponents of the 

doctrine when talking about Christ bearing our sicknesses 

invariably draw a parallel with his bearing of our sins. The 

quote from Gloria Copeland on the first two pages of this 

thesis provides an excellent example of this. But the concept 

of Christ'bearing sins, difficult though it may be, is at 

least intelligible in terms of his taking the punishment for 

them [36]. But what is the meaning of his carrying our 

sicknesses? It cannot be that of taking the punishment for 

them, for that is, as Stott has pointed out, a meaningless 

mixing of categories [37]. Neither surely can it mean - at 

the risk of sounding trivial - that he was sick in my place, 
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so that I no longer need to be sick. I can tell the measles 

and the nv, s to go away because Jesus already had them for me 

on the cross! Yet what else could the substitutionary bearing 

of sickness mean? Is there a serious alternative to this 

clearly over-literal analysis? 

Perhaps a solution may be found by using an adaptation of the 

notion of recapitulation. Space forbids here a detailed 

elaboration of Irenaeus' doctrine of recapitulation [38] but 

his understanding that Christ I 

'recapitulated in Himself the long line of men, giving us 

salvation compendiously, so that what we had lost in Adam, viz. 

that we should be after the image and similitude of God, this we 

should receive in Jesus Christ' [39] 

may provide a way forward especially when it is borne in mind 

that for Irenaeus this recapitulation is concerned not only 

with man but with the whole creation., Conmenting on this 

Dillistone remarks 

"Through the Incarnation God was recapitulating in himself the 

original creation, primarily of man, but also of-nature itself. 

Never at any time had He ceased to operate within the world of 

nature - the processes represented by sunshine. growth, harvest, 

fruitfulness are all signs of His benificence. But with the 

coming of the VYord in personinto"the world, these processes were 

all, as it were, gathered up into a;, concentrated activity and 

directed to their true end. He took the loaves and sanctified 

them to a divine use. - Similarly, the water at the wedding, feast. 

In fact He summed up all things in Himself, and taking- to Himself 

the pre-eminence drew 'all; things. to Himself, atthe_proper time', '. } 

1401.3 
ý, v 

.Y1 .zT_: t-i xt. 3 Sb .t 
.e 

The doctrine of recapitulation is- thus all-embracing and-, 

within it there might perhaps be scope for a , view that., the 

suffering of Jesus on the cross was a recapitulation of all, 

-289= 



;ý 

Chapter Ten 

the suffering ever endured since the Fall. Indsaying this I 

am not, of course, suggesting that Irenaeus himself held such 

a view, but that the notion that Christ bore sicknesses on the 

cross might at least be made intelligible as an extension of 
the idea of recapitulation. 

There are, however, two major difficulties with such a 

position. First, if such a view were correct. Christ's death 

would recapitulate all forms of suffering, not just sickness. 
This would mean that, if healing from sickness can be 

'claimed' [41] on the grounds that Christ has carried our 

sickness substitutionally, then deliverance from all forms of 

suffering could likewise be claimed. But this clearly expects 

too much, for the New Testament nowhere suggests that 

Christians are inniune from, for example, persecution as the 

First Epistle of Peter makes very clear [42]. 

Second, Irenaeus' understanding of recapitulation must not be 

divorced from the eschatological perspective: 

'What Christ did in His incarnate life is continued in the life 

of the Church which is His Body and the whole process will come 

to its completion when the bodies of the dead are resurrected and 

a new heaven and a new earth came into being 'in which the new 

man shall remain, always holding fresh converse with God" (43). 

Any attempt to restate the recapitulation theory in terms of 

Christ carrying suffering in himself Wust clearly take this 

into account. I have already drawn attention to the over- 

realised eschatology of certain proponents of the doctrine 

that healing is in the atonement [44] and I shall return to 

this theme in the final chapter of this thesis [45]. It is 

sufficient for the present to note that, if an extension of 

the notion of recapitulation is the only serious option for 

the view that Christ in some way carried our sicknesses on the 

cross, then the only intelligible understanding of the 

doctrine will place final and full deliverance from sickness, 
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along with deliverance from all other forms of suffering, in 

its right eschatological setting. This, for Paul at least, 

was something for which Christians are still waiting - the 

redemption of the body [46]. 

Thus far in this chapter, in the attempt to answer the 

question whether healing in the atonement makes sense 

theologically, I have considered not only the narrow 
definition of atonement (the restoration of friendly relations 
between God and sinners) but also the broader connotation 

covering the aspects of victory over the powers of evil, 

redemption, and substitution. I have concluded that, although 

the narrow definition precludes the possibility of atonement 

covering sickness, there is perhaps a way forward in terms of 

the broader connotation of atonement. But in each case, 

whether considering the aspect of victory, or of redemption, 

or of-substitution, if healing of sickness is to be understood 

in the context of atonement, it exist be understood in its 

right eschatological setting concerning which I shall have 

more to say in the final chapter of this thesis. 

Finally, before leaving the question :, of the theological 

intelligibility of the doctrine, I shall consider whether the 

doctrine might-be reasonably understood in terms of metaphor. 

Colin Gunton in his recent; study on the atonementt[47] argues 

that metaphor is., of more, than secondary value;,, for the 

expression of, truth. Using Aristotle's classic definition of 

metaphor as 'the application of an"alien, name by,. transference', 

(Poetics 1457b. 7-8) as a, working definition 
, 
he, concentrates, on$ 

the notion that metaphor involves the transfer pf: a. word from, 
-., 

one context to-another.. Arguing, from the fact that recent 

work gives :. mach -: =at tent ion to -- the_-place ., of metaphor . 
in 

scientific discovery he concludes that metaphors are not 

'improper'. Indeed-,, 
. ý: .'ý. 

They are ao pervasive a part of our experience that, they., are, a, 

If not the. clue to what language is and does" [48]. 's ` 
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If we understand metaphor aright we are liberated from the 

narrow view that the only words capable of being true are 

those which in some way directly 'fit' the world as a mirror 

image 'fits' a face. The truth of a claim about the world 

does not depend upon whether it is expressed in literal or 

metaphorical terms, but upon whether language of whatever kind 

expresses human interaction with reality successfully 

(truthfully) or not. The key to the relation between language 

and world is its indirectness. The world can be known only 

indirectly, and therefore metaphor, being indirect is the most 

appropriate form that language can take. 

But how does this relate to theological language which is 

necessarily different from and more difficult than the 

language of science because God, however he be conceived, is 

related to the human mind in a different way from the things 

we call the natural universe? In contemporary theology, 

Gunton argues, the stress falls not, as it does in the case of 

scientific language, on the creation of new language in 

conversation with the world, but on the projection by analogy 

of familiar terms on to the (supposedly) unfamiliar. But 

although theological language is not concerned to accommodate 

language to causal features of the world after the manner of 

natural science, nevertheless insofar as the first Christians 

can be said metaphorically to have found themselves - after 

what had happened with Jesus - newly accommodated to the 

causal structures of reality - set in a different place before 

God and in the world - the language they used of the atonement 

can be used in a similar way. The metaphors of atonement are 

ways of expressing what had happened. They enabled the 

Christian community to speak of God as he is found in concrete 

personal relationship with human beings and their world. 

Language that is usually used of legal, conmercial and 

military relationships was used to identify a divine action 

towards the world in which God was actively present remaking 

broken relationships. 
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Thus for Gunton (whose thinking I have in the last few 

paragraphs expressed almost entirely in his own words [49]) 

the metaphorical use of language is the heart of the way in 

which we come to speak of our world which we approach 

indirectly in the hope that by forcing changes in our language 

it will enable us to come to a measure of understanding of its 

structures. This,. he. believes, is even more characteristic of 

theological language [50]. 

But how, if at all, does this affect the matter of healing and, 
-, 

the atonement? First it seems to me that an analogy might be 

drawn between the early Pentecostals' experience of healing 

and the first Christians'. experience of salvation. If Gunton 

is right in his understanding that the first Christians found 

themselves after what had happened with, Jesus newly set in a 

different place before God and in the world and used legal, 

commercial and military terms (justification, redemption, 

victory etc. )'as metaphors to express, what had happened to 

them spiritually, then it might - be argued that the early 

proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement, 

were using atonement terminology to express their newly found 

experience of physical healing., In short, if 
_the 

first 

Christians could use commercial terminology like 'redemption' 

as a metaphor to express-their. spiritual experience, could not 

the first Pentecostals use , terminology like 
. 
'atonement'. (even 

though -it is usually- employed,. to, describe, 
_, the, spiritual 

relationship -between-man and God) as a metaphor,, to, express, 

their experience-of-. physical healing?.. 

Such a metaphor would have been by no- means inappropriate, 

for just as they had experienced forgiveness of sins through 

faith In Christ, now, they were experiencing physical healing 

through faith-. in, Christ., 
_, 

Further,, if the first Christians -, 

and indeed-Jesus-himself=(Mark 2: 17), -,, could, use,, metaphors of 

physical- healing to describe the. forgiveness of sins (e. g. 1 

Peter, 2: 24), could not, the, early proponents of, the doctrine uses 

the, language 
- of 

.. 
atonement to relate to the healing of the, 

7 
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body? In so doing, it might be argued following Gunton's 

analysis of metaphor, they were forcing language into new 

meaning in their discovery of new truth. By his stripes you 

were healed may well have been misapplied, but it expressed 

for the early proponents of the doctrine a truth which they 

had come to experience - that the Christ who had died on the 

cross for their sins was also the healer of their sicknesses. 

As such it was to them at least undoubtedly meaningful. 

However, if the concept of metaphor is to be advanced as a 

means of making a doctrine theologically intelligible the 

criteria for judging such metaphors maust first be established. 

In this connection I wish to propose four such criteria. 

First, it seems to me that any metaphor used nxist be readily 

intelligible to the reader. The use of redemption as a 

metaphor of Christ's death, for example, was readily 

understood by the first Christians familiar as they were with 

the practice of slavery. They did not have to perform mental 

gymnastics to understand the metaphor. 

Second, if we are to argue that a phrase or passage is to be 

understood as metaphor then we mast establish that the writer 

himself understood that he was speaking metaphorically. For 

example, if my exegesis of 1 Peter 2: 24 is correct [51] it is 

clear that the writer was aware that in saying 'by his stripes 

you were healed' he was speaking figuratively. The validity 

of a metaphor may thus be tested by asking whether the user 

understood that he was speaking metaphorically. If he did 

not, we would simply say that he was mistaken. 

Third, if we are to follow Gunton's understanding of the use 

of metaphor as outlined above, the metaphor used will be in 

keeping not only with the user's experience, but also with the 

comma experience of Christians. According to Gunton the 

first Christians used metaphors to express something which had 

happened to them and there was a conmon understanding that 
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such metaphors fitted their conmon experience [52]. There was 

widespread agreement among them that the metaphors they used 
in connection with atonement expressed their interaction with 

reality truthfully [53]. > 

Finally, for a metaphor to be theologically valid it nest, 

from a. Christian perspective, find, some support in the New. 

Testament. That is not to say that it must be the same kind 

of metaphor as is used in the New Testament, but that if the 

metaphor expresses an aspect of., teaching that is not supported 

by the New Testament then it must be open to-question. It 

seems to me that these four criteria are minimal if a metaphor 

is to be theologically acceptable. They, must now be applied 

to the notion that healing in the., atonement might be 

understood as a metaphor. 

In connection with. the first of my, proposed criteria it is by 

no means clear that atonement is readily intelligible as a 

metaphor for healing. The kind of metaphors Gunton talks 

about (redemption, justification, victory, etc. ) are only 

intelligible when one understands first the literal 

significance of the terminology, used and then is able to 

relate that., significance either, directly or indirectly to 

one's experience.,,. Tor example,., the early Christians' 

understanding, of Christ's death ; as.,, bringing them redemption 

presupposes., their. familiarity with, or at the . very least their 

awareness of, the . literal meaning of redemption in, terms of 

slaves being bought out of slavery. This awareness, along 

with a personal experience as a, result_of which they perceived -a 7x ý 
.vri 

;T es 

themselves , to be . liberated , from .; slavery to, 
, sin,, . made the 

metaphor of redemption readily intelligible. Further, the,, 

metaphor 'is, -intelligible., to the modern, reader too, provided 

that (1) he, is, aware ýofthe, Iiteral. significance. of redemption, 
(ie what. -redemption. meant_ in. terms- ofslaves, being; set -free), 

and (2) can , relate.,, that.: -significance directly to his 
�own 

experience or : indirectly;. to that. of, another. ý. 
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But can the notion 
that 'atonement' may be seen as a metaphor 

for healing be deemed intelligible by these criteria? Once we 

have understood the literal significance of atonement as that 

of reconciliation can we relate that significance to our 

experience of physical healing (whether direct or indirect)? 

At first sight there seems little obvious connection between 

the restoration of friendly relationships (reconciliation, 

atonement) and the physical healing of our bodies. 

Nevertheless, a little imaginative thinking may well provide a 

possible model whereby the notion is rendered intelligible. 

Clearly if I have a bad relationship with my doctor because I 

have ignored his advice on several occasions, I am not likely 

to avail myself of the cure he offers next time I am sick. 

Indeed, ' he may be unwilling to offer any such cure. If, 

however, friendly relations can be restored between us, the 

likelihood of his giving and my receiving the necessary 

remedial treatment is much greater. Healing will result from 

reconciliation. 

This illustration hardly requires explanation! For the 

Christian, who sees himself as one who had ignored God's 

instructions but who has now been reconciled through the death 

of Christ, it is not difficult to believe that God, who in 

Christ revealed himself repeatedly as one who healed the sick 

who came to him, is both willing and able to heal him of his 

physical infirmities. In this sense healing may clearly 

result from the atonement. 

Before proceeding further, however, it is important to note 

that if this model provides -a basis for a metaphorical 

understanding that healing is in the atonement, this by no 

means supports the doctrine of those who have taught that 

Christ carried our sicknesses substitutionally on the cross 

[54]. Further, the suggestion that by the use of this model 

the doctrine might be understood in terms of metaphor is mine, 

not that of the original proponents. If my second criterion 

is valid then certainly their doctrine may not be understood 
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in terms of metaphor for they certainly did not understand 

themselves to be speaking metaphorically. Quite the opposite. 
They took that which was originally intended to be understood 
figuratively and applied it literally, thus collapsing the 

metaphorical tension. 

Moreover, the notion Waist also be rejected in the light of my 

third criterion, for it does not 'express human interaction 

with reality truthfully'. The belief that healing is in the 

atonement did not bring indeed it has never brought - 
healing for everyone. Indeed, as I shall demonstrate in the 

last section of this chapter, even some of those who believed 

in it most fervently did not receive the healing they 

expected.. The fact that the doctrine needed to be modified 

so quickly is abundant evidence of this [55]. 

And with reference to, my fourth criterion, it is clear that if 

my main line of argument in this thesis is correct, the 

doctrine finds no real support in the New Testament when the 

appropriate verses are correctly exegeted. The attempt to 

find refuge for the doctrine as originally propounded by 

seeking to understand it in terms of metaphor is thus, in my 

view, plainly, futile. The concept , of, metaphor might, however, 

provide a basis for a modified form of the doctrine by the use 

of the illustration I offered above. But this would support a 

view that saw healing as coming indirectly rather than 

directly from the atonement, a view with which, as I shall 

indicate later [56], 1 find no difficulty. 

This concludes the section with regard, to the theological 

difficulties which centre around the meaning of 'atonement'. 

The only, ways forward that j have found, for the doctrine lie 

in the understanding, of 'atonement' in its wider. connotation 

which includes aspects-such as redemption and victory, over the 

powers of evil. But=, even-here the doctrine is only valid when 

set in the right eschatological tension - the 'already - not 

yet' of the kingdom of God. 

-297- 



Chapter Ten 

aµ r. ý 

Theological Difficulties - 'Claiming Promises' 

In Part One of this thesis I traced the theological and 
literary origins and development of the doctrine that healing 

is in the atonement. From the early days of Carrie Judd 

M ntgomery and A. B. Simpson to the modern teachers of the 

'Faith Movement' the doctrine has been founded on the 

assumption that certain verses of the Bible may be 'claimed' 

as 'promises' [57]. In this section I shall challenge the 

understanding that Bible verses may be indiscriminately viewed 

as promises and in order to do so I shall briefly examine the 

use in the New Testament of ExayyzX{a and its cognates. I 

shall also question the notion that God's promises need to be 

claimed. 

For Carrie Judd M ntgomery the understanding that Bible verses 

may be taken as promises was closely linked to her faith in 

the Bible as being literally God's Word: 

'We are not apt to accept the Bible as literally as we ought. VKe 

get into a dangerous habit of considering its exhortations as In 

a great degree figurative or sacredly poetic. or as relating to 

past generations' and not to our own..... 

If we would 'accept every comnand contained In the Bible as a 

direct command to us from our Lord, and obeyed them all as 

literally as they were intended to be obeyed. we should find 

inestimable blessings attending such a course. 

.... With the promise in James eo "plain before us it is strange 

and sad that we should languish so 'long on beds of suffering 

making no effort to claim this promised healing... ' 158]. 
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Mrs. Montgomery's position appears" to be that the 

exhortations, , conmands, and promises found in the Bible may, 
indeed should, all be applied literally to ourselves today. 

My purpose in drawing, attention to this is not so much to 

expose the obvious hermeneutical weaknesses in Mrs. 

Montgomery's overall approach [59] as to illustrate the 

fundamentalist origins of the understanding that Bible verses 

may be claimed as promises. Yet for such an approach to be 

consistent with its own fundamentalist presuppositions it must, 

surely be possible 'to show that the Bible itself indicates 

that its verses are to be understood -in this way: And, 

although there is indeed evidence in the New Testament that 

certain Old Testament verses were understood as 'promises' it 

is by no 'means clear' that the understanding of the New 

Testament writers was akin to that of the proponents of the 

doctrine that healing is in the atonement as, I trust, the 

following examination of the EnayyeXta word-group in the New 

Testament will demonstrate. - 

The majority of references to Enayyekta and its cognates in 

the New Testament are to be found in Luke/Acts, in the Pauline 

corpus, and in Hebrews [60]. In Luke/Acts, as far as the 

citation of Old Testament passages is concerned there appears 

at first sight to be-a plurality of . 'promises'. When Luke, 

uses etayyekta he usually cites, or at least appears to have 

in mind, a statement attributed to God in. the Old Testament. 

In Acts 7 the promise referred to in vv 5 and 17 is clearly 

Genesis 15: 13-14 for this is cited in vv 6-7 [61]. Similarly, 

in Acts 13: 23,. 32-33, God is. said to have promised to, 
-'the 

fathers' that Christ would rise from the dead and in vv, 33-35 

Psalm 2: 7, Isaiah 55: 3,. and, Psalm 16: 10 are cited as evidence 

of this. The references to the Holy Spirit as Tily Eaayye%iav 

'toG natpöc -(Luke "24: 49,: Acts _1: 4) , are , accompanied by, jno 
immediate citation. from=. the Old Testament, but that Joel 

2: 28ff is in mind is made clear in Acts 2: 17ff. ": e 
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There are thus in Luke/Acts': several citations from the Old 

Testament which might well be understood to have been regarded 

as 'promises'. Closer examination of Luke's use of exayyell{a, 

however, suggests that such a view is an over-simplification. 

Indeed, it may well be significant that Luke never refers to 

an OT citation specifically as a promise and never uses 
Eaayyekia in the plural form. This is perhaps because he 

understands there to be in effect only one promise, or, to 

borrow Pauline terminology, that all God's promises find their, 

fulfilment in Christ '(2 Corinthians 1: 20). There is a strong 

suggestion in Acts 13: 32-33 that for Luke the exayyel. Ca is the 

eüayyE. %tov: ' 

\fAfArf/f\f 

Kat itc c"vµaS svayycXicoµeOa triv ap? c tou; f xasepas ixayyeXiav 

yevop'viv övti taüt11v 6 Oeös euasa7lrjpcoicev toic tilcvots ijµiv 
ävaatrjaac ITJaoüv 

.... 

With the exception of Acts 23: 21 where the Jews in their 

attempt to kill Paul await the promise of the chiliarch, 
exayyFXta'is used in Luke/Acts to refer to:. 

(1) God's promise to Abraham and his seed (Acts 7: 5-7,17), 

(2) Christ and his resurrection (Acts 13: 23.32-33,26: 6), and 

(3) the gift of the Spirit (Luke 24: 49. Acts 1: 4.2: 33,39). 

t 

This analysis indicates that for Luke eaayyc. ia is essentially 

a messianic term. The promise made to the fathers (Acts 26: 6- 

7) was a promise to which the twelve tribes, serving God day 

and night-, hoped to come. It was a promise which found its 

fulfilment"in the resurrection-of Jesus (Acts 13: 32-33,26: 8). 

And the' resurrection of Jesus was the key to the fulfilment of 

God's promise with regard to the Spirit (Acts 1: 3-5). Thus 

for'Luke EaayyeXia points primarily to the resurrection of 

Christ and the resultant gift of the Spirit to-the Church. As 

Schniewind and Friedrich point out, eaayye. (a is 
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"a specific term for the word of divine revelation in salvation 

history. It is a word which expresses not merely the promise but 

also the fulfilment of what is promised" [62].. 

In short, if Luke understands certain verses of the Old 

Testament to be God's promises he nowhere indicates that they 

are-to be appropriated by Christians at will and 'claimed' for 

themselves. Rather they are the declaration of the divine. 

intention' that God will bring. about his purposes in history 

through the coming of the Messiah, by his death and 

resurrection, and -through the consequent gift of the Spirit. 

This for Luke is the Enayyckta. It is also his c ayy Xtov. 
. 

A similar understanding is readily discernible in the Pauline 

corpus. Although several-Old Testament passages are clearly 

understood to be 'promises' [63]. -the use of Eaaiye to centres 

around the same theme as in Luke/Acts, the promise to Abraham 

and his seed-[641, Christ himself [65], and the gift of the 

Spirit °[66]. The promises are Messianic. for it is Christ 

himself who is the fulfilment of those promises (Romans 15: 8, 

2 Cor. 1: 20). - 

'"The content of the promises, of, the promised benefit, whether it 

be Kc)alpovotCa (R. 4: 13;. G1.3: 18,29), or twij (GI.. 3: 21; R. 4: 17), or 

8t, catoa6vrl (GI. 3: 21), or xve6pa (G1.3: 14; Eph. l: 13). or uioUeaia 

(G1.4: 22ff. and R. 9: 8) is always Messianic salvation., Hence it 

is possible to speak both of eauyyeXtat in the plural and also of 

ixaTyeX(a. -The promises-have been fulfilled in Christ (R. 13: 8). 

He is the Yea of the. promises of God, the fulfilment of, salvation 

in person. By-the fact. that-he has come to earth God has owned 

his promises; 'for°they are all fulfilled in him (2 C. 1: 20)" 1671. 

Thus -in the `Pauline corpus,, as, in Luke', s, 
-writings, 

the 

eaayyeXia is virtual lyAndistinguishable from, the eüayyEktov. 

Promises are not-something ý; to-_be 'claimed', by Christians for 

in Christ they are already fulfilled. There is a sense, 

however, in which their final fulfilment. is still awaited for 
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if Christ is himself-the fulfilment of all God's promises that 
fulfilment is nevertheless for the Christian realised in the 

gift of the Spirit which' is the & a3dv and acppayit of an 
inheritance which is yet future (2 Corinthians 1: 20-22, 

Ephesians 1: 13-14). Christ is the fulfilment of all God's 

promises and the Spirit is God's pledge to the Christian that 

their ultimate fulfilment is guaranteed at the eschaton. The 

already/not yet tension of the Kingdom of God is thus clearly 

manifest with regard to God's promises, and that in my view 

must include the 'promises' of healing. But that is a theme 

which I shall develop at greater length in the. final chapter 

of this thesis [68]. 

So far in this section I have underlined the clear emphasis-in 
both Luke and Paul that eaay'yeXia is primarily a term for the 

word of divine revelation in salvation history. This is not 
to deny that specific Old Testament sayings attributed to God 

are themselves on occasion referred to as promises [69]. It 

is rather to emphasise that such sayings, even when referred 

to as promises, are essentially messianic in intention. They 

are not the kind of 'promise' that a Christian 'claims' for 

himself, for they are already fulfilled in Christ and the gift 

of the Spirit is the Christian's guarantee that they will 

ultimately be fulfilled at Christ's coming. But can a similar 

emphasis be discerned in Hebrews where the use of eiayye. ia 

also features strongly? 

In Hebrews promises were received by Abraham (6: 13ff), Isaac 

and Jacob (11: 9), Sara (11: 11), the Judges, Kings and Prophets 

(11: 32-33) and the Jewish people (4: lff). Specific promises 
included the land of Canaan (11: 9), rest (4: 1), a posterity 
(6: 14,11: 11-12), and an eternal inheritance (9: 15). But all 
God's promises converge on the Messianic salvation which is 

yet future. Abraham lived in the land promised to him yet he 

lived as a stranger there awaiting the final fulfilment of the 
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city of God which he saw contained. in the promise given to him 

(11: 8ff). The fathers died in faith, not having received the 

promises but seeing them from afar they sought a heavenly 

country (11: 13-16). 

There is thus in Hebrews a strong eschatological emphasis with 

regard to God's promises, yet. even here there is a sense in 

which the fulfilment is already accomplished in Christ. The 

new covenant which is established on, 'better promises' (8: 6) 

is brought about by the death of Christ (9: 15). This covenant 

gives to those who are called the promised eternal inheritance 

(9: 15) which the patient believer will receive at the Parousia 

which is soon to take place (10: 35-37). Meanwhile as one who 

has received the Spirit- he, has, already tasted the powers of 

the age to come (6: 4-5).,. .. 

The eniphasis in Hebrews is, therefore, by no means dissimilar 

from that in Luke and"Paul.. Old, Testament verses are cited 

and referred to as promises [70], . but 
, 

these are essentially 

Messianic, are"-already. }fulfil led-, in. Christ and yet will not 

reach their -ultimate- fulfilment,. until, the Parousia. 

Christians are in the tension between what is already and what 

is not yet, but-in-that-interim they. have the Spirit. 

And the few, references to:, 'promise' among other New. -Testament 
writers, though offering a far, less complete- picture, tend, � 
largely to confirm what we have said already. In James 

ixayye ogat points' Christians - forward to the-crown of life 

(1: 12) , and to the kingdom (2: 5) , which . God, has, promised, to 

those who, love him. In 2 Peter< eAayyc), ia and, exdyyeXµa are, 

strongly-connected=with., the-Parousia (3: 4,9,13) [71], andlin 

1 John -2: 25 Eaayye) (aä and- exayyt)i. ogat: are used to refer to, -.,,, 
eternal, life. -iSpace forbids detailed exegesis-of any, of"these., 

verses, but,.. they-.. certainly appear . to harmonise. with. -the,,, 

understanding, whichwe�hayerdiscerned in Luke/Acts, Paul and 

Hebrews. :; God's-, promises -, centre on the- salvation which is 

offered to man,, in Christ. -These, promises are primarily 
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fulfilled already by- the coming of Christ but find their 

ultimate completion at the Parousia. In the interim God has 

provided the eschatological gift of the Spirit as both a 

guarantee and a foretaste of the age to come. 

This brief study of eaayyea. ia and its cognates, therefore, 

clearly indicates that the New Testament offers no warrant for 

the practice of Christians taking Bible verses and 'claiming' 

them as 'promises'. This, of course, is not to suggest that 

God's promises mean nothing to the Christian today. But 

clearly Bible verses must not be indiscriminately wrested from 

their context and claimed as 'promises' as if the verse in 

question were the ipsissima verba of God to the reader. 

(This is obviously what is happening when a Christian who Is 

physically sick 'claims' 1 Peter 2: 24 and insists that he is 

not really sick on the grounds that he has already been healed 

by Jesus' stripes [721! ) Rather, the realisation that all 

God's promises find their 'fulfilment in Christ enriches the 

Christian's understanding' of the salvation of which those 

promises speak. The promises, like salvation [73], are both 

fulfilled and yet to be fulfilled. In Christ the Christian 

has already` received the fulfilment of all God's promises 

although the final outworking of many of those promises is 

still future. For that fulfilment the Christian awaits the 

eschaton. Meanwhile he has the promised gift of the Spirit 

which is not only a'foretaste of the age to come but also its 

guarantee. 

But there is a further difficulty with the notion that God 

intends us to claim his promises. This lies in the very 

nature of who God is and centres around the question as to 

whether it is appropriate to talk of 'claiming' a promise 

which has been made by God. This, of course, is not to assert 

that the phrase 'to claim a promise' is always without 

meaning. Indeed it is not difficult to envisage circumstances 

in which such a phrase might well be used meaningfully [74]. 

It is rather to challenge the appropriateness of such 
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terminology with reference-to God's promises. Accordingly I 

offer four main reasons why I believe it is inappropriate for 

Christians to talk of claiming God's promises. 

First, the idea that we should claim God's promises is not 

biblical. That is to say, not only is the understanding that 

Bible'verses are to be indiscriminately understood. as promises 

to Christians unbiblical [75], but the notion that the 

promises that are contained in the Bible are to be 'claimed' 

is equally unbiblical [76]. Of the seventy references in the 

New Testament to eaayyc)Ca and its cognates not one is used in 

conjunction with the verb 'to claim' [77]., 

Luke uses Xagpavw in connection with eiayyeXia and on each 

occasion this refers to the gift of the Spirit. Christ is 

said to have received from the Father the promise of the 

Spirit (Acts 2: 33) and the, congregation at Pentecost are told 

to repent and be baptized and they will receive the gift of 

the Spirit ! for the promise is to., you.... ' (Acts 2: 38-39). 

The promise of the Spirit was something for, which the 

disciples had been -told to, wait (aeptj vw, Acts 1: 4), and 

which, as from Pentecost was to be received (Xaµßävw, Acts 

2: 38) by those who repented and believed [78]. 

Paul also uses Xagpavw in connection with 'the promise of the 

Spirit' (Galatians 3: 14). Here, the, promise is received 'by 

faith' (cf. v 2) and is seen as a, result of Christ's 

redemptive work on the cross (vv 13-14). It is perhaps here, 

if anywhere in the, New Testament,,, that, we come, closest to the 

idea of a promise beings claimed for 
. it might well,, be argued 

that there is precious : little difference between receiving a 

promise by faith and, claiming it. But., even. if this be allowed: 

it is, noteworthy that,.,, Paul does 
, not-.; in 

, 
fact use, the, 

terminology of; claiming -, this-,, might have 
, 
savoured. too much of 

receiving.. by, works,. a; notion he is here concerned to-denounce 

- and that it, is the,. Spirit,,. not, healing, to which,, he�is 

referring (79]. 
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Paul also uses"exw with regard to exayyeXia. In'2 Corinthians 

7: 1 Christians are said to 'have' certain promises and as a 

result are encouraged to be holy. The promises referred to 

are cited in the previous chapter (vv 16-18): 

'I will, live with them and walk among them, and I will be 

their God and they will be my people' (v16, cf. Leviticus 

26: 12) 

and 

'I will be a Father to you and you will be my sons and 

daughters . says the Lord Almighty' (v18, cf. 2 Sanuel 7: 14). 

There is clearly no sense here in which these promises are 

intended to be 'claimed'. For Paul these promises, like all 

God's promises, are fulfilled in Christ (2 Corinthians 1: 20), 

and it is because he understands Christians now to 'have' them 

that he can exhort his readers to be holy. Because of Christ 

God does live wi th you, he says, you are his people, he is 

your Father and you are his sons and daughters, so live 

accordingly, be holy. Thus the promises referred to here are 

not be claimed for we already 'have' them. There is nothing 

further that could possibly be done to bring them to pass, for 

they are fulfilled in Christ. Rather, accepting that this is 

so, Christians must live as what they are, God's chosen people 

[80]. 

The writer to the Hebrews uses a wider range of verbs in 

connect ion'with`esayyeXta. ' He uses A, aµß&vw (9: 15.11: 13) and 

exw (7: 6) but he also uses xoµiýo (10: 36,11: 39) and 

&vaSExoµat (11: 17) both of which appear to be interchangeablera 

with . aµß&vw (cf. 11: 13 and 39). In none of these passages is 

there any suggestion that promises are to . be 'claimed'. 

Indeed in 10: 36 the need for perseverance (üaoµovrj) is 

stressed in order to receive the promise. 
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And, perseverance is- surely not far removed from patience 
(µaxpoOut(a) which is connected to both the remaining verbs 

used in Hebrews in relation to iaayye Ia. Promises are said 

to have been 'obtained' (ittTuyxäv(o) with patience (6: 15, cf. 
11: 33) and by patience will be 'inherited' (xXripovoµi(o) (6: 12, 

cf. 6: 17,11: 9). Thus far from endorsing the notion that 

promises are to be actively claimed, the writer to the Hebrews 

insists that they are to be steadfastly and patiently awaited. 

This brief suninary of, the use of verbs employed in the New 

Testament in connection with Eaayye%ia, therefore, by no means 
indicates that New Testament writers understood that promises 

were intended to be"claimed. Rather, as we have already noted 
[81], God's promises were seen. as essentially Messianic, as 

already fulfilled in Christ, and-yet as not. yet reaching their 

ultimate fulfilment until . the - Parousia, which ultimate 
fulfilment- Christians- patiently, and perseveringly await 
knowing that the, present-gift of the Spirit. is God's appäßcöv 

that all will be fulfilled, at, the eschaton. - 

Thus my first-reason: for. 'nrejecting ; the notion that God's, 

promises need to-be claimed =is° that the. concept - is not, 
biblical. -The`second, relates to! the. faithfulness of God. -. The, 

writer- to, the Hebrews% particularly, stresses. that God's 

promises are reliable.,; Christians are . to-hold unswervingly,. to 

the hope they-profess, forýhe who promised is faithful (xtatÖc 

, yap 6 Erayyet%&µevoc) (10: 23, cf. 11: 11). The Christian's 

hope is firm and secure (6: 19) an anchor - for the soul because 

God's purpose is -unchanging (6: 17). Other, New Testament,, 

verses also stress.. God'. s,,; faithfulness and, -the, reliability, of, 
his promises [82], and in, the `light -of this,; it,. seems . to me 

quite unfitting that a Christian be encouraged to 'claim' what 
God has promised.,., The appropriate' response'}to a , promise from, 

one "whoA s totally. reliable °i s,. surely ýa , simple] and', implicit, 

trust that : he will : doýwhat he; has. said, , not an insistence on 

one's rights on the, grounds' that ;,, he hassaid,, itI Such 
. an 
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insistence takes no account of the patience to`which we have 

already referred. 

Third, if my analysis thus far has been correct, God's 

promises are not only reliable but they are also 

soteriological. That is to say, inasmuch as they are 

primarily Messianic finding, their fulfilment in Christ, they 

also find their fulfilment in the salvation that Christ has 

procured for us. That salvation has brought the Christian 

through the at-one-meat [83] into right relationship with God 

whereby he understands that God is his Father. 

Now it is precisely here that I find difficulty with the idea 

of 'claiming' God's promises. If a personal illustration may 

be permitted, I have enjoyed throughout my life thus far a 

very warm and close relationship with my earthly father. I 

have known from him nothing but love, even if in my younger 

days that love was sometimes tempered with discipline. I 

count myself privileged to be his son and because he is the 

kind of father he is I not only love him but I trust him and 

respect him. Such is my relationship with him that I know 

that, if he has promised me something which it is in his power 

to perform, he will certainly do it. To claim such a promise 

- by saying, 'Father. I insist that you give me what you have 

promised me. Give it to me now. I demand it as my right. 

You have promised' - would be to doubt his love, impugn his 

integrity and question his faithfulness. But because I trust 

him and respect him I would not dream of so doing. 

Accordingly, it seems to me, that the Christian who needs to 

'claim' God's promises has not yet fully understood how much 

his Father loves him. 

And finally, if the notion that God's promises need to be 

claimed is to be rejected on the grounds that they are 

soteriological, it must also -be rejected on the grounds that 

they are eschatological for if the- promises find their 

fulfilment in Christ and in the salvation he has brought they 

-308- 

ýw -, 



Healing & the Atonement 

find their fulfilment in an eschatological salvation [84].. In 

other words God's promises raust be understood in the light of 

the tension between the already and the not yet, to which 

tension I have already referred [85]. 

I conclude, therefore, that the practice, prevalent among the 

proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement,. 

of 'claiming' Bible verses as 'promises' from God finds no 

warrant in the New Testament. Thus the doctrine as originally 

expressed faces insurmountable theological difficulties both 

with regard to the meaning of 'atonement' [86], and with 

regard to the notion of 'claiming promises'. And the pastoral 

and practical problems it. produces are equally serious. 

Pastoral and Practical Difficulties 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement as originally 

expressed is so dogmatic with regard to the provision of 
healing for Christians, who are physically sick that it leaves 

little or no room for those who remain unhealed. Because it 

offers no 'theology for the unhealed' [87] Christians who do 

not find healing through, the, doctrine [88] face doubts about, - 
the reality of their faith and, the forgiveness, of, their sins. 
Indeed a sense of guilt. about, not being, healed is by no means 

unconmon. In addition, to , these �. *psychological problemst 

produced by the 'doctrine,,, problems, which clearly create 
difficulties for those , attempting, -, to 

, 
help, such. Christians. 

- 
pastorally, . very serious; practical difficulties; alsoarise, 

when the doctrine leads to the rejection ofmedical, means. _-In, ,,. 
this final section of this chapter, therefore, I shall briefly 

,, 
demonstrate why the doctrine makes no room for the unhealed 

and illustrate by way .. of; example the epastoraland, -practical 
difficulties the doctrine has, caused.;, iIn; the, final�chapter; of,; 

this thesis'-I: shall argue that tatmodified, form of. the, doctrine,, 

would eliminate=these difficulties. , >aý 
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The doctrine as originally expressed makes no room 'for the 

unhealed precisely because it is so positive and dogmatic not 

merely about God's willingness to heal the sick, but about 

what Christ is thought already to have done upon the cross. A 

Christian has no need to be sick because Christ has carried 

his sickness substitutionally on the cross [89]. A. B. 

Simpson's understanding of 1 Peter 2: 24 is sufficient 

illustration of this: 

"That one cruel stripe of His - for the word is singular - 

summed up in it all the aches and pains of a suffering world; and 

there is no longer need that we should suffer what He has 

sufficiently borne (my italics). Thus our healing become a 

great redemption right, which we simply claim as our purchased 

inheritance through the blood of His cross' (90j. 

Gloria Copeland's more recent statement is to the same effect; 

'A Christian may continue to be sick.... but he doss not have to' 

[91]. 

Such an approach clearly leaves no room for those who are 

sick. If they believe the doctrine they have been taught they 

perceive themselves to be, and understand that others perceive 

them to be, sick, but unnecessarily sick! The difficulty of 

living with the sickness is thus compounded by the frustration 

of not understanding why one is sick when one ought not to be 

and, according to the doctrine, need not be. It is to these 

psychological difficulties that we aalst now turn our 

attention. 

The psychological and resultant pastoral problems which arise 

in this connection fall into three main areas. The first is 

doubt about one's faith.! According to the doctrine, healing 

is readily available to the Christian and must simply be 

appropriated by faith [921. If healing does not come the sick 
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Christian is thus led to the inescapable conclusion that his 

faith is in some way deficient. He consequently faces not 

only the problem of his physical sickness but also the 

spiritual battle of wondering why he does not have enough 

faith. This in turn may lead to a questioning as to whether 

his sins have been forgiven and, coupled with it, a very real 

sense of guilt. 

This sense that one's faith is deficient is clearly an 

extremely serious issue, particularly among those who heavily 

stress the doctrine of justification by faith [93]. For if my 

faith is deficient with regard to healing (which according to 

the doctrine that healing is, in the atonement it clearly might 

be if I am not healed) then. how do I know, that my faith for 

salvation, the forgiveness of my sins, is not also deficient? 

And this is no more academic point. After 30 years' ministry 

in Assemblies of God and after innumerable conversations with 

Assemblies of God pastors during that period, .I have 

discovered that this issue is undoubtedly the major area of 

pastoral concern with regard to the doctrine. 

Nor is this concern of recent origin. As long as 40 years ago 

Donald Gee wrote: 

To assert that healing' for our bodies rests upon, an Identical 

authority with healing for, our", souls, in the atoning work of, 

Christ our Saviour can involve serious problems of personal faith 

and confidence ... where Divine Healing, though, 'claimed', has 

not been received" [94]; 

and 

'Part, of the unfortunate manner in, whichfaith . in Divine Healing,,, 

sonatinas has=been'ýsincerely, prwwtgated ,. ̀ .,., is this continual 

l suggest ion" that failure, to-, Set healed , As rooted. inF some deep 

spiritual failure in' the, one, who ; is, _ sick. ,,, 
This attitude, has 

, added mental suffering to physical faring, and . in extreme 
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cases turned belief 'in Divine Healing into a scourge 'rathsr- than 

a privilege, and a burden rather than a relief' [95]. 

The 'mental suffering' to which Gee refers here springs, as I 

have already suggested, partly from a sense of failure that 

one has not had enough faith to be healed and partly from a 

very real doubt as to whether one's sins have really been 

forgiven. But it is further intensified by a sense of guilt 
felt by the sufferer. Perhaps two recent examples from my own 

pastoral experience will provide sufficient illustration. 

A friend who had been experiencing nightmares which resulted 
from sexual abuse during childhood was prayed for that she 

might be 'healed'. When the nightmares returned she confessed 

to me that she felt guilty about this. Clearly, she felt, 

there was some spiritual failure on her part or the nightmares 

would not have returned. Those ministering to her had 

heightened her expectation of healing, presumably with a view 

to increasing her faith, but when the anticipated healing did 

not happen her faith was in fact weakened and this resulted in 

an acute sense of guilt. 

A similar sense of guilt had been borne for some years by a 

woman suffering from spondylitis. She told me of this after a 

sermon I had preached on the theme of 'The Sufferings of this 

Present Time' based on Romans 8: 18 [961. Taught that it was 
God's will that she be healed she had felt guilty that she was 

rarely free from pain. She now felt able to bear her pain 

more gladly for she was free from the guilt that had condemned 
her for not being healed. 

Thus the doctrine that healing is in the atonement may, for 

those who are not healed, lead to a very real concern that 

their faith might be deficient. This in turn may produce both 

a sense of guilt and doubt concerning the forgiveness of their 

sins. The ultimate outcome of this may be a rejection of the 

Christian faith altogether both on the part of the unhealed 
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and on the part of those, such as relatives, who are closely 

connected with them [97]. 

But these are by no means the only difficulties caused by the 

doctrine. There are also very real practical difficulties. 

These include (1) the rejection of the use of all medical 

means [98], (2) the denial of all symptoms of disease [99], 

and (3) the harsh treatment and even ostracism of those who 

are terminally ill [100]. I shall deal with each of this 

points briefly in turn. 

Although the early proponents of the doctrine encouraged the 

rejection of the use of medicine [101] in recent years its 

advocates have been more careful. As I have already pointed 

out [102] this is possibly because of the legal implications 

(particularly in the United States) rather than because of a 

change in convictions. And as Bruce Barron has aptly 

commented, though the main proponents., of,: the doctrine never 

advocate abandonment;, of medical care, , 
those who, hear that 

healing is available to, all who will claim it by, faith, might 

easily infer that [103]. Indeed, whatever the overt position 

of the teachers of the doctrine might be, there have been 

tragic cases among"their. followers because. of the rejection of 

medical care. 

Perhaps the- best -known: "example,,. of this . is, the case, of the 

eleven-year-old diabetic Wesley. Parker, whose, parents, trusting 

in the doctrine that healing, is, in', the atonement,, threw away 

his insulin. - Refusing : to , return, to; -a doctor, they , watched 

Wesley die in agony. Even then, in their, attent to exercise 
faith, they planned. ,. -a ;, 'resurrection : service'. ,,, 

instead of a 

funeral. After the service they were arrested, found guilty 

of child abuse and imprisoned [104]. 

And allied. to : the rejection of medical.. care . is, 
, of course, the , 

denial of"'symptoms; which -can be 
, an, equally risky , 

business.,. 

McConnell points ; outs that-,. in diseases such as cancer, where 
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early detection is directly proportional to cure rates, the 

denial of symptoms can have tragic consequences. He records 

how physicians in Tulsa have described to him the frustration 

of attempting to treat serious illnesses that could have been 

prevented had they been diagnosed sooner. One cancer 

specialist commented that on a weekly basis he encountered 

believers who were denying the symptoms of cancer [105]. 

McConnell also records how a woman described to him the 

results of following the teaching to deny the reality of a 

sore throat. Although her sore throat persisted and worsened 

to a point that she grew seriously ill, she still did not seek 

medical attention. When she finally did see her doctor her 

sore throat turned out to be advanced rheumatic fever. Her 

health and mental clarity have been permanently affected 

[106]. 

Finally, according to McConnell, there have been consistent 

bad reports with regard to, the treatment of the terminally ill 

on the part of some who hold the doctrine: 

"Because of the belief that listening to a 'negative confession' 

can infect one's faith, not many in the Faith pavement are 

willing even to be around, much less listen to those who are 

seriously ill in their own churches. Basically. the Faith 

churches have little or' no concept of pastoral care for the 

chronically and terminally ill believer. Such a believer is 

shunned, isolated and ostracized as though he was an unbeliever - 

which by definition is precisely what he is, or else he would not 

be ill in the first place.... Perhaps the most inhumane fact 

revealed about the Faith movement is this: when its members die, 

they die alone" [1071. 

Clearly this criticism is not levelled against all who hold 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement, but against the 

Faith movement specifically. Nevertheless the danger is 

clear. A doctrine which so dogmatically asserts the 

-314- 



Healing. & the Atonement 

availability of healing will inevitably cause problems for 

those who are not healed and may, indeed if McConnell is right 

sometimes does, affect the attitude of others towards them. 

Sunºnary 

The doctrine that healing is in the atonement, therefore, 

produces a variety of practical and pastoral problems. Those 

who remain unhealed often experience doubts about their faith 

and about the forgiveness of their sins. This is frequently 

coupled with a sense of guilt and in some cases may lead to 

the rejection of Christianity altogether. The denial of 

symptoms and the rejection of medical care have resulted in 

tragically impaired health and, in some cases even death. The 

doctrine has also been the cause of harsh treatment of those 

who are terminally ill. 

These problems, along with the serious theological 

difficulties discussed in the first two sections of this 

chapter, may offer sufficient grounds for the total rejection 

of the doctrine, at least in its original form. In the next 

and final chapter of this thesis, however, I hope to offer a 

modified form of the doctrine which not only overcomes the 

theological difficulties we have discussed but which, I 

believe, would if accepted also largely eliminate the pastoral 

and practical problems to which I have referred. 
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NOTES 

1. See Parts Two and Three of this thesis, passim. 

2. Cf. pp. 18-25 of this thesis. 

3. If Christ died for our sicknesses just as he died for our sins 
(cf. pp. 1-2 of this thesis) then the unhealed Christian may well ask 
whether, since his sickness has not been healed, his sins have been 
forgiven. since both sickness and sin are seen to have been carried on 
the cross. Cf. pp. 309-315 in this chapter. 

4. For an account of the origins of the doctrine see Chapter One of this 
thesis. The doctrine had its origins in the USA in the late nineteenth 
century. It was thus expressed in the English language. 

S. See note 4. Bible quotations in the writings of the early proponents of 
the doctrine were in the Authorised Version. 

6. Translated 'atonement' in the Authorised Version of Romana 5: 11 xasaWyil 
is elsewhere (both in the AV and in more recent versions) frequently 
translated 'reconciliation'. Earlier it was used by Tyndale to translate 

xasa7Uwyii in 2 Corinthians 5: 18. 

7. Concepts such as justification, redemption, substitution, 
propitiation, and victory overgfthe powers of evil are linked with 
atonement both in the New Testament and in subsequent theological 
discussion. New Testament references include: 

justification - Romans 5: 1,9 
redemption - Matthew 20: 28, Mark 10: 45, Romans 3: 24, Ephesians 1: 7, 

Colossians 1: 14,1 Timothy' 2: 6,1'Peeter 1: 18 

substitution -2 Corinthians 5: 21, Hebrews 9: 28,1 Peter 2: 24,3: 18 

propitiation - Romans 3; 25,1 John 2: 2. 

victory over the powers of evil - Colossians 2: 13-15 

Examples of these concepts being linked with atonement in recent 
theological discussion include: ` "i. . 

Dillistone, F. W., 'The Christian Understanding' of Atonement', London, 
SQK, 1984, (2nd Edn. ), pp 29-114,161-262 

Gunton, C. E., The Actuality of Atonement', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1988, 

pp 53-142 

ý. u' "., ý, ýý. 8.1987 edition 

9. See Romans 5: 10,11: 15,1 Corinthians 7: 11,2 Corinthians 5: 18,19, '+20. ' 
Cf. Büchael's article on xatQW(7ccü, xG%a7.3nj in I%W, Eerdmans, 1978, 
Vol. 1 pp 254-258. , 

10. Cf. my lengthy quotation fron Stott on pp 93-94 of this thesis. 
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It. Cf. note 7. I have referred to justification, redemption, etc. as 
concepts and as aspects. Each is a concept in its own right yet each, if 

my understanding is correct, is an aspect of the central theme of 
atonement. John Stott has argued that: 

the salvation of Christ is illustrated by the vivid imagery of terms 
like 'propitiation', 'redemption" etc. (Stott, op. cit. p. 167) 

and refers to such terms as 'images' of the atonement (ibid p. 168). 
Thus propitiation is an image from the temple court, redemption an image 
from the market place, justification an image fron the law court etc. 
The theme of atonement is, therefore, central. Justification, redemption 
etc. are 'images' of that atonement. Although I have chosen the term 
'aspects' rather than 'images' I agree with Stott that the atonement is 

central to them all. 

Gunton, on the other hand, talks in terms of 'metaphors' and argues 
powerfully for the appropriateness of such metaphors in theology 
(Gunton, op. cit. pp. 27-52). Similarly Dillistone uses the terms 
'analogies' and 'parables' which he sees as 'extended metaphors' 
(Dillistone, op. cit. p. vi). I shall return to the theme of metaphor 
later. See pp 291-297. 

12. See p 282 

13. It might be thought that substitution, like propitiation and 
justification, is so closely connected with sin that the same objection 
holds good. However, since the proponents of the doctrine hold that 
Christ carried our sicknesses just as he carried our sins and that his 
bearing of sickness was substitutionary (cf. pp 1-2 of this thesis), the 

concept of Christ bearing sickness instead of us oust clearly be 

examined. See pp 297-291. 

14. Chapter 8, esp. pp 235-239. 

15. Aulen, G., 'Christus Victor', London, SPQ{, 1931. 

of. Leivestad, R., 'Christ the Conqueror', London, SPCK, 1954 

16. Au16n, op. cit. pp 22-23. 

17. ibid p. 4. For discussion of some of the weaknesses is Au16n's position, 
$to: 

Gunton, op. cit. pp 54-59. Gunton's criticism (p. 57) that Aulfn has 

overlooked the fact that in the New Testament Christ's victory is seen 
to continue in the life of the Christian is most apposite here. For if 

the victory won on the cross over the principalities and powers may be 

understood (albeit indirectly) as a victory over sickness, then clearly 
the Christian might be expected to live in victory over sickness as be 

should live in victory over sin. However, note my cautions with regard 
to applying the victory motif to sickness on pp 235-239 of this thesis. 

See also: 
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Millstone, op. cit. p. 103 
Stott, J. R. W., 'The Cross of Christ', Leicester, IVP, 1986, pp. 228-230 

18.1 Corinthians 6: 20,7: 23 
2 Peter 2: 1 
Revelation 5: 9,14: 3,4. 

19.87opäfw, eýayop&tw article in 7WNT, Eerdnians, 1978, Vol. 1, p. 124. 

20. In Christian thought the 'god'ýhas indeed done the 'slave' a great favour 

and the purchase is no pretence! 

21. ibid. p 126. 

22. However, many of the uses of ?. tpov and its cognates in the New 

Testament no longer carry the force of ransom. This is especially true 

of &ao)üspwat; when used with regard to future redemption (e. g. Romans 

8: 23) - see . üspov article in TVN1 (Vol. 4), Eerdmans, 1978, pp 354-355. 

23. Mid, p. 340. 

24. NT uses of the Xurpäo word-group are as. follows: 

X6tpov - Matt. 20: 28, Mark40: 45 
&vttX6tpov -1 Timothy 2: 6 

Xutpbui - Luke 24: 21, Titus 2: 14,1 Peter 1: 18 
k4 tpwatS - Luke 1: 68,2: 38, Hebrews 9: 12 - 
7lutpwttjc - Acts 7: 35 

äxo7. ütpwa%S - Luke 21: 28, Romaas. 3: 24,8: 23,1 Corinthians 1: 30, 
Ephesians 1: 7, -, 14,4: 30, Colossians 1: 14, Hebrews 9: 13,. 
11: 35 

25. Gloria Copeland certainly assunes"so. Cf. pp 1.2 of this thesis. 

26.8eoµ6c is used In Mark 7: 35 with"regard. to a"speech; impediment. Here, _ 
however, the thought may be simply that of"being 'tongue-tied'. There is 

no clear indication that Mark understood'sicknes  In general as a bond., 

27. See, for example, 4: 38-39,5: 12-13,15,17-26,6: 6-10,7: 1-10,8: 43-48, 

14: 1-5,17: 12-19 where no mention is made of evil spirits in, connection, 

with sickness. 

Indeed in several passages a contrast is made between healing and 

exorcism. See 4: 40-41,6: 18"-8: 2,9: 1-2. ' r-In other"cases a-sickness is. - 
specifically attributed to a spirit. See 11: 14,13: 11. 

This evidence indicates that Luke understood some sicknesses to be caused 
by evil spirits; but'by no means-all. . Indeed he connects'theýtwo 
relatively rarely- r :3ý. ý 

-..,,,. .... 
:; n.. ... 

28. And even the thought that=redemption (and therefore the atonement) brings 

release from sicknesses: caused by Satan flounders on the ancient=.., _ 
difficulty, of understanding thatithe, price paid for our redemption was.. 

paid to the devil. This theory is attributed first to Origen. See: 

Grensted, L. W.. 'A Short History of the Doctrine of the Atonement'. 
Manchester, WP, 1920, pp 37-38. 
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For a rejection of Origen's view see: 

Bilchsel, TW-M Vol. 4, Eerdmans, 1978, pp 343-344 
Gunton, C. E., The Actuality of Atonement', Edinburgh, T&T Clark, 1988, 

pp. 64,88. 

29. In Hebrews 11: 35 äaoXüipcooiS is also used of physical deliverance. but 
here it does not refer to the theological concept of redenction. 

There may well have been a physical connotation in the minds of the 
disciples on the road to Fnmaus when they expressed their hope that 
Jesus might have been the one to redeem (. uipoGaeat) Israel. But their 

aspirations were probably political and in the context it is clear that 
they were lacking in understanding. 

30. 'The äaoXürpwatS coG a6paroc in R. 8: 23 is not redemption fron the body, 
but the redemption of the body. Comparison with v. 21 proves this beyond 

cavil. As creatures attain to the freedom of the glory of the children 
of God when they are freed from bondage to corruption, so we shall attain 
to the uio$eata, i. e. institution to sonship and its glory, when our 
body, which is dead because of sin (v. 10), is freed from this curse of 
death and puts on incorruption and immortality (1C. 1S: 53f. ). For Paul to 
be without the body is not redemption. It is a state fron which he 

shrinks (2C. 5: 2-4). He hopes for a new body (1C. 15: 35-S7)' (B3chsel, 
TV M Vol. 4, Eerdmans, 1978, p. 3S2). 

31. See pp 234-235,240. 

32. In the Pauline corpus redemption is frequently seen as future. See; 
Romans 8: 23, Ephesians 1: 14,4.30. (cf. also Luke 21: 28). 

It is also seen as something which Christians already have (Remans 3: 24, 
1 Corinthians 1: 30, Ephesians 1: 7, Colossians 1: 14, Hebrews 9: 15) but in 

these verses redemption is either explicitly (Col. 1: 14, Eph. 1: 7) or 
implicitly (Rom. 3: 24,1 Cor. 1: 30) equated with the forgiveness of sins. 

33. See, for example, the outline of a modified version on pp 232-233 of this 
thesis. 

34. See pp 12-24 

35. Simpson, op. cit. p. 32. Cf. p 22 of this thesis and note 79 on p. 29. 

36. For the intelligibility of sin-bearing as the taking of punishment for 

gin. see: 

Calvin, Institutes, Il. xvi. S 

Packer, J. I., 'Mat did the Cross Achieve? The Logic of Penal 
Substitution', Tyndale Bulletin. 1974,25, pp 3.45. 

Stott, op. cit. pp 141 ff. 

37. For Stott, to speak of Christ 'atoning for' our sicknesses is to 'mix 
categories'. See my lengthy quotation from Stott on p. 94 of this thesis. 
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38. For a concise sunmary see Dillistone, op. cit. pp. 50ff, 93ff. 
See also in Irenseus Adversus Haereses such passages as 111.18.1. V. 6.1. 
V. 21.1. 

39. Adversus Haereses, 111.18.1. 

40. Dilliitone. op. cit., p. 33. 

41. For evidence that proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement hold such a view, see pp-18-24 of this thesis. See also p. 80. 
I shall return to the subject of 'claiming promises' In the next section 
of this chapter. 

42. For discussion of 1 Peter see pp 141ff. 

43. Dillistone, op. cit., p. 53. 

44. See p. 80 of this thesis, esp. the quote-from McConnell. 

45. See pp 347ff 

46. Roans 8: 23. Cf. pp 234-235.286.287. See also notes 29.31 of this,,., 
chapter. 

47. Gunton, op. cit. pp 27-52 

48. ! bid p. 32 

49. ibid pp 33.46 

50. A similar approach is adopted by Dillistone who discusses atonement in 

terms of analogies and parables. He seeks to express the atonement not 
merely with the traditional biblical metaphors but also by the use of 
modern illustrations. "The search for analogies and parables (which can 
be viewed as extended metaphors) continues. No single pattern of language 
is adequate to encompass the total meaning of the Cross' 
Millstone op. cit. p. -vi. 

Si. See Chapter 5 of this thesis. 

52. As evidence of this consider the metaphor of redemption which is used by 

a great variety of NP writers. -, � 

53. Cf. p. 292. 

54. Cf. pp. 2.34-37. 

53. See, for example. pp. 16,44-53 of this thesis. 

My argument here may be countered by the suggestion that the doctrine. is 

not invalidated by the fact that on occasion it does not appear, to work 
in practice, any more than the doctrine that Christians should live . 
sinless lives because of Christ's redemptive work (cf. Romans 6: 1-14). 
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is invalidated by the fäct that Christians go on sinningiaftertheir 
conversion. If Gunton's understanding is right, however, (cf. my suumery 
Gunton's position on pp. 291-293), the military, legal and commercial 
metaphors used by the first Christians to describe their understanding 
that they had been reconciled to God did express their interaction with 
reality truthfully, whereas, in my view, the use of atonement terminology 
to express the healing experiences of the early Pentecostals clearly did 

not. (Cf. also pp. 309-315). 

56. See pp. 345ff in the final chapter of this thesis. 

57. See pp. 18-24,35,42,68,80-81 of this thesis. 

58. Montgomery, C. J., op. cit., pp. 12,14. Cf. note 76. 

59. Verses are quoted as 'proof-texts' often without reference to the 
literary, historical or sociological context. I have already 
demonstrated that the key verses used to support the doctrine that 
healing is in the atonement, when exegeted with proper reference to their 

context, do not in fact support it. See Chapters Four and Five of this 
thesis. The quoting of such verses out of context is a major failing of 
proponents of the doctrine: See, for example, pp 79ff of this thesis. 

60. Other references are James 1: 12,2: 5,2 Peter 3: 4,9, and 1 John 1: 5, 

2: 25. 

61. Other 'promises' were also possibly in mind. See, for example, Genesis 
12: 7,13: 15,15: 18,17: 8. 

62. Schniewind, J. & Friedrich, G., eaaYyex£a article in'IINT, ed. G. Kittel, 

ET G. W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids, Eerdmans. 1977. Vol. 2, p. 582. 

63. To use Romaas as an example: 

Genesis 15: 6 is cited in Romans 4: 17 in the context of promise 
(vv 13,14,16,20). Genesis 18: 10 is cited as a promise in Romana 9: 9. 

In Romana 15: 8 Paul speaks of promises made to the fathers and in vv 9-12 

cites Psalm 18: 49, Deut. 32: 43, Psalm 117: 1, and Isaiah 11: 10. 

64. Romans 4: 13,14,16,20,21 
9: 4,8-9 

Galatians 3: 14,16,17,18,19,21,29 
4: 23,28 

Ephesians 2: 12 

65. Ranans 15: 8 

2 Corinthians 1: 20 

66.2 Corinthians 1: 20-22 
Galatians 3: 14 
Ephesians 1: 13 

67. Schniewind and Friedrich, loc. cit., pp. 583-4. 
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68. See pp. 347ff. For. comnent on the use of &aa77eAia'W2 Cor. 1: 20 see 
also note 38 on p. 359 of. this thesis.. 

69. R xnans 15: 8 and 2 Corinthians 6: 16-7: 1 are clear examples of this. 
Cf. p. 306 of this thesis. 

70. Cf.. for example. 3: 7-11 & 4: 1. 

71. &aä77exµa is also used in 2 Peter4: 4 to refer. to the precious promises 
by which Christians became partakers of the divine nature (Os{ac 96ae(q). 
This is manifested progressively as Christians add to their faith one 
virtue after another (vv 5-10) but culminates in an abundant entrance 
into the eternal kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ (v. 11). 

72. Cf. pp 36-37,81-82,141-161. 

73. Salvation in the New Testament"is spoken of in Past, Present, and Future 

terms. Christians are those who have been saved, (Eph. 2: 3,8, Tit. 3: 3), 

those who are being saved (Acts 2: 47,1 Cot. 1: 18,2 Cot. 2: 15),. and 
those who are yet to be saved (Acts-2: 21, 'Rom. -, 13; 11,, 1 Cot. 5: 5, Heb. 
9: 28,1 Pet. 1: 15). 

.. . C0. A. 
,f 

74. A promise might reasonably be said to be 'claimed' when we insist that a 
person does for us what they have said they will do. This is certainly 
the sense in which Mrs: Wntganery talks about claiming God's promises 
(cf. note 58). Such terminology is appropriate with regard-to promises 
made by our fellow-aeon who sadly do not always keep their promises. 

75. See pp 299-304. 

76. T. L. Osborn teaches that claiming a promise is like cashing a cheque: 

The promises you read in the Bible are God speaking to you personally..,, 
They are just as much yours as a check which is made out to your name. 
You can cash that check at-the'bank becauseAtAs, yours, and you can, _-, 
claim those pramisea'in prayer. because. they are just as much yours'. 

Osborn. T. L., 'fieoltng from Christ'. Tulsa. Osborn. 1961, p.,., 11. 
{, 

Osborn continues by quoting a variety of verses including 1 Patar12: 24; 

and concludes: 

"Do you believe God's pranises"are for 7f0U? If so, claim them in sincere 
prayer, and God will fulfill them. Do not doubt. Believe His W rd. It 
is as though He were speaking personally-to YOW (ibid p. 13). 

However Osborn falls to warn that such, 'promises' need . to be rightly, 
understood in their,, context.. Further, 'rifr; the. analogy, of the, cheque; is, to 
be taken to its logical conclusion, a, cheque made out. to someone else s 
cannot (unless endorsed)"be'cashed by me. --It 

is clearly unreasonable,, 
to suggest-that Christians may='claim', any promise made-by God In the ,. ,s 
Bible without considering first: to whom that promise was originally made. 

.tr. 10'PJ "z . 

- 

,-k 
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77. Indeed it is questionable whether the verb 'claim' Is to be found in the 
New Testament. It is certainly to be found nowhere in the Authorised 
Version - the version used and quoted by the proponents of the doctrine. 
If a claim is 'an assertion of a right' (SOED) then the notion of 
claiming is absent from the New Testament probably because it did not 
belong to the world-view of the first Christians. It rather belongs to 
the post-Enlightenment thinking of modern democracy. 

78. Paul also uses Xapp&vce in connection with the promise of the Spirit 
(Galatians 3: 14) which is said to be received by faith. But neither Luke 

nor Paul uses the terminology of claiming. For discussion of the 

significance of receiving the Spirit, see: 

Dunn, J. D. G., 'Baptism in the Holy Spirit', London, SGK, 1970, passim 
Ervin, H. M., 'Conversion-Initiation and the Baptism in the Holy Spirit', 

Peabody MA, Hendrickson, 1984, passim 
Lull, D. J., 'The Spirit in Galatia'. Chico CA, SBL, 1980, pp. 72.74. 
Pawson, J. D., 'The Normal Christian Birth', London, Hodder, 1989, passim. 

Cf. also my own unpublished M. Th. Dissertation: 

The Baptism In the Holy Spirit in Relation to Christian Initiation', 
Nottingham University, 1987. 

79. For my rejection of the claim that healing is referred to in this passage 
see pp 163-173 of this thesis. 

80. The writer to the Hebrews also uses exw in connection with caayyek(a 

(Hebrews 7: 6). Here Abraham is referred to as 'the one who had the 

pranises' an expression which in its context clearly means 'the one to 

whom the promises had been made'. 

81. pp 299-304. 

82. See, for example, 1 Corinthians 1: 9,10: 13,1 Thes. 3: 24,2 Thes. 3: 3, 

2 Peter 3: 9,1 John 1: 9, Rev. 1: 5,3: 14,19: 11,21: 5,22: 6. 

83. Cf. pp 281-282. 

84. Cf. Note 73. 

85. See pp. 302-304. See also pp. 347ff. 

86. See pp. 280-297. 

87. 'A Theology for the Unhealed' was the title of a confidential paper given 
by Keith Munday (General Secretary of Assemblies of God in Great Britain 

and Ireland) to a joint meeting of members of the Assemblies of God and 
Elim Executive Councils on 18th November 1986 at Cobham, Surrey. The 

paper (perhaps surprisingly) does not comnent on the doctrine that 
healing is in the atonement, but illustrates the fact that the leaders of 
two major Pentecostal groups, both of which believe firmly in Divine 
Healing (See Appendix, pp. 373-4 ), felt the need to face the problem of 
those who are not healed. 

-324- 



Healing & 'the Atonement 

88. As an example of how proponents of the doe trine'have taught that healing 

might be received, see 19-20 of this thesis. 

89. See quotas from proponents of the doctrine on pp 1-2.14-15.18.19-23, 
34-35.38-39,41-43,83. 

90. Simpson, op. cit., p. 32. 

91. See p. 1 of this thesis. 

92. See, for example, pp 19-20 of this thesis. 

93. The doctrine that healing is in the atonement is held largely by groups 
who emphasise that justification is by faith. British Assemblies of God, 
for example, not only believe 'that deliverance from sickness, by Divine 
Healing, is provided for in the Atonement', but 'in salvation through 
faith in Christ who died for our sins' and that 'this experience is also 
known as the New Birth, and is an instantaneous and complete operation of 
the Holy Spirit upon initial faith in the Lord Jesus Christ' (Assemblies 

of God Year Book, 1991, p. 10). 

94. Gee, D., 'Trophimus I Left Sick'. London, Elim, 1952, pp. 21-22. 

95. ibid p. 12. 

96. Cf. pp. 348-350 of this thesis. 

97. For an example of this see"Barron, op. cit. p. 130. 

98. For examples of this and for modifications to this position see in this 
thesis pp. 14-18,24,37,39,43,48-49,262ff. 

99. Cf. pp 81-82. 

100. See McConnell, op. cit. p. 166. 

101. See pp. 14-18 of this thesis. 

102. See p. 37. 

103. Barron, op. cit. p. 129. 

104. The full story of Wesley's tragic death is told by his father in: 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN: A PROPOSED MMIFICATICN 

TO THE DOCTRINE 

In Part One of this thesis I examined the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement in relation to Classical 

Pentecostalism [1] and in so doing , identified several New 

Testament passages which are adduced as evidence in support of 

the doctrine. In Part Two-I considered these passages [2] and 

concluded that none of them when correctly exegeted supports 

the doctrine. Part Three was devoted to a-discussion of New 

Testament themes relating to the doctrine and here again I 

found no legitimate support for the. doctrine as originally 

propounded. Finally, in Part Four, I have, indicated what I 

consider to be major difficulties for the doctrine both from a 

theological perspective -and from 
. _a, practical and, pastoral 

point of view. 

The weight of evidence against the doctrine, therefore, might 

well suggest that it shouldE, be abandoned, entirely. Before 

reaching such a conclusion,; - however, ', the, possibility ; of, a,., 

modified form of the,., doctrine, must . be considered. This, 

possibility has indeed already: begun, to emerge, [3], and must in 

this the final chapter' of,, . this =, thesis- be- clarified and 

examined more closely. . 
It will, be appropriate first, however, 

to indicate why the retention. of',, the ; doctrine, 
,; albeit. in a 

modified form, is thought to be desirable. 
, 

Rationale for: attenpting a modification, to. the doctrine.., 

If the doctrine that, healing, `is in. the atonement,, is,.; inits 

original form; at. least, _unacceptable,; then it st, clearly., be, 

either abandoned or'modified.. In-, my, view, the latter is 'the. 

more helpful-approach "for, -, despite,, the arguments which, I have...,; 

in this thesis brought ' to . bear'. against, the ; doctrine,: 
-and 

despite the: problems which I, have -shownit to produce,. it, is 

evident that it has (1) been a source of benefit to some who 
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have embraced it, that it has (2) in some measure kept the 

attention of the Pentecostals focused on healing, and that it 

has (3) to some extent provoked serious thought as to the 

holistic nature of salvation. I shall deal with each of these 

points briefly in turn. 

First, it seems to me quite, clear that the doctrine has been 

of benefit to some who have embraced it in that it has drawn 

their attention to God's willingness to heal. For implicit in 

the understanding that healing is in the atonement is the 

understanding that healing is provided in the atonement [4]. 

The quotation from Gloria Copeland on the first page of this 

thesis is clear evidence that those who hold that healing is 

in the atonement believe that it is God's will to heal, as is 

Hicklin's repeated slogan GCD WISHES TO HEAL UIE SICK: ALL OF 

THFM: ALWAYS [5]. This emphasis on God's willingness to heal 

has undoubtedly resulted in many testimonies of healing [6] 

and the value of this is by no means to be minimised. On the 

other hand an over-emphasis on God's willingness to heal can 

result in the kind of tragedy to which I referred in the 

previous chapter [7]. Any modification to the doctrine, 

therefore, should, if possible, emphasise God's willingness to 

heal in such a way that it encourages faith [8] . for healing 

without leading to either a fanatical rejection of medical 

care on the part of some or a sense of unforgiveness, failure 

and guilt on the part of others who may not be healed. 

Second, it seems to me that the presence of a very positive 

statement with regard to divine healing (such as is provided 

by the doctrine that healing is in the atonement) in the 

Declaration of Faith of most Pentecostal groups [9] has 

ensured a continued interest in healing among those groups 

[10]. A weaker statement might well have led to a declining 

enthusiasm and to a relatively low expectation of healing. If 

a modified form of the doctrine is to be embraced, therefore, 

it must in my view be sufficiently strong as to continue to 
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promote an active expectation of healing on the part of those 

who are sick and of those who pray for the sick. 

Third. the doctrine has, -been valuable in that it has 

stimulated serious thought with regard to the holistic nature 

of salvation. Dayton has pointed out that divine healing has 

been understood by Pentecostals as part of the 'full gospel' 

since the beginnings of the movement's existence [11]. 

Salvation is thus understood to be, 'holistic' in that it 

touches the whole man. God is interested in our body as well 

as our soul. This is clearly expressed in a paper given by 

Vernon Purdy of Fuller Theological Seminary to the Society for 

Pentecostal Studies; in which he: states: 

The major concern of this paper is to, show, the inner, logic of 

the classical Pentecostal doctrine that Christ,, s passion provides. 

the basis for a salvific experience of God's grace not just In 

the inner person (soul, spirit, etc. ) 'but also., for., the. outer, 

person (physical): .. -The presupposition--- that underlies -the: - 

Pentecostal hope'for divine healing for the body as well as the 

soul is the assumption that God created not'just souls but-whole 

persons as well as souls. 'The; Whole Gospel for, the whole 

person' Is a Pentecostal ýtheme. _; 
Biblicalxanthropology portrays 

human persons in wholistic (aic)'terme'. [121.. ', 

Purdy believes that a. holistic conception of. anthropology, and, 

soteriology is a dire. necessity: for the.; church today and that 

the classical Pentecostal doctrine of divine healing is a step 
in the direction of a broader : view,,, of, man., and of.. Christ's 

holistic work of, salvation. _He., argues. that", 

'throughout: the biblical:, story , .... - the community ' of ; faith., -.., ,, " 

whether it- was Israel: or the -church, felt the implication 
, 
of 

God's Lordship in all areas-of life, spiritually. physically, , and.,. i- rx 

socially.,. Pentecostal . theology helps us recover, the, -, physical 

dimensions of Christ's Lordship" [13].;,. 
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Space forbids detailed analysis of Purdy's important 

contribution. Of primary significance for our present 

discussion is his insistence that 'the body-soul dualism of 

Plato and the revision of that dualism by Aristotle are 

responsible for the separation of the body and soul in 

Christian theology' [14], that 'body (o&jta), soul (yruXrj), 

spirit (xve3ta), etc. are, only terms used to point to 

different aspects or facets of human existence' for 'they 

never have an independent existence of their own [15], and 

that 'human persons are not a disjointed composite of 

dissimilar parts but a whole with various aspects' [16]. 

It is easy to see how the doctrine that healing is in the 

atonement fits into such an understanding and at first sight 

one is tempted to agree with Purdy's defense of the doctrine 

in these terms. However, three factors are inmediately 

noteworthy here. First, Purdy's brief attempt to defend the 

view that sees Matthew 8: 17 as teaching that healing is in the 

atonement is, in my view, extremely unconvincing for he 

attempts no exegesis of the passage [17]. Second, he rightly 

strongly emphasises the eschatological perspective with regard 

to the redemption of the body [18] and his view therefore fits 

the modified version of the doctrine which I am about to 

propose [19] far better than the original version. Third, the 

very recognition that the redemption of the body must be 

viewed- eschatologically must surely in some measure challenge 

Purdy's holistic anthropological assumptions [20]. 

Yet despite these criticisms Purdy's paper does illustrate how 

the doctrine that healing is in the atonement may lead to 

serious consideration of how biblical anthropology and 

soteriology may be viewed holistically. If this in any 

measure contributes to the understanding that man's physical 

and material needs - as distinct from his spiritual needs - 

are of legitimate concern for the Christian then to that 

extent at least the doctrine may prove to have been of value. 

For these reasons it seems to me better to propose a 
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modification to the doctrine ; rather than to reject it 

outright. It is to that modification, that we nest now turn 

our attention. 

A Proposed Modificationýto the Doctrine 

I have already given, some indication of the modification I 

propose [21]. I shall now briefly summarise and clarify this 
before seeking to justify my proposition in greater detail. I 

have suggested that there isýno legitimate reason to exclude 

sickness from the 'scope of Paul's thinking in the phrase tä 

aaOllgaza 'roü vüv "- xatpoü (Romans ý-,,, 8: 18) [22] and that, 

therefore, Paul may well have 'understood sickness to have 

resulted from Adam's-sin. _Ifýthis be ! so, and if Christ's 

death on the cross dealt with Adam's sin, then Christ's death 

has dealt with the cause of. sickness.,,... The ifinal.. outworking of 
Christ's victory at Calvary, however, will not be consummated 

until the Parousia. Meanwhile Christ ianse 'groan' along, with. 
the rest of creation (Romans<8: 22-23) awaiting the redemption 

of the body. This redemptionof the' body, to which it- seems 

clear that Paul also 'refers , in=1, Corinthians '15: 50-57, -, will 
take place ev &rog(p, Ev, pull 6p6a) oü (v; 52) and, will confer, 

upon the Christian <a, new body which: is-both imnýrtal. and,,. 
imperishable'(60avaoCa; äpOapTos). -This ultimate, victory. over 
death itself is a direct result of Christ, 's own: victory over 
death (v 57) [23]. "I, This-. is. ' the ultimate, 'healing', ands is 

undoubtedly in Paul's =thinking a . result of. the, atonement.:: 

But if we left the matter" there there would be norhopeof 
healing now. iChristians. would-be: left' suffering: and':, groaning, 

and waiting until tithe=: Parousia. °,,. 4"°For 2Paul; -., however, , the,,,, 
difficulty is solved. in`some measure at', leastrby the gift of: 
the Spirit (Romans 8: 23): which Is, given , to Christians as, the; - 
äaapxij (firstfruitsYof, the eschaton. --, Elsewhere -he,, refers to 

the Spirit as the äppä(iwv-(pledge) [24] and the ßppayfs (seal) ; 
[25] of the coming K)i1povoµ(a"(inheritance), and it', is'throügh 

the Spirit that gifts of healing are given (1.. Corinthians 

-331-:. - 



Chapter Eleven 

12: 9). Moreover, the Christian's reception of the Spirit is 

itself a result of the atonement (Galatians 3: 13-14). 

Healing may thus be understood to be 'in the atonement' in two 

senses. First, it may be understood to be ultimately in the 

atonement in that the Christian's ultimate victory over death 

and his reception of an inmurtal and imperishable body is 

undoubtedly for Paul a result of Christ's victory on the 

cross. And second, it may be understood to be indirectly in 

the atonement in that the gift of the Spirit is a result of 

the atonement and healing is a work of the Spirit. Thus the 

blessings of the age to come are in some measure available to 

the Christian now through the work of the Spirit. But these 

concepts must now be examined in greater detail. 

I Healing in the Atonement - ultimately 

The argument that physical healing may be rightly understood 

to be ultimately in the atonement rests on two assumptions, - 
(1) that when Christians' bodies are 'changed' at the Parousia 

(I Corinthians 15: 51) their-sicknesses will be healed, and (2) 

that that healing will be in some sense a result of Christ's 

death on the cross. These two assumptions naist now be 

examined in the light of 1 Corinthians 15: 35-57. Space 

forbids a detailed exegesis of this passage but I shall first 

briefly set the passage in the context of the chapter as a 

whole and then seek to show that it supports both of the above 

assumptions. 

The fifteenth chapter of 1 Corinthians appears to have been 

written in response to the suggestion on the part of some that 

'there is no resurrection of the dead' (v 12) [26]. Paul's 

response falls into three main sections: 

1) The reality of Christ's resurrection (vv 1-11) 

2) The illogicality of his opponents' position (vv 12-34) 
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3) The nature of the resurrection body and the Parousia_ 

(vv 35-57). 

The first section in which Paul seeks to establish the reality 

of Christ's resurrection need not concern us, here except to 

say that it is upon this that his argument throughout the rest 

of the chapter is predicated. 

The second section, in which Paul seeks to demonstrate the 

illogicality of his opponents' position, falls into. three 

sub-sections. In vv 12-19 he argues that if the dead are not 

raised then it follows that, Christ was not, raised,: his 

preaching and their faith are therefore, futile and they are 

still in their sins. In vv 20-28 he insists that since Christ 

has been raised believers too will be raised from the dead. 

The noteworthy contrast between Adam and Christ in these 

verses is, as I shall show shortly, significant with regard to 

our present discussion. "Death. came through a man (Adam) and 

resurrection comes through: a man. (Christ). -In Adam all die, 

but in Christ all, will- be made alive. ' .. Christ's jresurrection 
is thus the äa(xpx4j of'a "full harvest. of 'those who belong to 

him'. This will take place 'when he comes'.. ,, 
Finally,, 

-in vv, 

29-34. Paul argues that his present activities-and, those, of, s 
the Corinthians are absurd if there is'no resurrection from 

the dead. ý;, ,... ... . ý..... 

It is the third section of the, chapter, however, ',:, that�is of 

the greatest; significance withregard Tto,:, the question of 

healing at the Parousia and its relation,, to. - the r atonement. 

This section (in : which - Paul answers the quest ion', posed in 

verse 35, 'How are 'the, dead-; raised? ') -also, falls' naturally 

into three sub-sections: 

6r 

a) Illustrations from nature ý, about different'"kinds, 'of `body',,, 

_I Z-. -., ,,., (vv. 35-41) 

b) The contrast between the" natural'.: and, the'�' spirituai'_body` 

'., _ . '. (vv. 'b42-49) 
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(This sub-section also contains a significant reference to 

Adam to which I shall refer shortly - see vv. 45ff. Cf. vv. 

21-22). 

c) A description of the Parousia - the change from the 

'natural' to the 'spiritual' body (vv. 50-57). 

It is in this third section of the chapter that a clear 

indication is given of Paul's understanding of the events that 

would take place at the Parousia and from which I shall argue 

that the two assumptions I have made may be justified. We 

rust first consider the assumption that when Christians' 

bodies are 'changed' (v. 51) at the Parousia their sicknesses 

will be healed. In support of this assumption the following 

factors must be considered. - 

First, it is noteworthy that Paul is concerned in this passage 

not only with the resurrection of the dead but also with the 

transformation of those who are still alive at the Parousia 

[27]. Their bodies are to be 'changed' too. In v. 50 he 

states that (1) flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of 

God and that (2) the corruptible does not, inherit 

incorruption. Jeremias understands the two clauses to refer 

to the living and the dead respectively: 

The two lines of verse 50 are contrasting men of flesh and blood 

on the one hand and corpses in decomposition on the other. In 

other words, the first line refers to those who are alive at the 

parousia, the second line to those who died before the parousia. 

The parallelism is thus not synonymous but synthetic and the 

meaning of verse 50 is: neither the living not the dead can-take 

part in the Kingdom of God - as they are' [28]. - 

Fee, however, rejects Jeremias' interpretation of the second 

clause and qualifies his understanding of the first: 

The two lines are moat likely to be understood as synonymous 

parallelism, to that the second makes the same point as the 
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first. Together they declare most decisively that the body in 

its present physical expression cannot inherit the heavenly 

existence of vv. 47-49. Of the two terms that describe present 

physical existence, the second, 'the perishable', was used in v. 

42 ind will be repeated in vv. 52-54.; Contrary to Jeremias, it 

does not refer to what is already dead, butto, that which in its 

present form is subject to decay. which in itself rules out its 

possibility for eternal' longevity. 

This is probably also how we are to understand, the more ambiguous 

'flesh and blood'. On the one. hand this could refer to the 

composition of the present body; a, body so composed cannot eater 

the Esehaton. Very likely a dimension of this understanding must 

be included. On the other hand. -Jeremias. popularized the view 

that it means 'the living' in contrast to 'the dead'; the living 

cannot enter the' kingdom 'as they are., Although this seems to 

move in the right direction; both, of,, these are, probably too 

narrowly conceived. _ 
Most, likely it. refers simply to the body in 

its present form, camposed_of, flesh and blood, to be sure. but 

subject to weakness. decay. and death. and as such ill-suited for 

the life of the future" [29]'. '' ', _-,, 

It seems to me that Fee's"understanding fits better, the 

overall sense of the, passage. - ý Whaty+is must, significant, 

however, is that both''Jeremias=and; Fee, agree that the living 

as well as the dead'. need : to be 
_; 

transformed in, order to take 

part in the Kingdom of God, Thus, both-the'l, iving, and the dead 

are in some way to be: 'changed' at, the Parousia. 

But this leads 
, us; 'to. the second factor to, be considered in 

support of' the' assumption-? that. `; Christians,, are to be made 

physically whole at, the Parousia.,, If the -living-and the dead 

are to be 'changed'; what kind, "ofchange£is, _to 
take place? This 

is clarified in x verses;: 52-53. x where , 
Paul 

. speaks of the J.. 
a.. 4f\ 

,t. x4 
sry ýet 

necessity for the'icorruptible to be. clothed with incorruption, 

the presence", of., the°conjunction yäp (v. 53), suggesting that 

again both the ,, living'and the dead are indicated. Thus the 
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living as well as the dead are to be 'changed' for they have 

'corrupt. ible' bodies which must 'be clothed with incorruption' 

(v. 53). 

But by referring not only to the corruption which takes place 

in our body after death but also to the corruptible nature of 

our present body Paul clearly brings the healing of sickness 

within the scope of the physical transformation which he 

envisages for he surely has in mind every conceivable aspect 

of our human physical weakness and frailty including sickness. 

It is interesting that in verse 43 he has already used 

äaOeveta in connection with the 'natural' body, but this 

should not in itself be taken to refer specifically to 

sickness, for it is here more naturally translated as 

'weakness' in the light of the contrast with 'power' (iv 

buväµet). It is, nevertheless, surely natural to understand 

it as carrying in some measure the thought of sickness if only 

as a part of the 'weakness' of our overall human condition 

[30]. 

Further, it seems to me self-evident that if a body were to 

become incorruptible it would by definition be no_ longer 

subject to sickness. Moreover, if it had been sick before, 

upon becoming incorruptible it would inmediately "cease to be 

sick. In short the clear implication of Paul's teaching is 

that the change which is to take place at the Parousia will by 

the very totality of its nature involve the healing of 

sickness. 

But there is at least one further factor that indicates that 

the healing of sickness may be understood to be implicit in 

this passage. This is with regard to the references to Adam. 

If I am right in understanding with most conmentators that 

Romans 8: 18ff refers to the Fall [311 and that there is no 

need to exclude sickness. from the scope of Paul's use of tä 

naO4gata toü vüv Katpoü, then a connection in Paul's thinking 

between Adam's sin and the origin of sickness has already been 
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established. The -references to Adam in 1 Corinthians 15 

(vv. 21-22 and vv. 45-49) -must now be considered in order to;. 

determineýwhether`or not they confirm this view. 

With regard to vv. 21-22 it seems evident that this is a clear 

reference to the Fall. Paul argues that as death came through 

a man (sc. Adam) so through a man (sc. Christ) came_ 

resurrection from' the dead, for 'as in Adam all die,., so, in 

Christ all will be made alive'. -Paul's understanding of, the 

resurrection of those 'in Christ' (which later in vv. 50-57 he 

makes clear will take place at the Parousia) is thus closely 
linked with his understanding of the Fall [32]. Death comes..; - 
through 'Adam because of the Fall. -. Life comes though Christ 

whose resurrection Paul sees as the & apxij of the resurrection 

of those who are in Christ. The resurrection of which he 

speaks is thus-the ultimate antidote to the sufferings ushered 

in by the Fall, and if, as'I have suggested, Paul understood 

sickness to have resulted from the. Fall, -then,, the Parousia 

must surely be the end of it. 

And vv. 45-49, al though taking. us; back beyond the Fall to the ,t 
creation of man himself, are also closely connected, with it. 

In verses 42-44 Paul describes the, body; in, which we live our,, 

present life as being 'sown' (ie buried) -iv cOopgc.. ev &t µIc 

... 
iv &oOeve(cr. This body he calls a tc 

, yruxticöv. In! 

contrast it is raised iv &cpOapatq 
... 

iv 86411 ,.; Evr. 8uvaget. 

This body he calls awµa aveugaitxöv. Our present,; bodies, are, 

thus 'natural' (yiuxtxös) .. and are-rburied in, -,, corruption, 

dishonour, and weakness. They are tobe raised as 'spiritual' 

(aveutavtuöt) bodies in incorruption, glory , and"power.. And 

the term yruxtim; is certainly 'linked with Adam.,;, -, In verse 44 

Paul states that 'there°is. a natural body, there -, As also, a 

spiritual body'. In'support of this he cites, in verse. 45 the 

LXX of Genesis 2: 7. "The use of,, -the term, elc Vuxily�; waav , to 

refer to Adam clearly A inks ý Adam with , the, term. yruxtic6c, and,,, 

thus with the associated. corruption,,, di shonour, 'and. weakness 
[33]. v :, 
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The evidence that the 'Fall is not far from Paul's thinking in 

these verses is twofold. 'First, it seems likely that at the 

time of writing 1 Corinthians Paul already held the view that 

Adam's transgression was the cause of physical death. This he 

later made explicit in Romans 5: 12-21, but 1 Corinthians 

15: 20-22 is sufficient evidence not only that he held this 

view - albeit perhaps in a simpler form - but that it was very 

much' in mind as he wrote chapter 15. Second, it is likely. 

that the Fall 'is in mind, not only in the chapter as a whole, 

but also in verses 42 to 49 specifically, because the sub- 

section is commenced with 'a reference to, the resurrection of 

the-dead and continues with the theme of burial (cf. azetpetat 

vv 42-44). Indeed resurrection from the dead is the theme of. 

the entire, chapter. This, together with Paul's overall 

emphasis that physical death is, a result of Adam's sin, along 

with the explicit references to Adam himself at°the heart of 

the sub-section, suggests forcibly that Paul's understanding 

of'the Fall is prominent here. In short, the corruptibility, 

dishonour and weakness of the human body referred to in these 

verses is directly related to the fact of physical death. and 

that for Paul was a result of the Fall [34]. 

Yet as we have already noted these verses take us back beyond 

the Fall 'to the creation of man himself and we must ask 

whether the corruption,, dishonour and weakness of which Paul 

speaks result not from the Fall but simply from man's being, 

created out of dust as the citation from Genesis 2: 7, seems to 

suggest. Verse 47 indicates that Adam was tic 7ijc Xoixöc and, 

this -appears to be linked with yruxtiw; (vv. 46-47). It is 

clear that ' at present (v. 49) we bear the earthly (Xotx6t) 

likeness of Adam, that our natural (luxtxöS) body is thus made 

of dust (Xoixöc) and will be buried in corruption (4p6opä), 

dishonour (&vtg1a), ' and weakness (äaOeveta), and that by 

contrast the 'spiritual''(aveutattxös) body which Christians 

will receive at- the Parousia will be incorruptible and 

immortal (vv. 53-54). Does,: therefore, our human frailty 
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spring from the Fall' or rather from our nature as beings 

created from dust? 

The major thrust of any attempt to answer this question must 

surely lie in Paul's purpose in writing these verses and in 

this connection three considerations are significant. First, 

Paul is not attempting to show.. in this passage why we have 

have weak and corruptible bodies. His primary concern, is to 

show the plausibility, of, believing in the resurrection-of the 

body in the light of the sceptical question posed in verse 35: 

'How are the dead raised and-with what, kind of body will they 

come? ' His answer to this question is, that . 'when you"sow you 

do not plant the body that will be, but, just a seed', (v. 37). 

So, he says, it is with the resurrection of the dead (v. 42),. 

Following this analogy he seeks ; to show the contrast between 

the body that is 'sown'-(ie-buried) and. 'the body that is to be 

raised (vv. 42-49). Paul's, hope, of resurrection, is based 

entirely in Christ for, ' as he has stated earlier (vv. 21-22), 

'in Adam all die' but, 'in Christ all., shalltibe made alive'. 

The reference to Adam"asexoiKOS,, therefore, "niist be, understood 

as part of the dramatic contrast : between. Adam and Christ. 

Paul is not producing-'. a , systematic ,, 
theology, aimed. at 

explaining 'the reasons-for human frailty. He is., marshalling 

arguments for the credibility of,, resurrection. t,. _.. 
That, 

credibility is based on the stark, contrast, between Adam and 

Christ, between the hopelessness. of being. in Adam. and-the real 

hope of being in Christ. The essence, of. that contrast is that 

Adam is natural. (yruxtu6S) -and. earthly, (xoticöc) 
, whereas, Christ 

is spiritual . 
(zveuµaTtic6r, ) and heavenly- (exoupävtos). Of 

course the -resurrection" of, the-.. natural,, earthly ; 
body-, is 

inconceivable. -; But he,. argues that at , 
the Parousia-., those who 

are in Christ, -will -, be -- raised ; with- 'spiritual' (sc. 

'supernatural'-'[35])'bodies. and will, bear. the image of Christ, 

the last Adam, the life-giving spirit. ý(et;, 'aveüµa-. C(poxoto$v, 

v. 45), the man from heaven. '--The reference to Adam as 'made of 

dust', therefore, should probably be read not so much as a 
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reason for human frailty as part of the build-up of Paul's 

presentation of the dramatic contrast between Adam and Christ 

in order to show the plausibility of resurrection. 

Second, there is evidence to suggest that Paul's purpose in 

stressing the earthly nature of Adam and of our natural bodies 

was to correct what he believed to be doctrinal error on the 

part of the Corinthians [36]. Some have suggested that the. 

Corinthians were asserting some kind of Philonic [37] or 

Gnostic [38] understanding of the priority of the spiritual to 

the physical, and although Fee, for example, rejects this view 
he nevertheless comnends Wedderburn's understanding that the 

passage is, 

'a polemic against an unrealistic spiritualizing of this present 

life, a blending of heaven and earth that does away with the 

earthiness (my italics) of the latter' [393. 

Fee himself argues that the Corinthians assumed that they had 

already entered 'into the totality of pneumatic existence 

while they were still in their psychikos body' and that Paul 

is here insisting that since the psychikos comes first and has 

a body the Corinthians must 'reckon with the physical side of 

their present life in the Spirit' [40]. Although neither 

Wedderburn's nor Fee's view is likely to be established with 

certainty it seems probable that the passage is rightly 

understood to stress the importance of the physical. This, 

coupled with the, importance of the contrast Paul is making 

between Adam and Christ to which I have referred above, may 

well account for Paul's use of xotuöc, in this passage, a use 

which need not, therefore, be taken to indicate that Paul 

understood the 'earthiness' of our bodies to be the cause of 

human suffering. Rather, as I have already suggested, the 

evidence is far greater that he understood all suffering to 

result from the Fall [41]. 
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Finally, in attempting, to answer the question as to whether 

Paul understood human frailty and suffering to result. from the 

Fall or from our nature as beings created out of dust, it is 

noteworthy that the two alternatives- are not mutually 

exclusive. It may well be that Paul held a view which, 

although not precisely elaborated in the New Testament, 

incorporated both aspects. The ; verses we have 
. 

been 

considering indicate that for Paul that which Adam was, even 

before the Fall, was puxtico; and'xotuöc, and was therefore 

vastly inferior to Christ who is by contrast xveupatLKöS and 

exovpävtot. It was at the Fall, however, that Adam, the 

natural man, made from dust, became mortal (Ovilt6s) as a 

result of which the creation over which he had been given 

dominion now suffers the bondage of corruption (Romans 8: 21). 

[42). The reference- to- the creation of Adam from dust, 

therefore, by no means contradicts. the clear implication of 

the passage as a whole that Paul understood that the 

transformation to take place at. -the 
Parousia would be the 

ultimate 'solution to the sufferings inaugurated, by. the Fall 

from which I" have argued Paul "understood all suffering, to 

result. It simply indicates that that transformation will 

involve something greater still, bestowing. an-those in Christ 

a spiritual (xveupartxös) and- heavenly. (Eaoup(xvtos) likeness 

which the natural. (Vuxtuös) and earthly(xoixös) Adam never 

knew. 

I conclude, therefore, shat , Paul probably believed that, the 

Fal l' was the origin of; sickness and that, -'the,. Parousia would ber,, 

its ultimate antidote., My arguments in, reaching this 

conclusion may be briefly summarised as, _follows:.., 

1) Romans 8: 18ff indicates -that. Paul, 
_saw 

the Fall, as. the. 

origin of suffering in the, universe., -: The, breadth, of scope, in 

the passage eliminates entirely the view that, sickness should 

be excluded from Paul's thinking here. ý Thus for'Paul-the Fall 

is the origin of sickness. _,. ý, ; 
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2) 1 Corinthians 15151ff indicates that the 
Q-1trans formation 

which Paul envisaged would take place in Christians' bodies at 

the Parousia would occur not only for the dead but also for 

the living. That transformation which involved, inter alia, 

the corruptible being clothed with incorruption, would by its 

very nature mean healing for any Christian who might be still 

physically sick at the time of the Parousia. 

M1 

3) Since, as I have argued, Paul's understanding of the Fall, 

underlies his teaching about resurrection and the Parousia in 

1 Corinthians 15, and since the resurrection which occurs at 

the Parousia is the antithesis of the death which results from 

the Fall, then it follows that sickness too, which Paul also 

understood to result from the Fall, will be dealt with at the 

Parousia, the lesser being subsumed by the greater. 

These considerations, it seems to me, indicate a strong 

probability that Paul believed that sickness finds its. origin 

in the Fall and its end at the Parousia. Although this is 

nowhere specifically stated in his writings such a view is at 

the very least by no means inconsistent with his teaching in 

Romans 8 and 1 Corinthians 15 and, in my view, is strongly 

implied by it. If this be so, then the ultimate physical 

healing for all Christians will take place at the Parousia. 

But may this be said to be as a result of the atonement? 

I stated earlier that the argument that physical healing may 

be rightly understood to be ultimately in the atonement rests 

on two assumptions, (1) that when Christians' bodies are 

'changed' at the Parousia their sicknesses will be healed, and 

(2) that that healing will be in some sense a result of 

Christ's death on the cross. Having dealt with the first of 

these two assumptions I now turn, with considerably greater 

brevity, to the second. 

If, as I have already argued, the change that Paul describes 

as taking place to Christians' bodies at the Parousia involves 
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by its very nature "the.. heal ing of those , 
bodies, then, that 

healing rmay be said to:, result from the atonement if the 

resurrection to take place at the Parousia can be shown to 

result from the-atonement. And of this there can surely be 

little doubt. 1 Corinthians 15 opens with a declaration of, 

the ; gospel Paul-had preached to the Corinthians (v. 1). That 

gospel, which Paul had both, received and, passed on to them 

(v. 3) was that 

"Christ died for our sins according to the"Scriptures.... he was 

buried. ..,.. he was raised on the , third day according to the 

Scriptures' (vv. 3-4). 

The Corinthians are said to. have 'received' this gospel,, and 

'taken their stand' on it (v. 1). They are 'saved' if, having 

'believed' it (v. 2) they 'hold firmly' to it. Thus their 

salvation depends on their acceptance of, belief in and 

holding firmly to the. message of Christ's, atoning, death [43] 

and bodily resurrection..,; But central , 
to the theme 

. 
'; of the 

chapter -is the emphasis=. that, 'Christ'sresurrect ion was the 

ätapxýj of the-. resurrection. of t, believers (v. 23). 
aFor, 

Paul 

'salvation' meanta. ultimately. ßentering . the_ kingdom of God 

(v. 50) with a resurrection body �adapted, -,, to life in that 

kingdom. And that salvation was made, possible only because 

'Christ died for our sins'., There; -is thus,: here a clear 

connection in thought between 
. the, atonement (Christ's death 

for our, sins) and �salvation 
(which ultimately, involves the 

resurrection of,:; --. the �body,, 
incorruptible, and, 

_, 
therefore, 

ý. K ,.., ý. sickness-free). 
"L. nÄ, a-xxf1.. 

Indeed, the understanding that,, (1). Christ's. death. is the basis, 

of our. salvation,, and that , 
(2)y, the Christian's'-bodily 

resurrection (or 
�transformation) at the Parousiais an 

integral part of, that salvation, is so fundamental to Paul's 

understanding of salvation, that.. it, seems to me self-evident 

that for Paul --at,. least, 
-the 

Christian's, ultimate 'healing' 

would be as a result . of =the atonement....,; ,.. ". 
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But if further evidence is necessary that in 1 Corinthians 15 

the atonement - underlies Paul's thinking with i'lregard.. to the 
Christian's resurrection two other passages' in the chapter 

seem strongly to indicate this. First, because Paul's 

teaching in Romans 5 clearly links the Fall (vv. 12ff. ) with 
the atonement (vv. l-11) it seems to me that 1 Corinthians 

15: 21-22 which, as I have already suggested, ' is a clear 

reference to the Fall, once again links Paul's teaching on 

resurrection with the atonement. And second, and more 
important, the reference to sin and the law and to the 

Christian's 'victory through our Lord Jesus Christ' in verses 
55-57 offers compelling evidence that the atonement is at the 
heart of Paul's understanding of the Christian's hope of 

resurrection. As Barrett, commenting on this passage, so 
fittingly remarks: 

The earlier verses look into the apocalyptic future, and rejoice 

in the ultimate defeat of death. Verse 56 soberly considers its 

present' sting and power, and verse 57 exults not in unfounded 

optimism but in the victory already won, not only over death but 

over sin ...... The victory of Jesus Christ was a victory over 

sin in that he died to sin a death which men are summoned to 

share (Rom. vi. 10f. ), so that the sting of death is now in 

Christ drawn; and it was a victory over death, in that Christ 

himself was raised fron the dead, and raised as the first fruits - 

the pledge that all who are in him will also be raised 

(xv. 20,23). The victory'is not fully won, for mankind as a whole 

until the End (xv. 26), but it is to certain that Paul can speak 

of it in the present tense: who gives us the victory (cf. Rom. 

viii. 37)' [44]. 

Thus both the opening and the closing verses of the chapter 

point to the cross as the basis for the Christian's hope of 
bodily resurrection. It seems to me meaningful, therefore, to 

speak of physical healing as being ultimately in the 

atonement. 
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+ d. t 
But it is now time -to draw to- a conclusion this section in 

which my findings confirm the view expressed earlier [45] that 

final physical deliverance is in Paul's understanding at least 

part of the ultimate salvation for which,, Christians await the 

eschaton. We must now direct our attention to another 

possibility - that healing may be understood to be -indirectly 
in the atonement because of-the work of. the Spirit. 

Healing in the Atonement., - indirectly 

It is evident from 1 Corinthians -12: 9 (cf. v.,. 30) that Paul 

understood healing to be a. work=ofthe Spirit. The, XapCa asa 
{aµäswv are one of the nine charismatic., gifts listed in verses 
8-10 of which Paul writes in verse 11: 

=V= Si; tcn tOL LVEpye tÖ Ev taxt 'Co . -aÜt? 
xve6xt Stcnpo v 118t% 

14 
.r 

This verse indicates not only that all the gifts to which Paul.. 

has just referred are given -by, the one_and.. same- Spirit, but 

also that they, are given-. '. as the Spirit will'. Further,, verse 
30 makes it clear. that not, all; possess gifts-, of healing, thus 

re-emphasising that heal ings,.,, are., granted at ,, the Spirit', s 
discretion. This emphasis; together with the-, very Jact, that; 

Xapioµata laµätcuv . were; -, needed at iall,: seems Jo discount any 

thought that Christians may-'claim', healing by faith3, [46]., 

Of paramount importance, here,, however, is Paul's understanding.., 

that healing is a. work, of, the, Spirit _, for, this means }thati 
it 

may be viewed as - resulting at ., least., indirectly.,, from 
: the 

atonement since for. Paul. the atonement, is the basis upon which,, 

the Spirit is given. 'c. I. have -already ý, suggested_ this- when 
discussing Galatians, 3: 13-14, [47]�-and ,,, to, ithat., discussion 

little needs to be added., As Dunn, has rightly. pointed. out. _ 

'the Christology and pneumatology, of the,., letter presuppose, a-_ 

richer and fuller theology, as fundamental, 
�but - 

in-the letter 
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itself Paul develops only those aspects of inmediate importance 

to the situation of the readers" [48]. 

Thus in its context Galatians 3: 14 stresses the extending of 

God's blessings to the Gentiles, but the verse clearly 

indicates an underlying theology that sees the reception of 

the Spirit as at least a part of God's purpose brought about 

by Christ's redemptive work on the cross. Dunn is surely 

right again when he says that 

"the gift of the Spirit to Gentiles was both recognized among the 

first Christians, and acknowledged as the sure 'indication of 

God's acceptance/justifying act" (49J. 

This statement (which is undoubtedly confirmed by the record 

in Acts - see especially 10: 44-48,11: 15-18,15: 7-9), in 

emphasising that the gift of the Spirit to the Gentiles was a 

demonstration on God's part that he had accepted and justified 

them, clearly` implies that the reception of the Spirit 

presupposes a man's acceptance with God. It thus serves most 

adequately to underline the point that I am making, that the 

Spirit is given on the basis of reconciliation or atonement 

[50]. And since the gifts of healing are a manifestation of 

the-work of the Spirit, when a sick Christian is healed by the 

use of those gifts, his healing may be said to have resulted, 

indirectly at least, from the atonement. 

But this now leads us to the heart of the matter. If healing 

may be said to be in the atonement ultimately (ie from the 

eschatological perspective) [511, and indirectly (through the 

work of the Spirit), then is there a connection between the 

Spirit and eschatology which will lead us to a right 

understanding of divine healing? In the next section I shall 

argue that such a connection is clearly discernible in the 

Pauline corpus. I shall consider the use of the distinct yet 

inter-related terms äxapxrj 
, 

äppäßwv, and cppayi; w, and seek 

to show that these terms, when used in connection with the 
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Spirit, indicate that the work of the Spirit now may be. viewed 

as a foretaste of the age to come. As the. argument is 

developed the application to healing will. I trust, become 

increasingly clear. 

The Spirit and Eschatology in the Pauline Corpus 

In Relation to Healing 

In the Pauline corpus the terms &aapxij, äppäßccv, and oppayiýco 

are used with reference . to. the: -Spirit on the following 

occasions: 

&aapxij Romans 8: 23. 

&ßpäßwv 2 Cor. -1: 22,5: 5, 
"'Ephesians 

1: 14. 

oppay(4w 2 Cor. 1: 22, -; Ephesians. 1: 13,; 4: 30 

I shall consider briefly the 4general, significance of each of 

these terms before seeking to determine their. significance,, in. 

the passages in question. -. c. 

The noun $aapxij is used, in its 
. original sense; in the.. LXX, to, 

refer to the first sheaf'of the-harvest or;, first lamb, from the 

flock which is offered to-God-'(Deut. 18: 4,26: 2,10, Num. 

18: 8-12, Neh. 10: 37ff). An the New, Testament 'it is used 

figuratively by Paul ' of , 
Israel 

, ', 
(Romans ^11: 16), ` 'of the 

household of Stephanas (1ý Corinthians, 16: 15).; `; who are, the 

'first-fruits of Achaia', of ' Christ- with'regard to. 

resurrection (1 Corinthians' 15: 20,23), and of the Spirit 

(Romans 8: 23).. Each, of:. these 
, 

figurative uses appears to 

reflect the sense, apparent, 'in. the original,. '. litera-l , idea'. of . 
the first sheaf of the harvest, , that i there ; is` something,. more, 

to follow. This will be of'particular importance when we come 

to consider the. use; oV, the term with-reference, to: the Spirit., -- 

s" .e,., J! 34wrssYS. t1 
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According to Behm [521 8j ad v is a commercial term signifying 

a pledge or deposit which gives a legal claim. It always 
implies an act which engages something bigger. Barrett 
defines it as 

*the first instalment of a total sum due. itself part of the awn 

and the pledge that the wholq amount will in due course be paid' 

1531. 

With reference to its use in the New Testament, the Spirit is 

the &&3v (guarantee) of the Christian's full future 

possession of salvation. As such it is close in meaning to 

that of &xapxtj as used in Romans 8: 23. 

But äaapxrj and &ppäßwv are also connected with Qgpayi{w. The 

connection with äppäßly is suggested by the references 

tabulated above. The link with &xapxij will become clearer 

when the context of its use in Romans 8 is examined and 

compared with the use of o payis (the noun cognate with 

wppay(Cw) as a seal used to protect a letter against premature 
disclosure [54]. Meanwhile it is sufficient to note that the 

most important aspect of a payi«co as far as the work of the 

Spirit is concerned is probably that of the use of a seal as a 

mark of ownership [55]. 

Having now provided this brief overview of the use of these 

three terms I shall now consider those passages in the Pauline 

corpus where they are used to refer to the Spirit, coninencing 

with Romans 8: 23: 

ov Povov 8ý, äi, ), ä uai au of sily axapxily roo the 5paros exovsec, 

tlµets Kai avzot ev eauTOts aTev&ýoµev uto8eatav kelc8exopevot, 

tily &xo7lütpcoaty toü auiµaTos iµwv. 

To understand the significance of the phrase thv äaapX v toü 

xveüµatos with regard to our present discussion the immediate 

context nnist be briefly considered. In this connection it As 
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(v. 16), who helps us in our weakness (v. 26) and who intercedes 

for Christians according to the will of God (vv. 26-27). 

Indeed it is in the midst of this eschatological tension 

between groaning inwardly now and the future redemption of our 

bodies for which we eagerly wait-that we are said to have 

(v. 23) Tijv äsapxily toü itveüµasoq - we have the Spirit as the 

'first-fruits' [591. There is, as we have already noted, 

implicit in the idea of first-fruits the thought that there is 

something more to follow. Just as in 1 Corinthians 15: 20ff 

Christ's resurrection is for, Paul the guarantee that all those 

in Christ will rise - ccaapxrj in that passage coming very close 

in meaning to &&ppä(3wv - so here in Romans 8: 23 the Spirit is 

given to Christians as the guarantee of the ultimate 

redemption of the body at the Parousia. And what is true of 

the Spirit must be at least indirectly true of the gifts the 

Spirit bestows upon us. If the Spirit himself is for the 

Christian the äaapxlj of physical redemption, then perhaps the 
1 

gifts of healing (1 Corinthians, 12: 9) granted by the Spirit in 

the interim may have been understood by,, Pau1 as evidence from 

the Spirit of the ultimate redemption of the body., 

Thus while the Christian awaits, ýin, -the' midst of present 

suffering, his final 'adoption ; as a son', the redemption of 

the body' (Romans 8: 23), he has already as a token of that 

adoption and redemption, the. Spirit as 'first-fruits'. 

Applied to physical healing, this suggests, that, although the 

ultimate deliverance must. await. the Parousia, the Spirit is 

given meanwhile as a token and guarantee that that�deliverance 

will surely come, and as evidence, he gives 'gifts of. healing' 

(1 Corinthians 12: 9) toýwhom he will..,, 

With this understanding in mind it will now be helpful to 

consider Paul's use of & apa)v and. appayQw in 2 Corinthians 

1: 22: 

ö xai aippay teals voc, ipaq Ka i, 8oi sTv. äppäßwva soü avEÜµasos. 
ev rat; xapBiatS ýµwv. 
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noteworthy, first, that the passage (vv. 17-39) is concerned 

very much with the theme of the Christian's present sufferings 
(xa971µatia) and weakness (&a Hvcta). Verse 18 refers-to 'our 

present sufferings' which Paul understands to be a sharing in 

the sufferings of Christ (v. 17). Indeed these sufferings are 

shared by the entire creation which at the Fall [56] was 

'subjected to frustration' (v. 20) and is consequently 'in 

bondage to decay' (v. 21) and groans as if it' were 'in the 

pains of childbirth' (v. 22). Christians, along with creation, 

'groan inwardly' (v. 23) eagerly awaiting 'the redemption of 

the body'. Towards the end of the chapter, in a passage where 

Paul graphically highlights the Christian's victory over all 

opposition through the love of Christ, some of these 

sufferings are briefly listed (vv. 35-36). 

Second, there is a very evident eschatological tension 

throughout the passage. The Christian's present sufferings 

are contrasted with future glory. We share in Christ's; 

sufferings that we might share in his glory (v. 17). Our, 

present sufferings are not worth comparing with the glory that tR 

will be revealed in us (v. 18). Indeed the creation itself 

earnestly awaits this - 'revelationýof the sons of God' (v. 19) 

[57] and, like an expectant mother; longs to be delivered 

(v. 22). Christians, too, are earnestly awaiting their 

'adoption as sons, the redemption of the body' (v. 23) [58]. 

This wonderful emancipation is described in verse 21 as 'the 

glorious freedom of the children of God'. Thus although the 

passage is concerned with the theme of suffering it is by no 

means dominated by it. If there is suffering for the 

Christian now - and there certainly is, for -we live in a 

suffering universe - there is, equally as certainly, a 

glorious future. 

But the eschatological tension is not only seen in the t 

contrast between present suffering and future glory. It is 

also in this passage evident in, the work of the Spirit. It is 

the Spirit who bears witness that we are God's children,,, 
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With regard to the immediate context it is noteworthy, first, 

that, after the customary greetingt(vv. 1-2), the epistle opens 

with a statement about Christian suffering and its purpose 

(vv. 3-11). Space forbids a detailed exegesis of this 

section, but it is undoubtedly significant that, as in Romans 

8: 23 Paul's reference to the Spirit as the äxapxtj, of the 

coming redemption of the body is set in the context of 

Christian suffering, so too here in 2 Corinthians 1: 22 his use 

of ä1pac v and vppayiýw with reference to, the Spirit is set in 

a similar context [60]... 

Second, it is significant that the work-of the Spirit is, here 

closely connected with Paul's understanding, that-Christ is the 

fulfilment of all God's promises (v. 20). 
� 

Verses 18-22 are 

found at the heart of a section (1: 12-2: 4) in which Paul is 

explaining the reasons for., thechange,,, in_his travel plans. 
His insistence (v. 17) that-he, . as God's, messenger,,. is not 
double-minded and does not behave inconsistently (that he does 

not say 'Yes' and 'No!, in the same breath), leads him, in verse 

18 to stress the faithfulness and consistency of God himself. 

The message he. had - preached ., to , them ,, was,,, not self- 

contradictory, for the message was none-other-, than 'the Son of 

God, Jesus Christ' himself', (v. 19)and', hewas not 'Yes' and 

'No' but is the affirmative response toevery promise that God 

has made (v. 20). .. 
All God's: promises. find, their, fulfilment, in 

him [61] and the 'Amen' spoken , 
by; Christians:.. in public worship 

[62] is the church's affirmation of this. 

The theme of God's, faithfulness continues in vv. 21-22 as Paul 

uses four participles - ßeßaiwv, 
, xpfoa;, ßcppayto&gevo;, ; 

Soüt, 
r 

(töv ppäßwva) to illustrate God's., guarantee of the 

Christian's ultimate salvation, [63]. Inverse 21 God _is said 

to 'guarantee' (ßeßat&v) . [64] us and.. to have 
-'made, us - share 

his anointing' -(xpi(; ac). [65]. With -respect to the, latter 

Martin conments:, 
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The verb (xp(ety) conjures up OT associations of God's servants 

(judges. kings, prophets) who were set apart and commissioned for 

their office by the pouring out of oil over their heads. If that 

is the background here, the anointing will refer to the bestowal 

of charismatic gifts intended to equip men and women for God's 

work by the coming of the Spirit (cf. Iss 61: 1-3. cited In Luke 

4: 18,19; Acts 4: 27; 10: 38)' 166J. 

If this understanding of Xpioas is correct then all four 

participles may possibly be linked with the work of the 
Spirit, for '1 Corinthians 1: 6-7 associates ßeßatoüv with 

charismatic gifts, and 2 Corinthians 1: 22 (cf. Ephesians 1: 13- 

14) links äppäßwv and oppay(cw with the Spirit [67]. Taken 

this way verses 21 and 22 may be paraphrased as follows: 

'Now it Is God who guarantees our salvation - both ours and yours 

- and he does to by giving us his Spirit who anoints us for 

service (with accompanying charismatic gifts) and whose presence 

in our lives not only marks us out as belonging to God and kept 

by God (for the Spirit Is God's seal of ownership upon us), but 

also is a deposit and foretaste of our ultimate salvation' 1691. 

Now this brings us to the heart of the matter as far as the 

subject of this thesis is concerned. In a passage which opens 

with the theme of Christians suffering (vv. 3-11) and in which 

he confesses that he has despaired of life itself (v. 8) but 

has come to trust in God who raises the dead (v. 10). Paul 

encourages his readers by reassuring them of God's 

faithfulness (v. 18) to his promises which have been fulfilled 

in Christ (v. 20) but of which the ultimate guarantee of 
fulfilment as far as their personal salvation is concerned is 

the gift of the Spirit whose presence in their lives is an 
äppäßwv guaranteeing what is to come. 

Thus the application of this passage to the subject of 

physical healing is extremely close to that of the passage in 

Romans 8 which we considered earlier. Both passages recognise 
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the reality of Christian suffering, and are in my view 

sufficiently broad in their intention as to include sickness 

as part of that suffering. Both passages connect Christian 

suffering in some way with the sufferings of Christ (Romans 

8: 17.2 Corinthians 1: 5) and both point us, forward to the 

Parousia (691 as the ultimate solution. " Finally, both 

passages see the work of the Spirit in the 
. 

life of the 

Christian as both a foretaste and ,a guarantee (for both äaapxrj 

and äýýäßwv connote this twofold emphasis) of the life to 

come. And although it is the Spirit, not, healing, that is the 

&xapXrj, it is the Spirit who grants gifts of healing. 

Space forbids detailed examination of the other. passages, in 

the Pauline corpus which use &ýpac v and agpay(Cc in 

connection with the Spirit, but both 2 Corinthians 5: 1-5 and 

Ephesians 1: 13-14 (cf. 4: 30) confirm the approach we have 

adopted. Terms such as kx(yetoc, ixev6üeaoOat, IcasaxoOf, and 

t ©vt, zav in 2 Corinthians 5: 1-5 ,, are, heavily,: reminiscent of 

the concluding section of 1 Corinthians 15 asjs. thecontrast 

between an earthly tent and an eternal . 
house in heaven (2 Cor. 

5: 1) which. although the illustration is not used, there,. is 

certainly in harmony with Paul's emphasisregarding different. 

kinds of 'body' in 1 Corinthians 15: 35ff. 
1. 

Further the use of, 

asev6, opev (vv. 2,4) suggests a possible. link in thought with 

Romans 8 (vv. 22,23,26).. These striking-associations, along.. 

with the clear contrast ,, in 
�the passage itself betweeni ours 

present earthly body, and our. future heavenly dwelling, 

indicate decisively that, 2 Corinthians., 5:. 1-5. refers ; to, the 

resurrection of the body. 
. 

The, use of & &I3cüv in verse 5 
, 
thus 

_, 
confirms the link-with, the Spirit, as both a . foretaste and, 

guarantee of resurrection. Finally, the passages i. n Ephesians 

carry the same eniphasis. -The rSpirit (1: 13-14) As both, the 

seal and the guarantee of the Christian's future 
, 
inheritance 

as he awaits 'redemption', (cf. 4: 30), ''a'-'redemption-which in, 

Romans 8: 23 is said to be, 'of --the'body', [70]..,,, ' 

_ ... 1ý =' 
...,. .., _, . _. 

'ý_, '. 
_- ..... 

ý 
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I conclude, therefore, that the terms äaapXrj, -äpSapcöv, and 

appayCCco when used to describe the work of the Spirit are used 

consistently in the Pauline corpus. They are used in the 

context of the eschatological tension which recognises that in 

receiving the gift of the Spirit the Christian has already 

tasted something of the power and glory of the coming age and 

yet that he has not yet received his full inheritance. For 

that he maust await his adoption as a son, the redemption of 
his body, the glory that shall be revealed, the manifestation 

of the sons of God. At that Day, for which the whole creation 

waits, the dead shall be raised incorruptible and those who 

are alive and remain shall be changed in a moment, in the 

twinkling of an eye at the last trumpet. But until that Day 

for which he has been sealed, preserved and marked out by the 

Spirit, he has the Spirit as an &x(xpxij, an &pPa v, a first 

instalment. 

Of course for Paul the gift of the Spirit meant far more than 

the healing of sickness, but that was certainly a part of the 

Spirit's work. And if he understood the Spirit to be in some 

sense a foretaste, a first instalment, of a future life to be 

lived in an immortal incorruptible body it surely does not 

stretch imagination too far to suggest that he may well have 

understood the healings `performed by the Spirit's power to 

have been at least an expression of that foretaste. And if, 

as I have argued [71], Paul understood the atonement to be the 

basis upon which the Spirit was given, then healing may be 

said to be 'in the atonement' not only ultimately (in that all 

sickness will be healed at the Parousia) but also indirectly 

in that the Spirit who heals comes as a result of the 

atonement [72]. 

It seems to me'that this understanding of healing in relation 

to the atonement is much tobe preferred, not only because it 

is more in harmony with what I believe to be the correct 

exegesis of the relevant passages, but also because it is 

pastorally and practically more helpful than the doctrine as 
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taught by its original proponents. , 
In, this modified form the 

doctrine may still encourage the sick Christian to an active 
faith for healing, without bringing with it the sense of 
failure, guilt and condemnation that., accompanies the old 
doctrine if the Christian -is-not healed. And it certainly 

need not discourage the seeking of medical help. 
tIn short, it 

retains a positive emphasis in encouraging expectation for 

healing through the Spirit's. work in bestowing charismatic 

gifts while discarding , those,,, extremes which , 
lead to the 

rejection of medical� aid on the one. hand and a sense of 

condemnation in the unhealed on; the,. other. . 
But it is now time 

to bring this thesis to a conclusion. � 
rt., 

Sumnary. and Conclusion 

The major purpose of this thesis has been to consider the 

doctrine that healing is.. in the atonement - viz. 

the view that Christians may., claim, heating fron sickness, on, she 

grounds that Christ "has, already carried, that sickness for them 

just as he has carried their sins - 

in the light of the relevant New Testament passages. In-order 
._r 

to establish what those passages -,, are, I have. in PART CNE 

examined the theological, and. literaryorigins of the doctrine 

and have shown, .. how tithe doctrine.: 
ahas 

developed and. been 

modified both within, and beyond Classical Pentecostalism. 

This examination. has revealed that "the, major.: New Testament 

passages used to. support. the: doctrine are.. undoubtedly Matthew, 

8: 17 and 1 Peter $2: 24. It 
. 
has.., also shown that the 

interpretation, of-certain ., other, passages` has been seriously 

affected by the doctrine. . '. Of,, these. themost-, significant are 

Galatians 3: 13,;. 1 Corinthians-"11: 29-30, James; 5: 14-15, " and 

Mark 16: 15-18. PART TNü was devoted to a detailed examination 

of Matthew 8: 17' and .1 
Peter 2: 24, and to: a, rather briefer 

consideration - 
of the- other,; passages to: which I have just 
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referred. In' each Incase 
my findings have shown that. the 

passage in question does not in fact support the doctrine. 

With regard to the two major passages it is particularly 

noteworthy that although Matthew takes Isaiah 53: 4 and applies 

it to physical healing he does not do so in the context of 
Christ's passion. Conversely, 1 Peter takes Isaiah 53: 5 and 

applies it, in the context of Christ's redenctive work on the 

cross, to healing from the wounds of sin, but with no thought 

of physical healing in mind. Thus in Matthew 8: 17 there is 

physical healing but no atonement; in I Peter 2: 24 there is 

atonement but no physical healing. I was thus driven to the 

inescapable conclusion that neither of the major verses used 

in defense of the doctrine does in fact support it. 

But the examination of the theological and literary origins of 

the doctrine undertaken in Part One revealed more than a set 

of proof-texts used to support the doctrine. It also showed a 

set of closely related themes which led in PART TIM to 

discussion of (1) the relation between healing, salvation and 

the gospel, (2) the relation between sickness, sin and Satan, 

and (3) sick Christians and the art of medicine in the New 

Testament. 

With regard to (1) I concluded that the use of ecö{co to mean 
both 'heal' and 'save' affords no clear evidence that the 

writers of the New Testament saw physical healing as a part of 

that deliverance from sin which is so frequently referred to 

as 'salvation'. I did not reject the view, however, that 

healing is in some sense a part of God's overall salvific work 

and maybe rightly understood to be a part of the Christian's 

ultimate" salvation. And I drew a similar conclusion with 

regard to the relation between the gospel and healing. This, 

however, is not to link healing directly to the atonement. 

With regard to (2) I found that the doctrine that healing is 

in the atonement as taught by' its early proponents is not 
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supported by the evidence. I acknowledged, however, that 

healing may be said to be in the atonement if Christ's death 

is seen as the antidote to Adam's sin and if Adam's sin is 

seen to be the cause of sickness. I also recognised that 

Christ's death may be understood as a victory over Satan who 
is also seen as a source _of sickness., . 

Both these 

possibilities associate Christ's death with the conquest of 

sickness without embracing the fallacious, view that Christ 

carried our sicknesses just as he carried our sins., 

With regard to (3) I argued that, since the doctrine that 

healing is in the atonement implies that Christians who become 

sick should not continue to be so and should not need to 

resort to medical remedies for their healing, the fact that in 

the New Testament prominent Christians were sick over a 

prolonged period of time and the fact that medical remedies 

were approved of and, recommended undoubtedly casts serious 

doubt on the doctrine at- least in the form in which it was 

originally propounded. -,. 

In PART FULR I have considered further difficulties with the 

doctrine, both theologically and from a practical and pastoral 

point of view. These I found to be so serious that I 

concluded that the doctrine as originally propounded must 

undoubtedly be rejected. In keeping with my earlier findings, 

however, I have felt able to offer a modified form of the 

doctrine which not only overcomes the theological difficulties 

I have raised but which also, if accepted, would I believe 

largely eliminate the pastoral and practical difficulties to 

which I have drawn attention. 

The modified form of the doctrine which 
�I 

have proposed sees 

physical healing . as ultimately and indirectly 
. 

'in the 

atonement'. It is ultimately in the, atonement because of the 

incorruptible body with which those in Christ are to be 

clothed at the Parousia. ', It is, indirectly in the atonement 

through the work of the Spirit who is given on the basis of 
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Christ's atoning work and who in turn bestows gifts of 
healing. The Pauline use of the terms äaapxrj, &baptov, and 

appayCCw in connection with the Spirit strongly supports this 

view which I commend, especially to my fellow Pentecostals, 

with whose emphasis on the gift of the Spirit my thesis is 

very much in harmony. If such a modified view of the doctrine 

be accepted, however, it naist be recognised that it is by no 

means that of the original proponents of the doctrine. It is, 

nevertheless, in my view, a logical development to Pentecostal 

thinking on this subject some of the major strands of which I 

outlined in the first part of this thesis. 
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k "ý ý*{_ nlýýESSt yS NOTES '' p; 7 

1. For an explanation of the term Classical Pentecostalism, see p. 4 note 6 

and notes 1 and 2 on p. 25 of this thesis. 

2. Matt. 8: 17 (cf. pp. 102-140) 
1 Peter 2: 24 (cf. pp. 141-162) 

Galatians 3: 13 (cf. pp. 163-173) 

1 Cor. 11: 29-30 (cf. pp. 173-178) 

James 5: 14-15 (cf. pp. 178-188) 

Mark 16: 15-18 (cf. pp. 188-191). 

3. See especially pp. 232-233. 

See also pp. 45-47,77,173,185,191-192,216,224,226,244,275. 
276,287. 

4. Note the repeated use of the phrase 'healing is provided' in the 
Declarations of Faith of some major Pentecostal groups. See Appendix. 

5. Cf. p. 41 of this thesis. 

6. Many of the books written by advocates of the doctrine provide 
testimonies of healings. These are far, too numerous to list here. By 

way of example, however, see: 

Bosworth, F. F., 'Christ the Healer', Miami, Bosworth, 1948, pp. 221-249. 
Jeffreys, G., 'Healing Rays', ' London, Elim. 1935, pp. 174-209. 

Osborn, T. L., 'Receive Miracle Healing', Tulsa, Harrison House, 1984, 

pp. 67-68.92-93; 130,156,174; 
1235-237: 

7. See pp. 313-314. 

8. The importance of faith in connection with healing is repeatedly stressed 
in the New Testament. See: 

Matthew 8: 10,9 :2,22,29,15: 28 0 

Mark 2: 5,5: 34,10: 52 

Luke 5: 20,7: 9,50,, 8: 48,17: 19,. 18: 42 

Acts 3: 16, ' 6: 8,14: 9 

James 5: 15. 

If the doctrine that healing'is in the atonement has-'worked' In that- 

people have been healed as a result of believing it, it is; in my view, 
not because the doctrine is correct, but because it stresses God's 

willingness to heal, and so produces faith for healing in those who hold- 
it. I shall suggest later that a modified form of the doctrine would be 

equally successful, in producing faith'for healing. 

9. See Appendix. 
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10. Dr. William Menzies has suggested that the continued manifestation of 
glossolalia during the twentieth century is largely due to the 
Pentecostals' doctrinal insistence that tongues is to be expected as an 
acccxnpaniment'to the Baptism in the Holy Spirit. Earlier manifestations 
in church history were not sustained because there was no doctrinal 

statement on the matter. If Menzies is right. then clearly a similar 
argument might be used with regard to divine heating. See: 

Menzies, W. W., 'Anointed to Serve', Springfield, GPH, 1971, pp. 39-40. 

11. Dayton, D. W.. 'Theological Roots of Pentecostalism', Grand Rapids, 
Zondervan, 1987, pp. 19-20. 

The term 'full gospel' probably has its origin in the Authorised Version 

translation of Romans 15: 19 'I have fully preached the gospel of Christ'. 
For a 'brief discussion of the significance of this verse see pp. 220-221 

of this thesis. 

12. Purdy, V., 'Biblical Anthropology and the Pentecostal Doctrine of Divine 
Healing', a paper given to the Society for Pentecostal Studies meeting at 
Asbury Theological Seminary, November 12,1988, p. 190. 

In conmon with Purdy I have used the term 'holistic' to refer to God's 
interest in 'the whole man', body as well as soul. When the term 
'holistic' is used with a different emphasis, however, the doctrine that 
heeling is in the atonement may validly be criticised for it may be 

said to detract from a holistic understanding of the gospel in that it 

emphasises very much the needs of the individual as distinct from society 

as a whole. This is particularly evident in the teachings of 'The Faith 
Movement' (cf. pp. 79-85 of this thesis). 

13. ibid p. 192 

14. ibid p. 199 

15. ibid p. 200. This statement, however, is by no means unchallengeable. 
Purdy does not clarify, for example, how he understands 2 Cor. S: 6-8. 
For the view that Paul envisaged the possibility of the soul's 
disembodied existence between death and the Parousia. see, for example: 

Osei-Bonsu, J., 'Does 2 Cor. 5: 1-10 Teach the Reception of the 
Resurrection Body at the Moment of Death? ' JSM'. 1986. 
28,81-101. 

Cf. 

Yates. I.. 'Inmedtate or Intermediate? The State of the Believer upon 
Death', Churchman 1987,101,4, pp. 310-322. 

16. ibid p. 205 

17. ibid pp. 224-225. Purdy cites, - inter atia, Carson who states that 

'his (ac. Matthew's) own rendering of the Hebrew .... Indicates his 

profound grasp of the theological connection between Jesus' healing 

ministry and the cross'. 
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Carson, D. A., Matthew --°Exposttor's Bible Commentary', (Ed. Gaebelein, 
F. E. ) Grand Rapids, Zondervan, 1984, p. 206. 

For my exegesis of Matthew 8: 17 and a rejection of"this view see 
pp. 102-140 of this thesis. See especially my quote from Woodford 

on p. 127. 

18. Purdy, op. cit., pp 207-209. 

19. See pp. 331ff. Cf. the references in note 3-above. - 

20. The difficulty with Purdy's view, it seems to me, is that he wants to 
defend the doctrine that healing is in the atonement without 
modification. As I shall make clear. shortly, it is my opinion that the 
only possible way forward for the doctrine is to understand the 

redemption of the body (cf. Romans 8: 23) to be something for which the 
Christian awaits the eschaton. But the unmodified doctrine insists that 
Christians may demand healing NW because of the atonement. Purdy 

nowhere in his paper attempts to; deal with, this difficulty..; Indeed it is. 
by no means clear thatýhe sees it. -Cf. ýalso note"15. - 

21. See the references in note 3. 

22. pp. 234-235. 

23. Note the connection between victory over death and victory over sin and 
the law in these verses. Camparingýthis with Paul's. understanding"in 
Rotpans 6 and 7"it seems clear that the victory. referred; to, here is, that 

0 
accomplished by"Christ's death and resurrection. However, note 
Muddiman's understanding - cf. note"32dbelow. ; ,J 

24.2 Corinthians 1: 22,5: 5. Cf. Epheaians 1: 14. 

25. 2 Corinthians 1: 22, Ephesians 1: 13,4: 30. 

26. Cf. the repeated phrase 'if the dead are not raised' (vv. 16,29,32).,. 

27. Paul's personal' expectation that he would be alive at; the, Parousia need 
not detain us here. Fee's connent, ia noteworthy, however:,., 

"lt is hardly possible, that this clause could have been expressed in 

either the second or third person. Thus it says very little about, Paul's 

expectations with regard to the Parousia; what it says, is. that he, ls., 

currently among the living" (Fee, G. D., 'The First Epistle to, the 
Corinthians', Grand Rapids, "Eerdnnans, 1987' p.: 800). '. Fee acknowledges,, ; 
however, that'in 1 Thes. 4: 13-18 it is difficult to avoid-, 'the plain 
sense of the language, that he expected. to be among the living at the 
Parousia' (loc. cit. ). 

y 
28. See Jeremias, J., New Testament Studies, ii, ' p. 152, who i sJollowed by" 

Barrett C. K., 'First'Epistleito the Corinthians. ', (2nd Edn), "London, 
Black, 1971; "p. ' 379. ' ä-; 

29. Fee, op. cit., pp. 798-799. Cf;: 
Conzelmann, H., '1 Corinthians', Philadelphia, Fortress, 197S,, pp. 289-290 
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Goudge, H. 1., 'TheFirst, Epistle to the Corinthians', London, Methuen, 
1926, p. 159. 

Hiring, J., 'The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians', London, 
Epworth, 1962, pp. 179-180 

Orr. W. F.. & Walther, J. A., '1 Corinthians', New York, Doubleday, 1976, 

pp. 349-350 
Robertson, A., & Plunmer, A., 'I Corinthians', Edinburgh, Clark, 1911, 

pp. 375-376 

With reference to the difficulty of identifying A 4pe6pa with the already 
dead see also: 

Gillman, J., 'Transformation in 1 Corinthians 15: 50-S3', EphTheolLov, 
1982 58,4, pp. 320-322. 

Morisette, R., 'La chair et le sang ne peuvent hfriter du Regne de Dieu' 
(1 Cor., XV, 50), Science et Esprit,, 1974,26, 

pp. 46.48. 

30. Put very simply, if my understanding of this passage is correct, a 
Christian who may have died of a sickness or who was still alive and yet 
sick at the time of the Parousia would certainly not, in Paul's 

understanding, have remained sick thereafter! 

Cf. my discussion of sick Christians in the New Testament on pp. 251-261 

of this thesis. See also my cannents on James 5: 14ff on pp. 178-188. 

It is, also noteworthy that in rabbinic theology there is a notion that 

resurrection brings healing. See: 

Ivbntefiore, C. G., & Loewe, H., 'A Rabbinic Anthology', London, Macmillan, 
1938, p. 599 

31. See p. 234 and notes 22 and 23 on pp. 244-5. 

32. For support for the understanding that 1 Corinthians 15: 21-22 refers to 
the Fall see: 

Barrett, op. cit., pp. 351-353 
Conzelmann, op. cit., p. 268 
Fee, op. cit., p. 751 
Goudge, op. cit., p. 147 
Hiring, op. cit., p. 164 

Robertson & Plunmer, op. cit., p. 352f. 

That Paul means that 'in Christ all who are in Christ will be made alive 
is, in my view, the only interpretation that fits the context. For - 
further discussion see: - 

Fee, op. cit., p. 750. Cf. 

Crockett, W. V., 'The Ultimate Restoration of All Mankind: 1 Corinthians 
15: 22' in Studia Blbliea, 1978, III. Papers on Paul and 
Other New Testament Authors, (ed. E. A. Livingstone), 
Sheffield, 1980, pp. 83-87. 

For a rejection of the view that 1 Corinthians 15 refers to the Fall see: 
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Muddiman, J., 'Adorn, the Type of the One to Come', Theoloav, March '84. 

pp. 104-106. Middiman argues, pace Barrett and other 
commentaries, that the emphasis in 1 Corinthians 15 differs 
from that in Romans. An Romans death is undoubtedly seen 
as the punishment for sin (6: 23), but in 1 Corinthians 1S 

sin is the sting in the tail of death - without post-mortem 
retribution for  in death would hold no terror for man. 

33. See Fee, op. cit., p. 788, who states: 

'The two words that describe Adam and Christ respectively are the cognate 
nouns for the adjectives psychikos and pnewnatlkos in v. 44. This clear 
linguistic connection implies that the original bearers of the two kinds 

of bodies mentioned in v. 44 are Adam and Christ'. 
, 

Cf. Dunn, J. D. a., ''1 Corinthians, 15: 45 - last Adam, life-giving Spirit' 
in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, Studies in Honour of Charles 
Francis Digby Moule, (ed. B. Lindars and S. Smalley). Cambridge, 1973. 

p. 130. 

34. I have already referred to the wide agreement, among . caumentatots that 
Romans 8: 20 refers to the Fall (see p. 234, cf. note 22 on pp. 244-245). 

If this is correct then, Paul's use. of, g0op& in both Romans 8: 21 and 
1 Corinthians 15: 42 appears to link, the passage we are considering to the 
Fall. However, note Hdring's comment (op. cit., p. 179): 

"The earthly character is not... an effect of the Fall. It is inherent 

In the creation.; Moreover the Fall. is. not, in question here;, but the 
doctrine of the Epistle to the Romans makes it clear. that Adam was 

corruptible, ie"likely to corrupt himself. body. and soul by a fall", 

Yet Barrett'scross-reference with Romans 8: 21 , clearly links verse 42 

with the Fall (Barrett, op. cit. p. 372): 

"Corruption is an evil;. power; by which the world is dominated in the old 

age (Rom. viii. 21). It affects not only human life but the whole, of 

creation. Its dominion will be ended in the age, to come, at the 
beginning of which the resurrection takes place. -Thus Paul's point Is, 

not simply that we, shall have a new body, no longer subject, to change and 
decay, but that the new body will be appropriate to the new age In which 
God, having reasserted his sovereignty,; is all in all (xv.. 28)". 

In similar vein, Dunn cemnents, with regard to Romans 8: 21, that: 

'there is .... a slavery to corruption, the complete inability to escape 
from the physical deterioration and dissolution which characterizes the 

created order (andýon which: sin has capitalized). And believers are 

still part of that created order;, like. creation as a whole.,, they have not 
yet been liberated from that, slavery..... As man fallen into futiIIty .,, 
required a 

, 
world given over to corruption and decay as his appropriate 

setting, so man liberated,, from both sin and the flesh will require sn 
incorruptible setting for his resurrected embodiment (cf. 1 Cor. 13: 42- 

50)" (Dunn, J. D. G..; 'Ranans4-8', Dallas, N%brd, 1988, p. 488). 

35. So Fee, op. cit, p. 786. Cf. f 
r A` ' 
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Hering, I., 'The First Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians'. FT, 
London, 1962, p. 176 

Martin, R. P., 'The Spirit and the Congregation: Studies In I Corinthians 
12-15'. Grand Rapids, 1984, p. 137. 

36. Fee. for example. argues that the emphatic 'not... but' (v. 46) suggests 
that Paul is making this assertion against the Corinthians themselves 
(Fee, op. cit., p. 791). 

37. See, for example: 

Allo, P. E. -B., 'Saint Paul Premiere 9pitre aux Corinthiens'. Etudes 

Bibliques, Paris, 1934, pp. 427-428 
Barrett, op. cit., pp. 374-373 
Hiring, J., op. cit., p. 178 
Pearson, B. A., 'The Pneumatikos-Psychikos Terminology in I Corinthians, A 

Study in the Theology of the Corinthian Opponents of Paul 

and Its Relation to Gnosticism'. Society of Biblical 
Literature Dissertation Series, 1973,12, pp. 17-23. 

For a rejection of this view see: 

Scroggs, R., 'The Last Adam, A Study in Pauline Anthropology'. 
Philadelphia, 1966, pp. 11S-122. 

38. See, for example: 

Brandenburger, E., 'Adam und Christus', Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen 

zum Neuen Testament 7, Neukirchen, 1962, passim. 
Jewett, R., 'Paul's Anthropological Terms. A Study of their Use in 

Conflict Settings'. Arbeiten zur Geschichte des Antiken 
Judentums und des Urchristentums 10, Leiden, 1971, 

pp. 352-356. 
Schmithals, W., 'Gnosticism in Corinth, An Investigation of the Letters 

to the Corinthians', ET, Nashville, 1971, pp. 169-170. 

For a critique of this view see: 

Kim. S., 'The Origin of Paul's Gospel'. Tübingen. 1981. pp. 162-193. 

39. Wedderburn, A. J. M., 'Philo's Heavenly Man', Novum Testementum, 1973, 
15,4, p. 302 

40. Fee, op. cit., p. 791. According to Fee the Corinthians held the view 
that: 

by the reception of the Spirit, and especially the gift of tongues, they 
had already entered the true 'spirituality' that is to be (4: 8); already 
they had begun a form of angelic existence (13: 1; cf. 4: 9,7: 1.7) In 

which the body was unnecessary and unwanted, and would finally be 

destroyed. Thus.... the idea that the body would be raised would have 

been anathema' (Fee, op. cit. p. 715) 

Fee's understanding is that Paul is denying that the Corinthians 'are 

completed pneumatics now' (Fee, op. cit. p. 790) insisting that they mutt 
await resurrection before their 'spirituality' is ccxnplete, since as with 
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Christ it must include a somatic expression. If Fee is right, then there 
is here another expression of the eschatological connection between the 

spiritual gifts of 1 Corinthians 12 (including the gifts of healing) and 
the redemption of the body at the Parousia. Cf. pp. 345ff of this thesis, 

41. Cf. note 31. But note also Christoffersson's view. Cf. note 22, p. 245. 

42. See Goudge, op. cit., p. 158. Cf. also note 34. 

43. Commenting on this verse Fee states: 

"This is the language of atonement. In saying 'Christ-died for out sins' 
the creed presupposes alienation between God and humans because of human 

rebellion and sinfulness, for which the just penalty is death", (Fee. op. 
cit. p. 724). 

44. Barrett, op. cit. p. 384. Cf. Fee, op. cit., p. 797, who comments: 

The one who will swallow up death at his Parousia (vv. 54-55) has already 
through his death and resurrection prevailed victoriously in our behalf 

over sin and the law (vv. 56-57)'. 

However, note Muddiman's objections . "cf,, note 32, 

45. See pp. 216,286-287. Cf. Gee's view, quoted on pp. 46-47 of this 

thesis. 

46. Cf.. for example, the views of the' early. proponents of the doctrine that 
healing is in the atonement. See pp. 18-24 of this thesis. 

It might be argued, of course, by those who hold the doctrine, -that, since 
Christians can claim their own healing for themselves the gifts of 
healing are intended to be used for the healing, ofnon-Chrlstians in an, 

evangelistic context. The'weakness of this position is, however. 

threefold. First, it presupposes that healing may be 'claimed' -a 
thesis which I have already rejected (cf. pp., '298-309). Second, 

restricts too narrowly Paul's intention; in the. context. in 1 Corinthians 

12. Third, the emphasis that charismatic gifts are given for the conrnon 

good (apbc tö oupýpepov,. v. 7), along with Paul's teaching that"the 
different members of the body need each other, (v. 21ff).. suggests. that 

these gifts are given for the benefit of the church. It would thus be 

wrong to limit Paul's understanding-of, the, uae. of; the healing gifts to 

non-Christians. 

47. See pp. 163-173, esp,, pp. '_172-173. 

48. Dunn. J. D. G., 'Jesus, Paul and the Law',. London, SPCC, 1990, p. 249. 

49. ibid. p. 248. Here Dunn also cites Betz as saying that This reception 

of the 'Spirit' is the primary datum of. the Christian churches In 
,.;,, 

Galatia" (Betz, H. D., "'Spirit. Freedom and Law; Paul's Message to the 
Galabon Churches', ' Svensk exegetisk arabok,, 1974,39., p. 14S). 

However, to agree'thatýthe"reception of thc, Spirit is the primary datum 

of the early Christian churches is not. necessarily, to identify with , 
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Dunn's conclusion that the reception of the Spirit is what mates a man a. 
Christian. See 

Dunn, J. D. G., 'Baptism In the Holy Spirit', London, SG. 1,1970, passim. 

Cf. 'Ervin, H. M., 'Conversion-Initiation and the Baptism In the Holy 
Spirit', Peabody, Hendrickson, 1984, passim, for a 
critique of Dunn. 

50. See also Bruce, who comments: 

"Abraham by faith received justification and the promise of blessing; now 
that Christ has accomplished his redemptive work, Abraham's children (cf. 

v. 7) likewise by faith receive justification and the premised blessing - 
the gift of the Spirit" (Bruce, F. F., 'The Epistle of Paul to the 
Galatians'. Exeter, Paternoster, 1982, p. 168). 

Hansen, likewise, remarks that 

it is 'only through identification with Christ in his death on the cross 
that... participation in the promised blessings can be acquired. In the 
light of the Galatians' own experience of receiving the Spirit by faith 

in Christ crucified Paul defines the content of the promise as the 

Spirit" (Hansen, G. W., 'Abraham in Galatians'. Sheffield, JSNT, 1989, pp. 
126-127). 

Cf. Betz, H. D., 'Galatians', Philadelphia. Fortress, 1979, pp. IS2-3 

Lull, D. J., 'The Spirit in Galatia', Chico CA, SBL, 1980, pp. 153ff. 

193-195. ' 

51. See pp. 332-344 of this thesis. 

52. Behm, J., &pPäpwv article in 11TF, ed. G. Kittel, ET G. W. Bromiley. Grand 

Rapids, Eerdmans, 1977, Vol. 1, p. 475. 

53. Barrett, C. K., 'A Comnentary'on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians', 

London, Black, 1982, p. 80. Cf.: 

Hughes. P. E., 'Paul's Second Epistle to the Corinthians'. Grand Rapids, 

Eerdmans, 1977, who canments with respect to äppäß6v:, 

'The present gift of the Spirit is only a small fraction of the future 

endowment" (p. 42). 

Cf. Kerr, A. J., 'APPAB11N', Journal of Theological Studies, 1988,39,1, 

pp. 92-97. Kerr argues that 'a first 

installment' is most, likely to convey the 

sense to a modern reader. 

54. In this connection Fitzer-conments: 

'The seal was also meant to protect a document against inappropriate 

or premature disclosure. It prevented people from reading a work. 

Is. 29: 11: All these words will be like the words of a sealed book, and 
if it is said to him, You are a man who can read, read this, he will say, 
I cannot read it: 'it is sealed'. In the story of the pages in 1 Fabp. 
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3: 8 we read that each inscribes his own saying and seals it: and lays it 

under the king's pillow. The seal does not merely close; its is also a 
safeguard against violation" 

(Fitzer, G., offpay(g1a(Qpay(tcc article in M Nf, ed. G. Kittel. ET G. W. 
Bramiley, Grand Rapids, Ecrdmans, 1978, Vol, 7, p. 945). - 

Cf. p. 349 and note 57. 

55. As far as the use of the term in the Pauline corpus is concerned, Fitzer 

canments (op. cit. p. 950) that 'one may thus conclude that the idea of 
marking as a possession determines the use of the term'. 

Fitzer also (loc. cit. ) lists a variety of other uses of a1ppayfq. A seal 
may be: 

that which gives validity to a document 

that which imparts power and protection (from a god) 
that which denotes authority (fron a king) 

and,. In Philo, a copy of an original. 

Although it is possible that same or all of these uses may be of some 

significance with regard to the Pauline use, of appay(s to refer to the 
Spirit in relation to the Christian. '& discussion of this, is clearly 
beyond the scope of this thesis. " 

56. For evidence that this verse refers to the Fall see p. 234 and notes 22 

and 23 on pp. 244-245 of this thesis. 

57. It seems to me that the use of &xoicXoynq here may possibly hintat a 

connection in thought with the use of. a4ppay(c: asrthat which prevents 

premature disclosure (cf. note 54). 1 Although neither arppay{q-nor ", 
affpay((rc is used in'this passage the term is closely linked with &paäpcöv, 

(cf. note 58) in connection with the work of the Spirit; 
-and 

Paul's use , 
of &xapxtj in verse 23"is virtually equivalent to &býäßwv. (see further my; 
discussion on p. 349, cf: Bohm op. cit., p. 475). If this understanding. 
is correct then the work of the Spirit may be understood, paradoxically, 
both to mark out, the Christian as belonging to God and yet to keep. his 

. - 
a onship hidden until the, day of redemption, when. the, sons, of God shall be 
'revealed'. 

58. 'The redemption of the, body!. referred to hereis'surely nothing less, than 

the transformation which is to take place"at: tbe Parousla when the mortal 
is clothed with immortality, the corruptible with Incorruption 

(1 Corinthians 15: SOff). - As Dolling coaments with reference to &xapxft 

In Romans 8: 23: 

"The gift of the, pnewna is ...... only the beginning which < 
-" 

will ultimately be followed by uioOeafa, by the gift of the ariµa 
xveuµattu6v" (Delling, 'G., "&aapxtj article in 1TM', ed. G. Kittel, ET G. W. 
Br(miley, Grand Rapids, Eerdmans, ý"1977, Vol. 1, p. 486). »- - 

Cf. Michael's comments, -'quoted in note 30 on p. 320 of. this thesis. 

Cf. my discussion of4 Corinthians 1S on pp,: 332-344 of this thesis., ;; i 
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The theme of future redemption is also found in Ephesianksi1: 13-14 where 
the Spirit is seen as a seal and a deposit which guarantees (&ppäpcüv) 

redemption. Cf. Ephesians 4: 30. The theme of redemption thus links the 
three terms we are considering for &aapxrj, &ppäpwv and acpay(Sc are all 
used in the context of a redemption which is seen as yet future and which 
in Romans 8: 23 is specifically linked to the body. The three terms are 
also linked by their use with regard to the Spirit (see table on p. 347). 
Cf. also note 57. 

59. Hamilton sees the genitive as partitive - the first instalment of the 
whole Spirit. See 

Hamilton. N. Q.. The Holy Splitt and Eschatology in Paul', 1957, p. 32. 

However, as Barrett has pointed out, (op. cit. p. 80), 'Paul does not 
think of the Spirit as given in parts' and Hamilton's view misses the 
connection with the future both in 2 Cor. 1: 22 and in 5: 5. Cf. note 69. 

The genitive is, therefore, epexegetic. The Spirit is the &ppäßwv. 

Cf. Dunn, J. D. G., 'Romans 1-8', Dallas, Word, 1988, p. 473, (cf. p. 490), 

who agrees that the genitive is epexegetic. 

60. The context of suffering is, of course, highly relevant to the subject of 
this thesis. Although sickness is not mentioned in this passage it is 

noteworthy that in v. 4 Paul uses the phrase iv a6an 01(4mt which Barrett 
translates 'in any kind of affliction' (Barrett, op. cit., p. 61). 
Barrett (ibid, p. 64) further argues (with reference to vv. 8.9) that: 

'As good a suggestion as any is that Paul had been seriously ill; Clavier 
(Studia Paulina. p. 77) draws attention to hints in the narrative that 
suggest a peril arising within rather than without. Allo reaches a 
similar conclusion. It is not clear why Strachan should think of 
physical violence, perhaps lynching. The nature of Paul's supposed 
illness has elicited many conjectures; see xii. 7 ..... None of these is 

more than a conjecture, but it is certain that Paul's life was In serious 
danger.... ' 

With reference to the phrase iv eausoic tö &x61cpiga toü 6av4ltou (v. 9) he 

remarks: 

The meaning will be that though the sentence was not immediately carried 
out it remained in force, so that Paul knows that henceforth big only 
hope lies in resurrection. This is most natural if the threat was 
illness' (ibid, p. 64). 

Against this, however, must be set the general uncertainty with regard to 
Paul's thorn in the flesh. See my discussion of this debate on pp. 251- 
257. However I have already rejected the view that the xäaXw word-group 
is not used in the New Testament to refer to sickness (see pp. 239-241. 

cf. pp. 234,181), and if, as I have argued (pp. 234-5), sickness should 
not be excluded from our understanding of va xaO4 Beata voü vGv Katpoü in 
Romans 8: 18, then I see no valid reason to exclude it from our 
understanding of xaOjiiata here in 2 Corinthians 1: 3-11 (see esp. vv. 5-7), 
for whatever the nature of Paul's personal sufferings may have been, the 
the principles he is teaching with regard to suffering appear to be 
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sufficiently general that they may validly be applied to all kinds of 
suffering, including sickness. 

For further discussion of the nature of the suffering referred to in this 

passage, act: 

Hering, J., 'The Second Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians 
London, Epworth. 1967, p. 2 

Plummer, A., 'The Second Epistle to the Corinthians'. Edinburgh, Clark. 
1978, pp.. 23.27. 

Taster, R. V. G., 'The Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians', 
London, Tyndale, 1969, pp. 40-44. 

Strachan, R. H., 'The Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians' 
London, Hodder, 1935, pp. 51-53. 

I1 

61. I have frequently heard those who hold that Bible verses are promises to 
be claimed use this verse (2 Corinthians 1: 20) to teach. that Christians 

may claim any promise in the Bible on the grounds that in Christ they are 

all available to us. Sane-have even added that-all we have to do Is to 

say 'Amen' in faith and the promise will be fulfilled for us, (in contrast 

to which see note 62). 

Thus far I have found no written evidence for this doctrine. but frone 

personal experience I would say that it is widely.. indeed almost ; 
universally, held by Classical Pentecostals.:; It certainly, found. a, warm 

reception when preached at a public meeting, at the, Assemblies of God 

General Conference held in Prestatyn in April 1992. 

The meaning of this verse, however, is not that any Christian may 'claim' 

any promise in the Bible because he is, in Christ -; cf. my, argument that 

proponents of the doctrine that healing is in the atonement have 

misunderstood the nature of God's promises (see, pp. 298-309) - but that 

whatever promises God has made they all, find their fulfilment in Christ. 
See, for example: 

Barrett, op. cit., p. 77,. 

H6ring, op. cit., p. 11 

Hughes, op. cit., pp. 36.37,, 
, 

Martin, R. P., '2 Corinthians', Waco, Word Books, 1986., p., 27 

Plunmer, A., 'The Second Epistle to the'Corinthians'. Edinburgh, Clark, 
1978, pp. 37-38 ,., ,... 11 -" 

Strachan, R. H., 'The Second Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians', London, 
Hodder, 1935, p. 37 

Tasker, R. V. G., 'The Second Epistle, of Paul to the Corinthians', 
Leicester, IVP, 1978, pp. _47-48 

Wilson, ß. B., '2 Corinthians', Edinburgh, Banner of Truth, 1973, p. 24. 
E 

See also the quote fron Schniewind and Friedrich on p. 301 of this 

thesis. 

62. The view'that the-'M cn', here refers to that spoken by Christiana in 

public worship; finds wide acceptance. See:;, -. - 

Barrett. op. cit., pp.., 77-78. 
Hughes, op.. cit.. p. 37 
Martin, op. cit., p. 27 
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Plu=wr, op. cit., pi-38 
Strachan, op. cit., pp. 58-59 
Talkar, op. cit., p. 48. 

63. For discussion that these terms refer to the sacraments (esp. Baptism) 

consult the commentaries. For the purpose of this thesis I shall assume 
with Barrett (op. cit. p. 81) that the passage 'refers more probably to 
the whole complex of their entry into the Christian life - conversion, 
faith, baptism, the reception of the Spirit'. Cf. Dunn, J. D. G., 'Baptism 

in the Holy Spirit', London, SQt1,1970, pp. 131-134. 

64. According to Martin (op. cit., p. 27), 'pepa(ceatc is ... a legal and 

commercial term to designate properly guaranteed security'. He sees (as 

does Barrett, op. cit. p. 79) ißeßatO')6ii (1 Corinthians 1: 6) as a good 

parallel with its statement that Paul's testimony about Christ is 

confirmed (¢ßepatw") in his people who are then (1 Corinthians 1: 8) said 
to be confirmed to the end time (ßeßat(Laet ütac Wcec Si). ouq). 

65. So Barrett (op. cit. p. 79) seeking to preserve the word-play of 
Xpiaso;... xpioaq. 

66. Martin. op. cit. p. 28. 

67. For a brief overview of the meaning of äppäßwv and acpayi{w see pp. 347- 

348 above. For more detailed analysis see the references to TM r 

mentioned in notes 52,54,55,57 and 58. 

68. If this interpretation is open to challenge - e. g. by those who interpret 

the verses sacramentally (cf. note 63) - the association of aj av and 
a4? po7(Kco with the work of the Spirit can hardly be denied. 

69. The reference to the Parousia is less obvious In 2 Corinthians 1 than in 

Romans 8. However, Paul's reliance on God who raises the dead (v. 9) may 
indicate that Paul was looking to the resurrection of the body as the 

ultimate solution to his physical suffering (so Barrett, op. cit. p. 64). 

Further, the use of äppäp(Sv in itself points us future, for it is a 

guarantee of what is to came. In 5: 1-5 Paul is to make it clear that the 
Spirit is the a a3 v of the resurrection body (which according to 
1 Corinthians 15: S0ff Christians will receive at the Parousia). 

70. As evidence of the connection in thought between 2 Corinthians 5: 1-5 and 
1 Corinthians 15: 42-57. Romans 8: 17ff, see: 

Barrett, C. K., 'A Conmentaºy on the Epistle to the Romans', London, 
Black, 1991, pp. 154-157 

Dunn, J. D. G., 'Romans 1-8', Dallas, Word, 1988, pp. 489-91. 

Hering, J., The Second Epistle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians'� 

London, Epworth, 1967, p. 37. 

Gillman, J., 'A Thematic Comparison: 1 Cor 15: 50-37 and 2 Car 3: 1.6, 

Journal of Biblical Literature, 1988,107,3, pp. 439-454. 

Osei-Bonsu, J., 'Does 2 Car. 5: 1-10 Teach the Reception of the 
Resurrection Body at the Moment of Death? ' JSNT, 1986, 

28,81-101. 
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Perriman, A. C., 'Paul and the Parousla: I Corinthians 15: 10-57 and 
2 Corinthians 5: 1-5', Nr Studies, 1989,35,4. 

pp. 512-521. 

71. See pp. 345-346. 

72. I have based my modification to the doctrine that healing Is in the 
atonement on what appears to be the Pauline understanding of the relation 
between the Spirit and eschatology. Although this theme is less explicit 
outside the Pauline corpus it is by no means out of harmony with the 

emphasis of other New Testament writers. Cf. my cannents on James on p. 
185 and notes 69 and 70 on p. 201. 

b 
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APPENDIX 

Extracts from the Declarations of Faith of various Pentecostal 
groups with regard to healing 

Statements that stress that healing is in the atonement are 
emphasised in bold type. This brief selection indicates that 
the view that healing is in the atonement is by no means 
universal, even within Assemblies of God. However, since the 
Assemblies of God (USA) and the Church of God (Cleveland USA) 
are among the largest of the world-wide Pentecostal groups, 
and since both those groups adhere firmly to the doctrine, the 
influence of the doctrine continues to be considerable (1]. 
For further details of the Declarations of Faith of these and 
other Pentecostal groups, see Hollenweger, op. cit., pp. 513- 
522. 

Assemblies of God (USA): Deliverance from sickness Is provided 
for in the atonement, and is the privilege of all believers. 

Assemblee di Dio (Italy): Nol credlamo alla guarigione divina 
secondo le 'Sacre Scritture': per la preghiera, per 'la 
sonininistrazione dell'Unzione dell'olol; per l'imposizione 
delle mani [2]. 

Assembl6ias de Deus (Brazil): Nos 
, cremos que no piano da 

redencdo ha uma bencdo para os crentes em suas emfermidades 
fascias um privilegio de receber a cura divina pela fl; sendo 
a cura divina um privilegio para os que criem, e claro que ndo 
pode ser uma lei, nem um motivo para combater ou despresar a 
ciencia ea medicina [3]. 

Assemblies of God (Great Britain): We believe that deliverance 
from sickness by Divine Healing is provided for In the 
Atonement [4]. 

Elim Pentecostal Churches (Great Britain): We believe that our 
Lord Jesus Christ is the Healer of the body, and that all who 
will walk in obedience to His will can claim Divine healing 
for their bodies (5]. 

Assembl6es de Dieu (France): La Guirison Divine, sott la 
j deliverance de la maladie acquise par le Sacrifice de Jesus 

au Calvaire [6]. 

Church of God (Cleveland, USA): Divine Healing is provided for 
all in the atonement. 

NOTES : 

1. This influence, is, well-illustrated by the statement made by Dr. Raymond 
Carlson, General Superintendent of American Assemblies of God, while 
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I. " '4 

preaching at the World Pentecostal Conference in Oslo on Sunday September 
13th, 1992. Cf. note 31 on p. 197 of this thesis. 

2. The Italian statement thus makes no reference to the atonement with 
regard to healing, simply to prayer, anointing with oil and the laying on 
of hands. 

3. The Brazilian statement speaks of the believer's privilege of receiving 
divine healing by faith, but makes no mention of the atonement. The 

statement also emphasises that faith in healing is no reason to suppress 
medical science. 

4. The British Assemblies of God statement reflects very much that'of the 
American Assemblies of God. Cf. my comments on pp. 32-33 of this thesis. 

5. The Ellin statement makes no reference to the atonement, but note the- 

emphasis on the right to 'claim' healing. Cf. pp. 298ff. of this thesis. 

6. The French statement reflects the idea of healing in the atonement in 

aaying that deliverance from sickness was acquired by Christ at Calvary. 

This is not surprising since the existence of French Assemblies of God is 

largely due to the missionary activity of Douglas Scott of British 

Assemblies of God (a fact frequently publicly attested to even today by 

many French Assemblies of God pastors). 
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