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"WHY DI D JESUS HAVE TO DI E?"

Graham Maxwell interviewed by Jonathan Gallagher

Wiy did Jesus have to die? That's the basic question. First of all, is
that the right question to ask?

|'ve asked that of my students for forty-five years. Bright ones will
of ten respond by questioning the question--which | encourage themto do.
Al ways chal | enge the question before you start answering it. It may not
be a worthy question at all. Did he have to die?

That is exactly the enphasis 1'd like to put there: Did Jesus have to
di e? E—

I"'mthinking of it in terns of the fact that there sinply was no ot her
way.

Way not ?

Can you think any other way to acconplish what had to be done? No doubt
God would have used some other method if there could have been sone
other way. But | think until we discuss what's gone wong--and needs to
be righted--only then can one evaluate what he did, and whether it
succeeded in righting what went wong. You see, with so many, what's
gone wong is that we have broken the rules and we're in legal trouble.
W have nade a fatal nistake, and we are dooned--not just to die; we are
doormed not just to be executed; we are doned to be punished and then
execut ed.

Now i f that's the case, what |I'mlooking for is what | nust do to escape
such a penalty. And the Lord says, "Just believe, only believe."
Believe what? "I have arranged for that penalty to be paid for," and
you get into the whole idea of |egal substitution

But doesn't Ellen Wite use the phrase quite often, when she's speaking
of the atonenent, that Christ canme to denonstrate the inmutability of
t he Law?

Oh yes. | agree with that one hundred per cent. His death did indeed
denonstrate the imutability of the Law. But then you have to go back
and ask what the Law requires. The nost helpful thing, |I find, is to

consi der what went wong. Since the Reformation (and before, of course)
we have been largely preoccupied with the thought that what went wong
is that | amin legal trouble--and you too--and God has graciously nade
provision to take care of this. In ny opinion, such preoccupation wth
ones legal standing is the essence of legalism It is self-centred and
even rather childish--but understandable in a little child, who tends
not to think about the people next door. He wonders first about
hinself--like the little song the children sing that has "M, nme, nme" in
it.

Paul discussed this problemin Hebrews where he says that though by now
you ought to be teachers, you still need milk. You're still preoccupied
with yoursel ves. And in Ephesians 4 it says we should no |onger act
like little children but grow up. And as we grow up, one of the marks
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of maturing is that we beconme nore and nore aware of ot her people and of
a larger universe in which we live

Now we know there is a whole vast universe of intelligent beings, al
involved in what went wong, sinless angels included. The book of
Revel ation was given to help us see that |arger view And what went
wong in the universe went wong before we humans ever cane into
exi stence, and God proposed to set it right. We know that he created
this world to provide the setting within which he would set things
right. So we are a spectacle to the whole universe, as here on this
world God did the things that set the universe right again--whether we
humans are saved or not.

So Christ's death was for our benefit certainly, but also for the
benefit of the angels and the unfallen worlds?

Yes--and this of course is where our evangelical friends |like Walter
Martin would say, "You're getting it all fromE Ilen Wite." So | |ove
to show these overl ooked passages |ike Col ossians 1, Ephesians 1 and 3,
where it's explained that Jesus died to bring peace in heavenly pl aces.
And sonme say, "That's ridiculous, that's where peace is." No.
According to Revelation 12, that's where the war began. "What's this
about a war? Mybe sone ancient fathers fancied there once was a war up
in heaven"--as Luther once observed.

Sone of our evangelical friends have used the book of Revelation to
sensationalize the nessage about the closing up of human history. I
think, regrettably, we've sonetines done the same thing. As we've often
di scussed before, the centre of that book is the war that began in
heaven. And it began with Lucifer, who's described in Ezekiel and
Isaiah as standing in the very presence of GCod. He stood in the
"everlasting burnings," as |saiah says. He was a bl essed and right eous
person who could live in "the devouring fire," the unveiled glory of
CGod. In the presence of God, in the nost holy place, he conceived those
potentially destructive ideas that finally blossoned into the war that
began up in heaven. The war began in the heavenly sanctuary. And we
suppose heaven is preoccupied with whether or not I've got ny |Iegal
standi ng adj usted. Heaven is preoccupied with avoi di ng another war ever
arising again. There or anywhere else. And | believe that just as the
war began in the sanctuary, so the war ends in the sanctuary, when
everyone agrees that everything, right to the very heart of the
universe, is all right. "Holy and righteous are your ways" they cry in
t he book of Revelation

But it [the legal view] is a very narrow view. Those who prefer it
sonetines speak of the Great Controversy view as being humanistic. I

don't know what they nmean by that. I1t's a nuch larger view preoccupi ed
with God and the great issues that affect the security of the universe
We hurmans are just a drop in the bucket. | think we really need to eat

a great deal of hunmble pie, in order to give a |arger nessage. As M cah
says, we need to learn to walk nore hunbly before our God.

So the death of Christ did do sonmething for us, and it did do sonething
for the angels, and it did do sonething for all the other beings of the
onl ooki ng universe. Did the death of Christ do sonething for God?

Well, you start with the war--if you can grant the war. Now if you

can't grant the war, you can't grant the Great Controversy, so you have
to find some other way to do this. O if one needs a text for every
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step, start with Colossians. The death of Christ--it nentions "the
sheddi ng of his blood"--brought peace to the universe. Way woul d the
uni verse need peace? O, |looking at Ephesians, why would unity and
harnmony need to be restored to the universe? And then inevitably you
turn to the war and casting of a third of the angels out of heaven.

This is real. This is very, very serious.

VWhat was the war about?? W have no description of the debates that
went on anong the angels. But we know that in the Adversary's first
conversation with the human race, the subject of God was brought up
And God was presented to Adam and Eve as an untrustworthy liar. " Cod
has lied to you. And the subject about which God has lied to you is
death: You will not die." Right there alnost on page one in the Bible
So it's no surprise that CGod's answer is a death. The cross is the

answer to the question: Has God |ied?

But as you go through the Bible book by book (which is the best way I
know to get this perspective) you conme to many deaths in the Add
Test anent . You cone to the first death--the killing of a |anb. And
Adam and Eve night have said, "Now is that what you nean, that if you
sin you'll die? Does this nmean you'll kill us just as we have killed
this lanmb?" I wonder how nmuch they wunderstood that it was
representative of a certain death to cone

Soon you cone to the Flood, where God drowned all but eight. That would
seem to be a pretty clear denonstration, and to |oyal angels that was
the thing to do. Anens (though surely, solem ones) rang through heaven
when he drowned that bunch. "That's the way to do it!" Except
afterwards they found it hadn't won a soul. I nstead, necessary as it
was, it turned the human race against God nore than ever, and they built
a tower to escape him "Not by mght, nor by power" the angels | earned
as one thing from the Flood. Though they were at the nonent rather
satisfied, it appears, and waited for God to do it again.

Then cane Sodom and CGonorrah. He used fire instead of flood this tine
and the angels were anen-ing. They really deserved it, but it didn't

wi n anybody. Even the few God saved from the fire, |ook how they
behaved incestuously right afterwards, and produced sone of Israel's
| ongstandi ng enenmies. No, God says, "I'Il tell you when the tinme cones
that you' re seeing the death that is the final result of sin." And as
we all know, it's Gethsenane and it's Calvary. That's the one--and it's
not till then that Jesus could say, "It's finished, |'ve answered that
guestion.”

Well, is that the only question that they had? No, you can tell that
there were a couple of others intrinsic in what we've been saying. |If

death is the result of sin, what causes the death? The Devil has been
trying to put God in a very bad light--"arbitrary, exacting, vengeful
unforgiving, and severe." | think we can tell what the accusations are
by | ooking at the answers. The Bible is full of denonstrations that God
is just the opposite: he's not arbitrary, he's not exacting, he's not
vengeful, he is forgiving, he is not severe. Wich suggests these were
t he probl ens. Is God the cause of the death? And the Devil conbined
his lie--that the soul is immortal--with his perversion that God has
said, "You do what | say or |I'lIl destroy you," and produced the doctrine
of eternal Hell. That had to be answered. Does God say "Love ne or
"1l kill you,"™ or "Love or you'll die, and soneday you'll find out why
that would be"? The angels didn't understand that death.

Ellen White is so eloquent on that. You renenber that in many places--
in Patriarchs and Prophets and Desire of Ages--she describes that had
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Cod left Satan and his followers to reap the natural results of their
rebellion, they would have perished; but the angels |ooking on, never
havi ng seen death, would have m sunderstood and so served God from fear
VWi ch produces the character of a rebel. H story has denonstrated that
t hose who serve God from fear beconme rebels.

So it seens to ne that the first two questions could have been answered
very early in human history. That is, the Son could have cone earlier,
and he could have died. Then why not cone sooner? Wiy didn't he cone in
the days of the Flood? People were w cked enough. He could have cone
then, and been rejected, and gone out to the equivalent of GCethsenmane
and Calvary in those days.

But there is a third question that has to be answered: what's so serious
about serving himfromfear? "God, you are infinitely superior; wouldn't
alittle holy fear be good for the universe?--it would keep peace, you
know" And God replies, "That kind of peace turns ny children into ny

enem es." The loyal angels couldn't believe it. "W love you and we're
willing to do whatever you say. In fact we think you ought to go down
there and wi pe out the opposition. Aren!" They couldn't see it. | think
that's the subtlest thing of all, sonething that even brilliant angels

couldn't see
It takes tine to understand the character of God..

Yes. So God works and works through the children of Abrahamto produce a
certain group of people--he doesn't want to produce legalists, he
doesn't want to produce enenies--and as he works along he's giving them
every opportunity to be his friends, and he produces a few wonderful
friends along the way, but in his foreknow edge he knows that by and by
he'll have this group. So he works with them he works with them And
finally he lets the ten tribes go and he works on the last two. You know
that chequered history: up and down, up and down, and finally he sends
them to Babylonian captivity, and they cone back as bad as they were
before, but under Ezra and especially under Nehemn ah--who pulled hair
from heads and beards, and who | ocked the gates of the city of Jerusal em
and threatened to lay hands on them if they broke the sabbath--finally
the Jews, the descendants of Abraham began obeying to the |ast detail
And the angels must have thought, well God, now you're succeedi ng.

But obeying for the wong reason, surely?

You know what happened. W know they had a fearsonme God, because in the
nane of that fearsome God they tortured his Son to death. So the third
great question that had to be answered--because if it's m sunderstood
you have the seeds of rebellion in the universe for eternity--required
that God have the opportunity to denonstrate to the onl ooki ng universe
the dire consequences of serving himfor the wong reason, as | believe
forensi c people do.

So in thinking of what the cross of Christ acconplishes, does the death
of the Son do anything to or for the Father?

It gives a basis for viewing himas he is. It was a denonstration of the

truth. But truth is never coercive. | can say no to the truth, | can say
no to God's face. | can say no to God's face in the holy place as
Luci fer did.
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But is Jesus trying to change God the Father in any way? If you answer
the question "Did Jesus have to die?" fromthe Father's perspective, it
seens to be the answer is "No." The cross was not necessary for Cod.

I f Jesus is Cod.

Can God die to change anything in God?
Doesn't need to change..

It doesn't make any sense..

It doesn't nake any sense at all. Now the pagans thought that God coul d
be--but this is basically a very pagan idea.

So what of phrases like "pleading the blood" etc? And Ellen Wiite does
use the idea that the Father |oved the Son nore because of his death.

Sure--she talks that way often. How it was a struggle for the Father to
let the Son go. | think that's to help us sense the reality of the
thing. | believe that though God has unlimted foreknow edge, as each
nonment arises he is also infinitely capable of sensing the significance
of the nonment and the sorrow of the nmonent, and it is very, very real.
think when CGod at the end--and he knows it's coming--cries over even
Lucifer: "My son, ny son, how can | let you go?" it will be very real
angui sh. So she tries to put it in terns we can understand--which is
utterly Biblical.

So Christ is not "atoning"--to use the nodern neaning?

Yes, now the nodern neaning. That needs to be cleared up. This idea of
atonenent as paynent of penalty is a nodern perversion of the original
idea, and I'minterested that so nmany forensic folk will say that this
is a lot of nonsense, this business of "at-one-nent." But they should
ook in the Oxford English Dictionary and read about the history of this
word. There was a verb to "at one', sonething, which was pronounced
at one.

As for exanple alone (all one) and only (one-ly)?

Perfectly right. So this is a relatively nodern idea. The Biblical
conception of atonenment is "reconciliation." Wat has misled folk,
again, is the thought that the word "atonenent” is so rare in the New
Testanent. "Reconciliation"” is not rare; "atonenment” is used only once

That's the decision of the translators. That is a disservice of the King
Janes--but | wouldn't blanme the King James. We're the fools in limting
ourselves to only one translation

VWhat of those who would say that certainly atonenment equal s at-one-nent,
reconciliation, the restoring of harnmony and so on, but the Hebrew from
whi ch that was translated, "kaphar," is to "cover up," which is |inked
far nore with a legal covering up, elinnating guilt and so on?

Well it would depend what they read into the sacrificial systemin Ad
Testanent tinmes. And then why God woul d use an audi o-vi sual system which
is so prone to msunderstanding. There we're back to M nneapolis: "Wy
then the law?" It has been m sunderstood, and we have been paying the
penalty ever since. There are grave hazards even to using the Decal ogue,
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whi ch commands our |ove--and it cannot be conmanded. W need to realize
that. The Decal ogue was not prescribed for heaven, because parts of it
woul d make no sense to the angels. But the principles of Iove and trust
and peace and freedom are eternal, absolutely eternal

So what about the blood in the maki ng of the atonenent which is so often
spoken of in that audio-visual system as you describe it? Wiat role
does the "blood of Christ" play in this atoning?

The enphasis on blood itself--if only we could redi scover what it mneant
to themin the beginning... Now we know what it becane in due course of
time...l saw an advertisenent for a book this week--1 was tenpted to get
it--it's a whole history of blood atonement in paganism and other
religions as well as Christianity. Blood has been used all through
history, "in many and various ways." The Bible refers to the blood; |
just want the truth about it. Wat is the nmeaning of his shedding of his
bl ood? It really nmeans he died. He died. So we want to talk about his
death. It's interesting that if we talk and talk and talk about the
significance of his death and don't use the word "blood," some say you
don't believe in a "blood atonenent." That's extraordinary to ne. It's
as if there really was "power in the blood," which is haenmatol atry.

VWi ch is what the pagan ideas were: to do sonething to God
Yes. That's right!

So that is why seeing the sacrifice of Jesus as doing sonething to God
is the big mstake?

Well, it inplies several very serious theological nistakes on the part
of those who take that view Do we really believe that Jesus was CGod?
M ghty God, everlasting Father--do we believe that? By inplication:
"No!" We nake himlesser. And that's why sone of those who opposed "the
truth" at Mnneapolis were Arians, like Wiah Smith. Arianism fits
beautifully. But if the One who cane really was co-equal and co-eterna
with the Father, we have God on his knees washing his betrayer's feet
with no one in between. And he hoped they'd get the nessage. Now he
couldn't tell this at Sinai. Wiy couldn't he? Well, how do you address a
group of people who woul d dance drunk around a gol den calf? That's what
he was dealing with. In the later books in the Ad Testanment, when they
multiplied the rules and regulations, if you read what they were
doi ng. . .

Today | was reading Rabbi Hertz' comments on verses in Hosea--he a Jew
hi nsel f, Chief Rabbi of the British Enpire--he said that the things that
sone of the Jews were doing in those days, in harnony wth the
Canaanites around them were absolutely bestial. What they were doing in
sacrificing their children, and so on. It is incredible that God's own
peopl e were doing this. Now how do you deal with then? The Sernon on the
Mount ? No--he |eaned on them because it was necessary. "Wy then the
law? It was added because of transgression."

VWhat else would you see as being dangerous in this idea of trying to
"change" God through the death of Jesus?

Wel I, no one suggests anything had to be done to change Christ. They've
split the Trinity. And | think to drive wedges between the nenbers of
the Trinity is a nost fundanental (to use terns that are used by others)
heresy. That's heresy, now. That's unchristian. That's unbiblical. |
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beli eve Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are coequal, co-eternal, equally
know edgeabl e, equally |oving, equally approachable..

So how would you explain to people the whole idea that "w thout the
sheddi ng of blood there is no remssion" in terns of the nature of the
Fat her ?

Well in Hebrews, where it's stated, if one reads the whole section, one
noti ces the considerable use of Jeremiah. As the law required, there
were all the sacrifices, for "w thout the shedding of blood there was no
rem ssion of sin"--but they never stopped to think of the neaning. But
what CGod really wants is not sacrifice at all. Renmenber there in
Jerem ah--it's narvel ous--that what he wants is you, and he wants to
wite his law of |ove on your minds and on your hearts, so he really can
be your God and you can be his people. That's what he wants! And so he
sent his Son, who said, "I've cone to obey the Law, |'ve conme to be an
exanpl e of what it neans to keep the Law. "

| think that should send us back from Hebrews to Jerem ah: what is it
that led the apostle to say this? God in Jerem ah says, "At first when

brought you out of Egypt | didn't give you all those things. | just said
et me be your God, and you be ny people. But you were so stubborn | had
to use these other neasures. | had you build the Tabernacle, and | had
you build the sacred box, but soneday when you have pastors who will
give you the truth (Jeremah 3), you won't renenber the box, you'll

never make another one, it'll never cone to mind, because you'll really
know nme then, and |I'Il have witten nmy Law in your hearts and in your
mnds, and |'Il be your God and you'll be ny people. And if you're

worried about forgiveness--of course |I've forgiven you. That Jereniah 31
is marvel ous, and forgiveness is tacked on to the end. The |east problem
for God is to forgive. But to get his Law in our nminds and hearts has
been a terribly difficult problem

So the shedding of blood is not a precondition for God in terns of his
forgi veness?

No. Then it had to be clarified and denonstrated that to obey God for
the wong reason can turn us into his enemes. That had to be shown--and
God's way is not to say it will be that way but to showit wll be that
way. The death of Christ nade that plain--shockingly plain to the
onl ooki ng Uni verse. And so the seeds of distrust and rebelliousness were
elimnated from the Universe. O course, there was no distrust, no
rebel I i ousness, anmong the | oyal ones. He was confirmng their trust.

Because they still had questions in their mnds?

That's right--that could have led to rebellion. But when it comes to us
down here, the same truth that confirnms the trust of the Universe--and
will keep it secure for eternity--is exactly the sane truth that we need
to come back to trust him to stop rebelling, and becone willing to
listen. It's the sane truth, it's the same gospel--the angels need the
gospel just as we do. Except we need it nore, because we have
di strusted, we have rebelled. So God dealt with sin: he sent his son to
do away with sin. The forensic says he sent his son to forgive sin; he
sent his son to pay the price of sin. No, he sent his Son...the Geek is
sinmply "concerning" sin, and there are nany translations of course. |
love the translation "He sent his Son to do away with sin." Forgiving
it, paying for it, remtting it, does not do away with it.
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What woul d you say to people who say God is the one who defines his | aw
-that's an expression of his character--and part of his law is that
sinners have to die?

That it's arbitrary? He just made it that way? Well, | think then that
one does have to go back. One could handle that trivially, but | think
it's serious. One does have to go back and consider the subject of
freedom that apparently CGod val ues nothing higher than freedom and he
has opted for freedom-he could have run the Universe another way. He
has evidently opted for freedom regardless of the price. Now you cannot
have freedom without order, and we all know that from experience. Nor

also, | would say, wthout self-discipline. Trust, trustworthiness--you
can't have freedom without that, it's been confirmed. Now it also
follows that if we choose to be disorderly, and untrustworthy, and
unl oving, there will be destructive consequences both in this life, and

terribly to cone. But not at the hands of our gracious God--all he has
to do is to leave us to reap the consequences of our disorderliness. And
we' ve seen that from experience too. W know that.

CGod has determined to run a free Universe. He has refused to budge on
that. Now the interesting thing is that if we all lived as described in
the Decalogue, there would be perfect security, perfect freedom
Everybody can be trusted; nobody cheats, steals or tells a lie; nobody
even wants to sin; everybody |oves everybody else, and |love is patient,
kind, and all those other good things. And that's why if God changes
that law at all, freedom will be dimnished. The guarantee of eternal
freedomis that God will forever run his universe as described in the
Ten Conmandnents.

Prescriptive rather than proscriptive, then?

That's right. Though he had to phrase it that way because of
transgression. He was sinply saying, "Look, this Universe has to remain
orderly, you have to be trustworthy, loving people. W all mrust be, or
we cannot have freedom And if you choose to go sone other way...I|'ll
work on you!" God makes it as hard as possible to be lost.

| do believe that God made--if you want, you can call it an arbitrary
decision--a sovereign decision: it was a decision for freedom Now
that's the only paradox I'mwlling to recognize. He is dogmatic about

freedom But that's the only thing you can safely be dogmatic about--
because you won't hurt anybody.

I's there any way in which God could have nade it so that everybody coul d
have had free choice, free to go their own way, and free to di sobey him
and go on |iving?

Yes.

VWhat woul d have happened?

The Universe would have eventually become a vast penitentiary, wth
everybody in solitary confinement so as not to bother anybody el se, and

God and the angels would have becone prison wardens. So | see Cod
appealing to the Universe: "Look, | could keep you all alive forever.

kept the Devil alive all these years: | could, | could. But | refuse to
be a prison warden, and | refuse to ask all you to becone prison

guards.” And we say, that's all right. W agree that the only
alternative is to let these people reap the consequences--and you know
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what's going to happen. You say, how do we know? Go to Cet hsemane, go to
the cross: that's what's going to happen. They wll die.

Wuld we want himto change that? is the question. | don't want himto
change freedom

You obviously would not want to exist in that situation once you
real i sed where it took you..

No. So when people say you don't have a sovereign God, | say absolutely
sovereign, and he can run his Universe any way he wants. But he chooses
to run it with freedom which requires nutual trust. There is no other
way.

There are sone who say "Yes, | understand all that, but | get many
benefits from seeing the death of Christ in other ways. | would rather
not just have one theory of the atonenent; | would like to be true to

all the Scriptural pictures, and the legal viewis one of them W know
that in our experience when you bring up children you need to correct
them punish and chastise them at times. Surely isn't this a
denonstration of God?"

This is very Biblical: whomthe Lord | oves he disciplines. That runs al
through Scripture. Sone maybe only hear a small part of this. That's why
| prefer, rather than giving a "systematic theology," to say, "Let's go
through the Bible book by book." W're going to run into discipline
ri ght away, sonetinmes even as severe as death. But it's always the first
sl eep-death. The second death is not discipline, for discipline is for
instruction, and the second death is not for that. Unless you want to
say that the punishnment of the wicked in the fire at the end (which
would require a niracle to preserve them in the flames) is going to
di sci pline the onl ooki ng Universe, and nake sure that sin does not arise
again. |If God then can acconplish peace and unity by terrifying people,
he might just as well have done it in the beginning and Jesus did not
need to die.

The interesting thing is that those who hold to that view do not need
the death of Christ. If God can acconplish the control of his children
by mi ght and power, he could have done it in the beginning when Satan
rebelled. He could sinply have exercised his sovereign power right then

You say, "But it might have been misunderstood."” And those sanme people

will say, "You have no business seeking to understand--the Sovereign
WIIl can do whatever he wi shes." That's another Universe, and that's
anot her Cod.

In connection with Anselnm s penal satisfaction theory of the atonenent,
one conmentator has witten: "Many people today would regard it as a
weakness in St. Anselnis argument that he cannot easily explain why it
was necessary for our Lord to die." Wiich is what we're tal king about
here and now. You can't explain why Jesus had to die in that context.

In the trust-healing nodel, there was no other way. It exalts the cross.
As a lesson, as a denonstration in providing answers?
Yes. Now those who call it Mral Influence Theory have no G eat

Controversy, or at best a limted one. So all they see in what we've
been saying is "How very loving of God to do this, and it wins us to
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love him That's really trivializing this way of understanding things,
but that is usually said by soneone who stresses Refornation theol ogy,
has been especially influenced by Luther, and who de-enphasizes the
issues in the Great Controversy--so all he sees is the denonstration of
God's love: Abelard. But we're talking about three other things that
were never nentioned by Abelard: the questions that divided the
Uni verse. These are of enornbus consequence, these are of vast
significance. If these questions are not answered, there is no peace and
security in the Universe, and Paul says so. Wy is Colossians 1--and
Ephesians 1 and 3--why are they not included at the heart of the
argunent? "He shed his blood to bring peace in heavenly places."

Very often the criticism against Mral Influence Theory is that it
reduces Christ's death to that of a nmere innocent man. How do you react
to that?

Well it certainly isn't true of the trust, healing, Geat Controversy
nodel of the plan of salvation. Wen Jesus fell dying to the ground in
Get hsemane, it had to be soneone God could not be m sunderstood as
killing. If it had been Gabriel, the legalist wuld say, "He was not
good enough." No: if a mere creature were to die, even a sinless angel

t he Universe would still not know but that God had killed him It was no
| ess than God dying in Gethsemane and on the cross, or we don't have the
answers to all the questions.

This idea of extrinsic salvation--that God coul d have died on the other
side of the Universe and the results woul d have been the sane..

Then he--CGod--needed it.

The forensic view then is really saying that God needed--whatever terns
you're going to use--to be placated, appeased, propitiated by the
sacrifice of the Son, that in sone way the death of Christ changed
sonmething in the Father. Wat of this?

Well then | like to ask them "Do you think God needed it?" To which
they may answer, "No, no. Justice required it."

What is justice?

Now what do you nean, "Justice required it?" "Well, if God had not done
it, he would not be just." Wiy is it inportant that God be seen to be
just? "Well, that's the basis of our trust.” Now you're back to the

ot her way of |ooking at things--that God did this to denobnstrate that he
can be trusted. And it's interesting that Romans 3:25,26 says that the
death of Christ was to show that CGod hinself is righteous--and therefore
can set us right. The idea that he's denobnstrating the truth about his
character is not palatable to forensic people, but there it is in Romans
3...Incidentally, the same Geek word is sonetinmes translated justice
someti nes righteousness. No difference!

But there are nmany other questions one can raise: what if | |ook at God
killing an innocent party so that he can save nme? That doesn't obviously
| ook just and righteous, does it?

How do you got round that?
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They will say, "You are not capabl e of making that judgment. God says it

is just and righteous." I'll say, "Wll then, he didn't need to convince
me of his righteousness, he didn't need to show ne anything. Al he had
to say was "I am a righteous God, and what | do is righteous because |

amdoing it and | say it's just.” Then you don't need the cross. Al Cod
has to do is do what he wants to do and tell ne that it's just. And now

we're back to servant-talk. The friend will say, "This idea of killing
an innocent party so you can forgive me doesn't |ook just and ethical."
And God replies, "I sense you ask that in all reverence. You are ny
friend |ike Abraham and Mses. Let ne tell you why Jesus had to die."
The servant says, "I wouldn't presunme to ask. You don't need to tell ne
anyt hi ng. "

How can we dare, how can we be so ungrateful, how can we be so foolish
to reject or ignore God' s incredibly gracious and costly explanation. In
order to understand why Jesus died, | nust accept God's invitation to go
right to the cross, in ny inmagination, and watch Jesus die, and hear his
cry, and see how the Father is involved. Then I nust fit that back into
what | read in all the Bible.

Did Jesus die a "substitutionary death"?

In a way, yes. Either he had to die, or we would die. But even if al
sinners were to die, it would only answer the first of our three
guestions--does sin lead to death? But that would |eave the universe
wi thout any answers to questions two and three. The death of Christ
answered all the questions. Hs death was of infinitely nore
significance than the death of all sinners put together

VWi ch gives us such an insight into the mnd of God hinself. Thanks for
shari ng your understandi ng of "Wy did Jesus have to die?"
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