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5. Atonement: Purification Offering (4Q 2013—The Sanctuary) 

 

Biblical material: 2 Chron. 33:12, 13; 2 Sam. 14:1–11; Lev. 4:27–31; Jer. 17:1; Lev. 

10:16–18; Mic. 7:18–20; 1 Peter 1:18, 19. 

 

Quotes 

• The fact is that the cross isn’t a form of cosmic child abuse—a vengeful Father, 

punishing his Son for an offence he has not even committed. Understandably, 

both people inside and outside of the Church have found this twisted version of 

events morally dubious and a huge barrier to faith. Deeper than that, however, is 

that such a concept stands in total contradiction to the statement that “God is 

Love.” If the cross is a personal act of violence perpetrated by God towards 

humankind but borne by his Son, then it makes a mockery of Jesus’ own teaching 

to love your enemies and to refuse to repay evil with evil. Steve Chalke and Alan 

Mann 

• No, Jesus is not a blood sacrifice to appease a vicious God. The story is not an 

endorsement of the idea that sacrifice brings peace with God but an attack on it. “I 

desire mercy, not sacrifice,” Jesus insists, going on to side with the scapegoats 

themselves. The Gospel is clear... I am with the one cast out. He became one with 

the rejected and the cast out. And thus he suffered the same fate. This is not to 

endorse sacrificial theology but to condemn it. Giles Fraser 

• The atonement: Not a problem in forensic technicalities, but in spiritual dynamics. 

Borden P. Bowne 

• Christ has made atonement for our sins, and an angry judge he has changed into a 

gracious and merciful God. … Christ has taken upon his head our sins and the 

sins of the whole world, also the wrath of the Father. Martin Luther 

• But we affirm that He [Christ] sustained the weight of the Divine severity, since, 

being smitten and afflicted by the hand of God, He experienced from God all the 

tokens of wrath and vengeance. John Calvin 

• Christ is not only the Saviour but the salvation itself. Matthew Henry 

• The atonement was not the cause but the effect of God’s love. A.W. Pink 

 

Questions 
 How do we understand purification ceremonies in the context of healing our 

sinful state? In what way does blood purify? How can we avoid seeing such things as 

mystical or magical? If sin is a broken relationship, how do ceremonies make this right? 

What lessons do we learn from this for ourselves today? 

 

Bible summary 

 2 Chron. 33:12, 13 references Manasseh’s plea for help from the Lord. 2 Sam. 

14:1-14 is the story told to David to try and bring reconciliation between him and his son 

Absalom. Lev. 4:27-31 are instructions for sin offerings to obtain forgiveness. The 

enduring evidence of sin is referred to in Jer. 17:1. Lev. 10:16-18 records an incident 

regarding the sin offering making atonement. God’s forgiveness and compassion are 

spoken of in Mic. 7:18-20. We are redeemed by the blood of Christ 1 Peter 1:18, 19. 
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Comment   
 What actually does atonement mean? Was it in the sense of making a payment to 

avoid offence, to make amends for some mistaken action? The original meaning of 

atonement is not this contractual bargain, but is truly the making one—the “at-oneing” 

that is so essential in a separation or estrangement. In fact, the concept of making 

payment is itself offensive to true atonement, for to become at one, or in harmony, 

requires far more than some transaction or deal. True atonement goes to the heart, and is 

based on a willingness to be restored, to be changed, to be healed. And that is what God 

is really trying to teach us through the Atonement—that there is “a way back to God from 

the dark paths of sin,” that there can be true restoration and we can be treated as if we had 

never sinned. 

 God gave himself to us—that is the meaning of Jesus’ life and death—and the 

sacrifice is not to pay off a pagan-style deity but to be the means by which we can be 

saved, as part of God’s answer to the universe over the issues in the Great Controversy. 

In fact Hebrews makes this crystal clear: “After saying that God has ‘no pleasure in 

sacrifice, offering and burnt-offering’ (which were made according to the Law), Christ 

then says, ‘Lo, I am come to do thy will.” Hebrews 10:6, 7 Phillips. It cost God so much, 

but it was not to pay himself off! 

 Using highly-developed legal models of what Christ’s death accomplished, some 

theories of the at-one-ment place great emphasis on the need to provide God with 

compensation, guilt-payment etc. so that his judicial wrath will then be appeased. The 

Cross can became the legal formula by which God satisfies his need for human 

punishment, and the blood of Christ the “currency” through which man’s guilt is voided. 

This “transactional” concept of the reconciliation accomplished by Christ even appears to 

make God the problem: as if he is the one who needs to be reconciled to us, rather than us 

to God. (“God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself.” 2 Cor. 5:19). So the 

problem is not with the word atonement which still retains in its component parts the 

original words and original meaning. The problem is in the interpretation that God had to 

be propitiated or appeased, that he had to be persuaded to forgive…  

 “But we have been baptized, (washed, John 13:10), reconciled, united with Christ 

as members of his Body, thereby the root of sin, which is the pride and self-love of the 

ego, has been extracted, and the process of healing from the bottom initiated. Thus we 

share in the righteousness of Christ; and here we must banish any notion of a legal or 

forensic imputation of merit, for we are justified and made righteous, not in the sense of 

possessing a righteousness all our own (Phil. 3:9), but because we belong to Christ.” (A 

Theological Word Book of the Bible, A. Richardson ed., p.26).  

 The Shorter Oxford Dictionary describes the word atonement: “the condition of 

being at one with others; concord, agreement.” There is no concept here of some 

necessary paying of penalty, of appeasement or placating a hostile person. It is simply 

“one-ness”. The same source gives a further definition: “3. Spec. in Theol. Reconciliation 

or restoration between God and sinners. 1526 (Tyndale).” and then adds the note 

“Atonement is variously used by theologians in the sense of reconciliation, propitiation, 

expiation. (Not so applied in any version of the N.T.)”—an interesting “theological” 

comment from a work not particularly concerned with matters religious! 

 Chambers Universal Learners Dictionary defines “atone”: “To do something good 

to show that one is sorry for doing something bad.” It’s clear that there’s been a great 
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shift from its first meaning of one-ness and the state of “one-ment.” Tyndale, who 

introduced the word in his 1526 Bible translation, saw it in its simple meaning. Jesus 

came to make us one with God: “One God, one Mediatour, that is to say aduocate, 

intercessor, or an atonemaker, between God and man.” “One mediatour Christ,..and by 

that word vnderstand an attonemaker, a peacemaker.” (Tyndale, Works, p.158, p.431, 

cited in An Etymological Dictionary of the English Language, art. atone.)  

The original meaning also comes through in the various early Bible 

commentators. Note Udal’s comment on Ephesians 2:16 which makes the intended 

meaning of at one crystal clear: “And like as he made the Jewes and Gentiles at one 

betwene themselfes, euen so he made them bothe at one with God, that there should be 

nothing to break the attonement, but that the thynges in heauen and the thinges in earth 

should be ioined together as it wer into one body.” While it is clear that such writers were 

no great spellers—even spelling the same word differently in the same line as it took their 

fancy—the intention is obvious. Atonement (or attonement!) is a state or situation of 

being at one—agreement, unity, harmony. 

So while we see all these various offerings and sacrifices clearly laid out in the 

Old Testament as a methodology for obtaining forgiveness and cleansing, we must 

always see them as symbols, not reality. Yes, God did institute the system, but as a way 

of teaching spiritual principles, not as an actual mechanism for dealing with sin. The Fall 

makes it clear that sin is a broken relationship with God caused by a breakdown in trust. 

Our first parents chose to believe the serpent over God, and then ran away and hid from 

their loving Lord. No amount of symbols can change this. The only way we can be saved 

is by coming to God for healing and change, by being made into his image once more as 

he cures the toxic results of our fallen nature and sinful choices. Washing on the outside 

does not change the heart—our thoughts and our motives. Only as we are truly born again 

spiritually can we be right with God and live together with him forever. 

 

Ellen White Comments 

 Shall we not strive to discern the meaning of the atonement of Christ?  {RH, 

February 14, 1899} 

 Our people do not appreciate as they should the saving power of the atonement. 

{12MR 61} 

 The atonement of Christ is not a mere skillful way to have our sins pardoned; it is 

a divine remedy for the cure of transgression and the restoration of spiritual health. It is 

the Heaven-ordained means by which the righteousness of Christ may be not only upon 

us but in our hearts and characters. Letter 406, 1906. {6BC 1074} 

 …the remedial sacrifice of Jesus Christ, who is our atonement—at-one-ment with 

God. {6BC 1077} 

      The atonement of Christ was not made in order to induce God to love those 

whom he otherwise hated; it was not made to produce a love that was not in existence; 

but it was made as a manifestation of the love that was already in God's heart, an 

exponent of the divine favor in the sight of heavenly intelligences, in the sight of worlds 

unfallen, and in the sight of a fallen race… We are not to entertain the idea that God 

loves us because Christ has died for us, but that he so loved us that he gave his only-

begotten Son to die for us. {ST, May 30, 1895} 
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