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Agenda 

1. Roll Call & Homework Check 

2. Preach the Word  

3. Disperse into Companies 

4. Discuss Sproul, chapters 28–30 

 

 

Roll Call & Homework Check 

1. Sproul, Everyone’s a Theologian, Chs 28–30 

2. Psalms 37―42 

3. Optional:  

 

 

Preach the Word 

 

Disperse into Companies 

 

And though a man might prevail against one who is alone, two will withstand him—a threefold cord is not 

quickly broken (Ecclesiastes 4:12).  

 

1. Identify one area of personal character that you are working on by God’s grace (6 min) 

2. Pray (9 min) 

a. Each man for another man 

b. That God would bless our efforts in Frontline, and change each of us significantly 
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Discuss Sproul 

Everyone’s a Theologian 

Chapters 28―30 

 

In addition to Sproul, I have integrated insights into these notes from: 

 

 

 
Stott, John R. W. The Cross of Christ: 20th Anniversary Edition. 

Downers Grove: IVP, 2006. 380-pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter Twenty-Eight: Why Did Christ Die? 

 

1. Understanding the Atonement (154–156) 

a. “What was there about the crucifixion of Jesus which, in spite of its horror, shame and 
pain, makes it so important that God planned it in advance and Christ came to endure it? 
 
“It may be helpful to answer this question in four stages, beginning with the 
straightforward and the noncontroversial, and gradually penetrating more deeply into the 
mystery. 
 

i. “First, Christ died for us. In addition to being necessary and voluntary, his death 
was altruistic and beneficial. He undertook it for our sake, not for his own, and he 
believed that through it he would secure for us a good that could be secured in no 
other way. . . 
 

ii. “Second, Christ died for us that he might bring us to God (1 Pet. 3:18). The 
beneficial purpose of his death focuses down on our reconciliation. As the Nicene 
Creed expresses it, ‘for us [general] ad for our salvation [particular] he came down 
from heaven.’ The salvation he died to win for us is variously portrayed. At times 
it is conceived negatively as redemption, forgiveness or deliverance. At other times 
it is positive―new or eternal life, or peace with God in the enjoyment of his favor 
and fellowship. The precise vocabulary does not matter at present. The important 
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point is that it is in consequence of his death that he is able to confer on us the 
great blessing of salvation. 

 

iii. “Third, Christ died for our sins. Our sins were the obstacle preventing us from 
receiving the gift he wanted to give us. So they had to be removed before it could 
be bestowed. And he dealt with our sins, or took them away, by his death. 

 

iv. Fourth, Christ died our death, when he died for our sins. That is to say, granted 
that his death and our sins are linked, the link is not merely that of consequence 
(he was the victim of our human brutality) but of penalty (he endured in his 
innocent person the penalty our sins had deserved) . . . The Bible everywhere views 
human death not as a natural but as a penal event. It is an alien intrusion into God’s 
good world, and not part of his original intention for humankind. . .”1 

 
2. Satisfaction Theory (156–159) 

a. Justice and Mercy of God 

i. “Nobody’s death is necessary before we forgive each other. Why then does God 
make so much fuss about forgiving us and even declare it impossible without his 
Son’s ‘sacrifice for sin’? It sounds like a primitive superstition that modern people 
should long since have discarded. 
 

ii. “It is essential to ask and to face these questions. Two answers may be givent to 
them immediately. . . 

 

1. “The first was supplied by Archbishop Anselm in his great book Cur Deus 
Homo? At the end of the eleventh century. If anybody imagines, he wrote, 
that God can simply forgive us as we forgive others, that person has ‘not 
yet considered the seriousness of sin,’ or literally ‘what a heavy weight sin 
is.’ 
 

2. “The second answer might be expressed similarly: ‘You have not yet 
considered the majesty of God.’ It is when our perception of God and man, 
or of holiness and sin, are askew that our understanding of the atonement 
is bound to be askew also.”2 

 
b. God is both the Just and the Justifier (Romans 3:26) 

i. Pecuniary debt 

ii. Moral debt 

                                                 
1 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 66–67. 
2 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 89–90. 
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iii. “The problem of forgiveness is constituted by the inevitable collision between 
divine perfection and human rebellion, between God as he is and us as we are. The 
obstacle to forgiveness is neither our sin alone nor our guilt alone, but the divine 
reaction in love and wrath toward guilty sinners. For, although indeed ‘God is love,’ 
yet we have to remember that his love is ‘holy love,’ love which yearns over sinners 
while at the same time refusing to condone their sin. How, then, could God express 
his holy love―his love in forgiving sinners without compromising his holiness, and 
his holiness in judging sinners without frustrating his love? Confronted by human 
evil, how could God be true to himself as holy love? . . . For despite the truth that 
God demonstrated his righteousness by taking action to save his people, the words 
righteousness and salvation cannot be regarded as simple synonyms. Rather his 
saving initiative was compatible with, and expressive of, his righteousness. At the 
cross in holy love God through Christ paid the full penalty of our disobedience 
himself. He bore the judgment we deserve in order to bring us the forgiveness we 
do not deserve. On the cross divine mercy and justice were equally expressed and 
eternally reconciled. God’s holy love was ‘satisfied.’”3 
 

Chapter Twenty-Nine: Substitutionary Atonement 

1. Removal of Sin (161–162) 

a. Sacrificial System 

i. “This elaborate system provided for daily, weekly, monthly, annual, and occasional 
offerings. It also included five main types of offering, which are detailed in the early 
chapters of Leviticus, namely the burnt, cereal, peace, sin and guilt offering. 
Because the cereal offering consisted of gran and oil rather than flesh and blood it 
was atypical and was therefore made in association with one of the others. The 
remaining four were blood sacrifices, and although there were some differences 
between them. . . they all shared the same basic ritual involving worshiper and 
priest. It was very vivid. The worshipers brought the offering, laid their hand or 
hands on it and killed it. The priest then applied the blood, burned some of the 
flesh, and arranged for the consumption of what was left of it. This was significant 
symbolism, not meaningless magic. By laying their hand(s) on the animal, the 
offerers were certainly identifying themselves with it and ‘solemnly’ designating 
‘the victim as standing for him.’ . . . having taken his place, the substitute animal 
was killed in recognition that the penalty for sin was death, its blood (symbolizing 
that the death had been accomplished) was sprinkled, and the offerer’s life was 
spared. 
 
“The clearest statement that the blood sacrifices of the Old Testament ritual had 
a substitutionary significance, however, and that this was why the shedding and 
sprinkling of blood was indispensable to atonement, is to be found in this 
statement by God explaining why the eating of blood was prohibited: ‘For the life 
of the creature is in the blood, and I have given it to you to make atonement for 

                                                 
3 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 90–91. 
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yourselves on the altar; it is the blood that makes atonement for one’s life (Lev 
17:11).’ Three important affirmation about blood are made int his text.  
 

1. “First, blood is the symbol of life. . . The emphasis, however, was not on 
blood flowing in the veins, the symbol of life being lived, but on blood 
shed, the symbol of life ended, usually by violent means. 
 

2. “Second, blood makes atonement, and the reason for its atoning 
significance is given in the repetition of the word life. . . 
 

3. Third, blood was given by God for this atoning purpose. . . So we are to 
think of the sacrificial system as God-given, not of human origin, and of 
the individual sacrifices not as a human device to placate God but as a 
means of atonement provided by God himself.”4 

 
b. Day of Atonement 

c. Old Covenant Shadows of the New Covenant (Hebrews 10:1–4) 

i. “The key question we now have to address is this: exactly who was our substitute? 

Who took our place, bore our sin, became our curse, endured our penalty, died 

our death? To be sure, ‘while we were still sinners, Christ died for us’ (Rom 5:8). 

That would be the simple, surface answer. But who was this Christ? How are we 

to think of him? 

ii. “Was he just a man? If so, how could one human being possibly―or justly―stand 
in for other human beings? Was he then simply god, seeming to be a man, but not 
actually being the man he seemed? If so, how could he represent humankind? 
Besides this, how could he have died? In that case, are we to think of Christ neither 
as man alone, nor as God alone, but rather was the one and only God-man who 
because of his uniquely constituted person was uniquely qualified to mediate 
between God and man? Whether the concept of substitutionary atonement is 
rational, moral, plausible, acceptable and above all biblical depends on our 
answers to these questions. The possibility of substitution rests on the identity of 
the substitute.”5 
 

2. Expiation and Propitiation (162–163) 

a. Expiation 

                                                 
4 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 137–138. 
5 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 149. 
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i. Scapegoat 

b. Propitiation 

i. Sacrificial goat 

ii. “Western Christians of earlier generations were quite familiar with the language 
of propitiation in relation to the death of Christ. . .  Although this language was 
well known to our forebears, they were not necessarily comfortable in using it. To 
‘propitiate’ somebody means to appease or pacify his anger. Does God then get 
angry? If so, can offerings or rituals assuage his anger? Does he accept bribes? 
Such concepts sound more pagan than Christian. . . In particular, are we really to 
believe that Jesus by his death propitiated the Father’s anger, inducing him to turn 
from it and to look upon us with favor instead? 
 

iii. “Crude concepts of anger, sacrifice and propitiation are indeed to be rejected. 
They do not belong to the religion of the Old Testament, let alone of the New. This 
does not mean, however, that there is no biblical concept of these things at all. 
What is revealed to us in Scripture is a pure doctrine (from which all pagan 
vulgarities have been expunged) of God’s holy wrath, his loving self-sacrifice in 
Christ and his initiative to avert his own anger. It is obvious that ‘wrath’ and 
‘propitiation’ (the placating of wrath) go together. It is when the wrath is purged 
of unworthy ideas that the propitiation is thereby purged. The oppoistie is also 
true. It is those who cannot come to terms with any concept of the wrath of God 
who repudiate any concept of propitiation. . .”6 

 
iv. “If we are to develop a truly biblical doctrine of propitiation, it will be necessary to 

distinguish it from pagan ideas at three crucial points, relating to why a propitiation 
is necessary, who made it and what it was. 

 
1. “First, the reason why a propitiation is necessary is that sin arouses the 

wrath of God. This does not mean (as animists fear) that he is likely to fly 
off the handle at the most trivial provocation, still less that he loses his 
temper for no apparent reason at all. . . The wrath of God . . . is his steady, 
unrelenting, unremitting, uncompromising antagonism to evil in all its 
forms and manifestations. In short, God’s anger is poles apart from ours. 
  

2. “Second, who makes the propitiation In a pagan context it is always human 
beings who seek to avert the divine anger either by the meticulous 
performance of rituals, or by the recitation of magic formulae, or by the 
offering of sacrifices (vegetable, animal or even human). Such practices 
are thought to placate the offended deity. But the gospel begins with the 
outspoken assertion that nothing we can do, say, offer or even contribute 
can compensate for our sins or turn away God’s anger. There is no 
possibility of persuading, cajoling or bribing God to forgive us, for we 

                                                 
6 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 166–167. 
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deserve nothing at his hands but judgment. Nor, as we have seen has 
Christ by his sacrifice prevailed on god to pardon us. No, the initiative has 
been taken by God himself in his sheer mercy and grace. . . 

 
3. “Third, what was the propitiatory sacrifice? It was neither an animal, nor 

a vegetable, nor a mineral. It was not a thing at all, but a person. And the 
person God offered was not somebody else, whether a human person or 
an angel or even his Son considered as somebody distinct form or external 
to himself. No he offered himself. In giving his Son, he was giving himself. 
. . 

v. “So thing, God himself is at the heart of our answer to all three questions about 
the divine propitiation. It is God himself who in holy wrath needs to be propitiated, 
God himself who in holy love understood to do the propitiating and God himself 
who in the person of his Son died for the propitiation of our sins. Thus God took 
his own loving initiative to appease his own righteous anger by bearing it in his 
own self in his own Son when he took our place and died for us. There is no crudity 
here to evoke our ridicule, only the profundity of holy love to evoke our worship.”7 
 

3. Covenantal Structure (163–165) 

a. Blessings 

b. Curses 

c. Deuteronomy 28 

d. Galatians 3:8–13 

i. “The substitute bears the penalty, that we sinners may receive the pardon. Who, 
then, is the substitute? Certainly not Christ, if he is seen as a third party. Any notion 
of penal substitution in which three independent actors play a role―the guilty 
party, the punitive judge and the innocent victim―is to be repudiated with the 
utmost vehemence. It would not only be unjust in itself but would also reflect a 
defective Christology. For Christ is not an independent third person, but the 
eternal Son of the Father, who is one with the Father in his essential being. 
 

ii. “What we see, then, in the drama of the cross is not three actors but two, 
ourselves on the one hand and God on the other. Not God as he is in himself (the 
Father), but God nevertheless, God-made-man-in-Christ (the Son). Hence the 
importance of those New Testament passages that speak of the death of Crist as 
the death of God’s own Son. . . For in giving his Son he was giving himself. This 
being so, it is the Judge himself who in holy love assumed the role of the innocent 
victim, for in and through the person of his Son he himself bore the penalty that 
he himself inflicted. . . There is neither harsh injustice nor unprincipled love nor 
christological heresy in that; there is only unfathomable mercy. For in order to save 

                                                 
7 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 171–173. 
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us in such a way as to satisfy himself, God through Christ substituted himself for 
us. Divine love triumphed over divine wrath by divine self-sacrifice. The cross was 
an act simultaneously of punishment and amnesty, severity and grace, justice and 
mercy.”8 

 

Chapter Thirty: The Extent of the Atonement 

1. The Extent of the Atonement (166–167) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                 
8 Stott, The Cross of Christ, 158. 
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a. Universalism 

b. Particularism 

2. The Design of the Atonement (167–168) 

a. God is the designer of the atonement 

i. God designed the atonement to actually redeem certain individuals 

b. Problem with Hypothetical redemption 

i. Theoretically, Jesus could then die for everyone, but actually for no one. 

3. The Doctrine of Election (168–169) 

a. Jesus died for all KINDS of people; for all PARTS of the world. 

b. Jesus died not die for the nonelect. 

 

Questions to Direct our Discussion 

1. What does the Old Testament teach us about substitutionary atonement? 
 

a. Let’s discuss the intricacies of the Old Testament shadows. 
 

b. Particularly, let’s discuss the glory of Leviticus, especially as revealed in Hebrews. 
 

2. Why is Christology so important to a right understanding of propitiation? 
 

a. Let’s discuss why the Chalcedonian definition of Jesus Christ is necessary to a right 
understanding of the atonement. 
 

b. Particularly, let’s discuss the differences between Christian conceptions of propitiation and 
pagan conceptions of propitiation. And, in so doing, let’s answer the objections to 
propitiation, such as abusive, cruel, vulgar, etc. 

 
3. Should we hold to limited (definite) atonement or unlimited atonement? 

 
a. Let’s discuss the differences between these two views of the atonement. 

 
b. Particularly, let’s focus on the reasons we might be “for” or “against” limited atonement. 


