Is healing in the atonement?

The issue is this: are we to think of the healing work of God as having been completed on the cross (i.e. in the atonement)so that it needs only to be appropriated. Two slightly different

approaches are sometimes proposed instead:

1. The crucifixion is seen as being akin to the opening of a door, making healing a possibility, through the cross. But this is not the same as appropriating a finished work. 
2. The cross was simply a guilt offering, an atonement for sin, and healing will only be fully available when Jesus returns. 
So this is the debate: is divine healing in or through the atonement, or is it, to all intents and purposes, independent of the atonement? Is the work of healing finished (but yet to be fully manifested), or is it that the way of intercessory prayer has been opened for us?

If healing is part of the finished work on the cross, then we can always be certain that God will heal when we come to Christ as Healer with expectancy. If, however, healing

may or may not come, because the cross simply allows us prayerful access to the throne of grace, then healing must only be some sort of additional extra that is given to us when

God sovereignly decides to give it. It would be as though the cross only opened a door for God to use if he wishes to. 
It would follow that it would be difficult to be certain, if healing is only through the atonement (as distinct from being an intrinsic part of it), that God would heal. Consistent, personal expectancy for healing (such as Jesus enjoins as he commends faith)would be a most difficult thing to attain if the latter interpretation were correct, and it is not enough just to accept that God can do healing. We

must believe that God’s active will is for us to be healed. 
This expectancy (faith), which we can deduce from Jesus’ comments on so many occasions to be a major factor in healing, would, for the one who believes that healing is only

through the atonement and not in it, seem to be based on something less than reliable. It would probably require a personal revelation, if not some sort of actual proof, that

God wished the person to be well to inspire expectancy for healing. Otherwise, doubt would always be present and that could easily prevent receiving. 
Some indeed do think that a word of knowledge, or some such, is a vital prerequisite to

their receiving. On the other hand, if healing is an intrinsic element of the work of Jesus on the cross, then a believer can always be certain that God wishes them to receive it, without

further special revelation. The price would already have been paid, and healing would be received in the same uncluttered way that salvation is so readily taken on board. 
Two of the apostles who walked with Jesus, Peter and Matthew, quite clearly connect healing with the atonement. 
Isaiah 53 includes verses which clearly concern healing, along with others concerning the atonement for sin. At face value, two apostolic witnesses combined with Isaiah’s prophetic description of the atonement should really be enough to convince us that healing is in (rather than only through )the

atonement. 
There is no biblical evidence to suggest that healing is not in the atonement. Some theologians offer the absence of a discussion of healing from the writings of the apostle Paul to be a biblical argument that healing must be less present in the atonement —that although healing might be in the atonement, it would be a much lesser and much weaker benefit of the cross. At best this is a weak standpoint, as nowhere in his writings does the apostle Paul imply that healing is not in the atonement, nor even a weakened part of it. 
In all this it is vital to recall of course that there is no biblical evidence that Jesus taught healing as a subject. He, and the apostles after him, taught about the kingdom of God and those listening were healed. 
So there are three places in the Bible that clearly connect healing with atonement, the finished work of the cross. Two of these references consist of primary apostolic witness and

teaching. The third is from a primary messianic prophetic passage which is, on a number of occasions, quoted about Jesus in the New Testament. We have to balance Paul’s silence on the subject against this double apostolic and prophetic witness. 
Jesus himself ties healing into salvation eighteen times in the Gospels by using the form of the Greek

word for salvation (sozo)in situations where someone is receiving healing ministry. 
Matthew quotes from the Isaiah Chapter 53 passage and links it with healing in 8:16, a passage that is widely accepted as being a description of what Christ would accomplish at the cross:

When evening came, many who were demon –possessed were brought to him (Jesus), and he drove out the spirits with a word and healed all the sick. This was to fulfil what was spoken through the prophet Isaiah:

“He took up our infirmities and carried our diseases. ”

Matthew 8:16 –17

Matthew obviously believed that Isaiah’s prophecy was being fulfilled in Christ’s healing ministry, and that the prophet Isaiah was describing physical healing rather than the spiritual kind. Some argue that Matthew is not tying healing directly to the cross at this point, but he would surely

have known that the Isaiah piece he quotes most certainly does!
The second apostolic witness quoted is 1 Peter 2:24, 
He himself bore our sins in his body on the tree, so that we might die to sins and live for righteousness; by his wounds you have been healed. 
Peter is connecting the atoning work of the cross very closely to healing and, to underline this, he quotes from Isaiah’s prophecy, which itself links healing with the atonement for sin. 
We can then conclude quite simply that both Matthew and Peter believed that healing was in the

atonement. 
A short study of the passage in question, Isaiah Chapter 53, should also help us. The language and structure of this chapter does not lend support to the idea that Isaiah might

have been trying to separate the work of the suffering servant from the work of healing, an important point in considering whether healing is in or through that atoning work of the

cross. Only this one single Isaiah phrase separates the two apostolic quotes about healing:
‘But he was pierced for our transgressions, he was crushed for our iniquities ’ 
(Isaiah 53:5a). #

This portion of the verse is unmistakably about the atonement; Matthew’s quotation is drawn from just before it and Peter’s immediately after. The Isaiah passage is not

separating healing from atonement for sin, but is mixing the two things together as one. At the end of the passage in question, immediately after Peter’s quote about healing, we find these words from the prophet, 
We all, like sheep, have gone astray, each of us has turned to his own way;

and the LORD has laid on him the iniquity of us all. 
Isaiah 53:6

So this is how this part of the Isaiah passage is constructed —every alternate statement in these verses is either about healing or atonement for the forgiveness of sin. The ‘took/carried away sickness’ phrase used by Matthew is followed by the ‘pierced –transgression ’phrase. This in turn is followed by the ‘wounds–healed’ phrase used by Peter, and the section is completed by the ‘iniquity on him ’ phrase. Isaiah is mixing together the two ideas of the Suffering Servant doing what has to be done to provide healing with his paying the price for the forgiveness of our sin and iniquity. 
The proposition that healing is not in the atonement overlooks the linguistic facts and structures of this passage, which does not separate the two ideas of healing provided by God and reconciliation with him. Theology often can, however, separate healing and forgiveness in the atonement without biblical license, and thereby serve to bring yet more doubt into the church on the question of the healing of the sick. 
An attitude of simple acceptance of healing being in the atonement, or a child –like

attitude of complete ignorance of this discussion altogether, makes it much easier for us to reliably and consistently receive healing. 
