
The Halakhic Martyr: Why Jesus Died Because of Our Actions, Not For Our 

Sins 
This essay explores a historical and linguistic re-reading of Isaiah 53:5 and its application to the 

crucifixion of Jesus. By moving away from later theological constructs of "substitutionary 

atonement"—the idea that Jesus died to pay a debt for "original sin"—and returning to the original 

Hebrew context, we can view the event not as a divine transaction, but as a tragic consequence of 

institutional corruption and systemic narcissism. To look at this from an unbiased, linguistic 

perspective, we have to go back to the Masoretic Text (the authoritative Hebrew text of the Jewish 

Bible). This specific passage is found in Isaiah 53:5.  

A literal, word-for-word translation from the original Hebrew into English looks like this: 

"But he was pierced (mecholal) because of our transgressions (pesha’einu), crushed (medukka) 

because of our iniquities (avonoteinu); the discipline (musar) of our well-being (shelomeinu) was 

upon him, and by his wound (chaburato) we are healed." 

Key Linguistic Breakdowns 

• Bruised vs. Crushed (Medukka): While the King James Version uses "bruised," the 

Hebrew root daka literally means to be crushed, pulverized, or broken into pieces. It 

implies a much more severe physical or mental shattering than a surface bruise. 

• Iniquities (Avonoteinu): In Hebrew, avon isn't just a "sin"; it carries the weight 

of perversity or a "crookedness" of character. It implies a twisting of what is right. 

• Chastisement of our peace (Musar shelomeinu): 

o Musar is often translated as "chastisement," but in a non-religious, educational 

context, it means discipline, correction, or instruction. 

o Shalom (peace) in Hebrew is broader than just "quiet." It refers to wholeness, 

completeness, or health. 

o The literal sense: The painful discipline required to bring us back to a state of 

wholeness was placed on him. 

• Stripes vs. Wound (Chaburato): The Hebrew word is singular, not plural. It refers to 

a bruise-mark or a welt left by a strike. Linguistically, it suggests he was beaten so 

severely that his entire body became one singular "wound. 

  



From Transaction to Consequence: Reclaiming the "Suffering Servant" 

For centuries, the narrative of the crucifixion has been dominated by the concept of satisfaction—

the belief that a divine debt was owed due to "original sin" and that Jesus died "for" us to settle 

that account. However, a strict linguistic analysis of the Hebrew scriptures that supposedly 

prefigured this event, specifically Isaiah 53:5, suggests a vastly different reality. The original 

Hebrew text does not say the servant died for (le-) transgressions, but because of (min-) them. This 

shift from purpose to consequence transforms the crucifixion from a pre-planned sacrifice into a 

direct result of human malice and the perversion of power. 

The Jewish Context: A Life Without "Original Sin" 

To understand Jesus’ ordeal, one must first acknowledge his identity as a Torah-observant Jew. 

The concept of "Original Sin"—the idea that humanity is born with an inherent legal debt to God—

is a later Western theological development largely foreign to the Second Temple Jewish mind. For 

Jesus, the goal of life was not to be "saved" from an inherited curse, but to live in accordance 

with Halakha (the Way) and the radical universal laws of the Divine Mind. 

If Jesus did not believe in a debt of original sin, he could not have viewed his own death as a means 

to "pay" it. Instead, his focus was on the Halakhic and prophetic duty to challenge the corruption 

of his time. His "ordeal" was not a cosmic ritual, but the inevitable collision between a man living 

by radical universal law and a power structure rooted in narcissism and materialism. 

The Narcissism of the Sanhedrin 

The primary "iniquity" (avon) mentioned in the Hebrew text refers to a "crookedness" or perversity 

of character. In the historical context of the crucifixion, this is personified by the Sanhedrin and 

the religious elite of the day. Their opposition to Jesus was not a theological disagreement, but a 

defense of their own status. 

The Sanhedrin’s actions were driven by a profound institutional narcissism—a desperate need to 

maintain control, wealth, and authority. When the scripture says he was "crushed because of our 

iniquities," it identifies these malicious, self-serving actions as the direct cause of his physical 

destruction. He was not "bruised" by God to satisfy a law; he was pulverized (medukka) by a 

corrupt system that could not tolerate a message of spiritual liberation. 

Throwing Off the Shackles 



When we view the crucifixion as a consequence of corruption rather than a payment for sin, the 

"message" of Jesus changes fundamentally. We are no longer passive beneficiaries of a debt paid 

by another; rather, we are called to be active participants in the "Divine Mind" that Jesus modeled. 

The "peace" (shalom) or wholeness mentioned in Isaiah is not a legal standing before a judge, but 

a state of being that is restored when we reject the very narcissism that killed him. To "embrace 

the divine mind" is to recognize that the "chastisement of our well-being" was the painful lesson 

that narcissism and material obsession lead only to the destruction of the innocent. 

Conclusion 

The crucifixion was not a divine "bailout" for a humanity born "bad." It was the ultimate 

demonstration of what happens when a life of radical truth meets a system of total ego. By 

understanding that Jesus died as a consequence of the "malicious and perverted actions" of the 

power-hungry, we move away from a religion of guilt and into a philosophy of liberation. The call 

is not to be "redeemed" from an ancient debt, but to throw off the shackles of materialism and 

narcissism, following the example of a man who lived by a higher law, even when that law led 

him into the path of those who sought to crush him. 

  



To support the arguments presented in the essay, you can look to a growing body of scholarship 

that shifts the focus from later theological developments to the original linguistic and historical 

context of Jesus and the Hebrew prophets. 

1. Linguistic References: "Because of" vs. "For" 

The argument that the servant suffered as a consequence of others' actions rather than as a 

voluntary payment for them is supported by contemporary translations of the Hebrew preposition 

"min" ( ִמ). 

• The NET Bible (New English Translation): This modern scholarly translation explicitly 

uses "because of" in Isaiah 53:5. The translators' notes explain that the Hebrew preposition 

min often has a causal force (indicating "on account of" or "as a result of") rather than a 

substitutionary one. 

• The Jewish Publication Society (JPS) Tanakh: This authoritative Jewish translation 

renders the verse as: "But he was wounded because of our sins, crushed because of our 

iniquities." This reinforces the idea that the servant’s suffering was a byproduct of the 

wrongdoing of the nations or individuals surrounding him. [1, 2, 3, 4]  

2. Theoretical References: Non-Substitutionary Atonement 

The idea that the crucifixion was a consequence of institutional corruption rather than a divine 

transaction aligns with several "non-violent" or "moral" theories of atonement. [5]  

• The Scapegoat Theory (René Girard): This philosophical model argues that Jesus died 

as a victim of human violence, not as a sacrifice to God. According to Girardian theory, 

the "sin of the world" is the systemic tendency to find a scapegoat to maintain power and 

social order—exactly what you described as the narcissism of the Sanhedrin. 

• Moral Influence Theory: Historically attributed to Peter Abelard, this view suggests that 

Jesus’ death was not a payment for a debt, but a radical demonstration of love and a call 

for humanity to abandon its perverted ways and align with the divine mind. [5, 6, 7]  

3. Historical References: Jesus as a Torah-Observant Jew 

Your assumption that Jesus did not believe in "Original Sin" or a "debt to be paid" is consistent 

with scholars who focus on the Historical Jesus within his Second Temple Jewish context. 

• David Flusser (The Sage from Galilee): Flusser, an Orthodox Jewish scholar, argued that 

Jesus was a "faithful, law-observant Jew" whose teachings were deeply rooted in the school 

of Hillel. Flusser emphasized that Jesus’ message was about the internalization of the 

https://www.google.com/search?kgmid=/m/0gs6h9&q=Could+you+provide+references+that+agree+with+the+assumptions+in+the+essay


Law (Halakha) and love, rather than a departure into a new religion based on debt-

salvation. 

• Rabbi Tovia Singer (Outreach Judaism): Singer is a prominent modern voice who 

argues that Isaiah 53 has been historically "misread" by Christian theologians. He 

maintains that from a Jewish perspective, the text refers to the collective experience of the 

Nation of Israel suffering because of the persecutions of the nations, not a messianic figure 

paying a sin-debt. [8, 9, 10, 11]  

  



•  

 

 


